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There is a lichen in northern California which 
is impossible to miss if you come across it on 
an excursion in that area. Sometimes called 
Methuselah’s Beard, Usnea longissima hangs in pale 
silvery garlands as long as three meters or more, 
some characteristically cross draped, on conifers 
and other trees in older forests, becoming more 
abundant the farther north you go.  Eventually it 
is very common along the western part of Oregon, 
Washington, British Columbia and into Alaska at 
least to the eastern shores of Prince William Sound 
(Personal observation). There is no mention of 
Usnea longissima, in John Thomson’s book, American
Arctic Lichens (Thomson 1984).

Usnea longissima is easy to determine even by a 
beginner. It is a fruticose lichen, pale greyish green 
in color. The long strands, which are often up to 
two or three meters long and  have been reported 
at three times that length, are sparsely branched, 
and those branches hang down parallel to the main 
stem. As with all Usneas, the branches have a dense 
central cord or axis and are elastic when wet. Many 
short fi brils, horizontal to each other, branch out 
at right angles from the main stem and branches. 
On the main stem the cortex is crumbly or absent, 
which gives this lichen the silvery look. The fact 
that the medulla of the main stem turns blue in 
iodine provides simple proof of identity if you are 
still in doubt.

This lichen is threatened by atmospheric pollution, 
to which it is very sensitive, by loss of habitat to 
urban sprawl, and by unscrupulous elements in 
the logging industry. The southern limits of this 
species of Usnea in California has moved north to 
Sonoma County from San Mateo County over the 
past twenty years (Doell and Wright 1994).      

Usnea longissima used to be present in many parts 
of northern Europe and northern North America, 

and at high altitudes in the tropics (Herre 1910, 
Fink 1935). Now it is endangered or extinct in most 
of its European range. Those of us who live in the 
Northwest get in the habit of thinking that the only 
stands of U. longissima in North America are here. 
This is not so, as Hale (1979) in earlier times and 
Brodo in 2000 remind us. While working on this 
treatise on U. longissima and the protection issues 
we are involved in here, I wondered how this lichen 
was doing back east, and proceeded to enquire. 

I got varying reports about Usnea longissima in the 
Midwest. The Minnesota populations are not doing 
well, and it has never been common there. It is rare 
now and will appear on the red list for Minnesota 
at the next revision. When found it is usually only 
in small pieces, the biggest clump measuring about 
3 feet. Habitat loss is the greatest threat. Almost 
the whole state was clearcut about a hundred 
years ago and suitable habitats are scattered. The 
species seems to be limited in its ability to disperse 
(Wetmore 2004). Things are better in the northern 
Great Lakes region, where Usnea longissima is still 
fairly abundant on the north shore of Lake Superior 
(Brodo 2004).

In Atlantic Canada Usnea longissima is not 
particularly rare, although less common than 
other Usnea species. It occurs in hundreds if not 
thousands of localities in that region, in humid, 
mature, coniferous forests. In drier, better drained 
areas it is more restricted to old growth forests. It is 
absent from the coldest boreal areas of the northern 
parts of the Maritime Provinces.                          
 Widespread clearcutting has reduced the general 
abundance of U. longissima in this region, but you 
fi nd fairly healthy populations on wet sites carpeted 
with Sphagnum in open forests of relatively low 
stature, in part because commercial forestry is not 
interested in the boggy spruce-fi r stands in which 
it grows (Clayden 2004). The author of this e-mail, 
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Stephen Clayden of the New Brunswick Museum, 
has the impression that Usnea longissima is the most 
sensitive of the Usnea species to pollution, perhaps 
owing to its lack of a well-developed cortex.

Robert Cameron, ecologist with Nova Scotia 
Environment and Labour, also mentions Usnea
longissima growing in two habitats. One is an 
association with old growth, which habitat is 
declining, mainly due to forestry; and the other 
is in coastal balsam fi r forests, with high rainfall, 
where the trees seldom reach old growth. But this 
area is threatened by habitat loss. U. longissima is 
not protected in any way in this region. There is 
a new endangered species act there, but the only 
lichen on it so far is the boreal felt lichen, Erioderma
pedicellatum (Hue) P. M. Jørg (Cameron 2004).

Moving south into New England, the twenty 
known Usnea longissima populations there are now  
restricted to old growth forests in northeastern 
Maine, except for one in New Hampshire. Vermont, 
also a historic site for this lichen, has no known 
populations now. As in California, the southern 
limits of the range is moving north. Atmospheric 
pollution with sulfur dioxide appears to be the 
main cause for this, as the sulfur dioxide gradients 
in New England are highest in the southwest and 
lowest in the north east. U. longissima is not protected 
in Maine or any New England states and does not 
grow in the forests of northern Maine which are 
managed for timber production (Jim Hinds 2004).

Apparently, in these other more eastern areas as in 
the west, Usnea longissima is having varied success 
and protection. We will return briefl y to these 
reports later in this article.

The habitat of Usnea longissima  in the west is roughly 
the same as the one where we fi nd redwood trees, 
although U. longissima does not necessarily grow 
on that species. Douglas fi rs, and, further north, 
Sitka spruce, are frequent substrates and there are 
many others as well. In recent years, as the logging 
industry and development continued to denude 
California’s old growth forests, lichen enthusiasts 
became concerned about the decimation of U.
longissima. Soon the government agencies in charge 
of regulations in the forests also took note and by 
1996 U. longissima was on the list of Federal Survey 
and Manage Lichens within the Range of the Northern 
Spotted Owl, U.S. Pacifi c Northwest, prepared for the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service. U.

longissima was listed under Survey Strategy No. 
4, which meant that the lichen was considered 
apparently secure within California but uncommon 
enough that its status should be monitored 
regularly.

In 1997 I reported in the CALS Bulletin that a 
population of Usnea longissima in the Santa Cruz 
Mountains was extirpated when its host tree was 
blown over into the adjoining canyon during a 
storm. That turned out to be the last reported 
occurrence of U. longissima anywhere south of 
Sonoma County. Concerned about what seemed 
to be a warning about this lichen’s future, CALS 
member Darrell Wright and I put together a list of 
all reported U. longissima sightings in California, 
checking herbaria in the Bay Area and available 
private collections. We found only 8 collections at 
fi rst, which we augmented to 21 eventually. This 
was an alarmingly small number. We reported 
this in the CALS Bulletin (Doell and Wright 2000), 
saying also that it was time to start a move towards 
protecting this species.

At about that time David Magney, a member of 
CALS and of the California Native Plant Society 
and an environmental consultant, had compiled 
a tentative Red List of California Lichens. U.
longissima was added to that list and that small step 
appeared to help protect a threatened Humboldt 
County population shortly thereafter. 

In May of 2000 the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection, the enforcement 
agency for environmental protection regulations in 
the state, responded to signifi cant environmental 
points raised during the timber harvesting plan 
evaluation process regarding a Timber Harvest 
Plan submitted by the Scotia Pacifi c Company. 
The Department had received 13 letters of concern 
about the Timber Harvest Plan, and 12 of them had 
to do with the lichen Usnea longissima. At least some 
of these letters were from Darrell Wright and other 
CALS members. The sources of the concern were 
not named, but the fact that this lichen was on the 
Preliminary Red List of California Lichens as well as 
on the federal list of species to be conserved as part 
of the habitat of the Northern Spotted Owl was a 
factor in getting favorable action. The response was 
that initially, U. longissima had not been considered 
because it was not on any pertinent lists and the area 
in question was not primarily old growth forest but 
had a number of younger timber on it. However, in 
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the course of the review process it was determined 
that U. longissima did have suffi cient unique 
qualities to allow it to receive protection under the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. 
The Timber Harvest Plan was therefore revised to 
provide protection for U. longissima in terms of the 
potential for signifi cant negative impacts which 
could result from timber operations. This referred to 
a 100 foot no operations buffer for the U. longissima, 
a 500 foot no burn prescription from the edge of the 
buffer, and a monitoring program to ensure that the 
lichen survived. This news was greeted as a great 
step forward for lichen conservation.

In 1999 David Magney called Darrell Wright’s 
attention to the fact that the Federal Endangered 
Species Act had been passed in l969. In it The 
Smithsonian Institute was charged with developing 
a list of plant and wild life species to be considered as 
candidates for listing as threatened or endangered. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National 
Marine fi sheries became regulatory agencies for 
the Endangered Species Act. According to David 
Magney, the Forest Service had been criticized  for 
not considering the adverse effect of logging on 
rare lichen species, he thought in Oregon, which 
should have been considered under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Lichens could be listed 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act by 
a petition to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Lichens could also be listed under the California 
Endangered Species Act, which gives plants 
protection on private property as well (Wright 
1999).

By January of 2000 there were still only 21 verifi ed 
populations of Usnea longissima in California, all 
from Sonoma, Mendocino, Humboldt and Del 
Norte counties, confi ned to a narrow coastal strip 
corresponding to the redwood (Sequoia sempervirens)
zone. Darrell Wright wrote to the Lichen Listserver 
that a proposed removal of U. longissima from the 
Federal list of species to be conserved as a part 
of the habitat of the Northern Spotted Owl was 
entirely unwarranted in light of scientifi c fi ndings, 
especially as regards California, and asked  
recipients of his e-mail to fax the pertinent agencies 
about their desire to see these populations spared 
and a preserve for them created by withdrawal of 
timber harvest plans (Wright 2000).

In May of that year it appeared that with only 21 
recorded sites, and most of them vouchered, the 

species is indeed rare and it made sense to add 
U. longissima to the California Natural Diversity 
Data Base at rank G2S2. These ranks refer to rarity, 
1 meaning the most rare, on a scale of 1 to 4. G
refers to global rankings, S to the state rank. The 
rank given meant that there were only an estimated 
1,000-3,000 individuals or 2,000-10,000 acres of this 

species. both globally (G2) and in California (S2).

By November of the year 2000 Greg Jirak, a member 
of both CALS and the California Native Plant Society, 
had formed Timberwatch, an organization devoted 
to keeping an eye on timber practices in California, 
and had persuaded the California Department of 
Fish and Game to call for a lichenological survey on 
another timber harvest plan.

Distribution of Usnea longissima in California as 
reported in the year 2000 (CALS Bulletin Vol.7 
No.1), plotted over the distribution of the red-
wood, Sequoia sempervirens. Each dot may repre-
sent more than one population.

Usnea longissima saga 
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A fl urry of e-mails occurred that month when an 
employee of Sierra Pacifi c Industries, a logging 
company, sent an e-mail to the Deapartment of Fish 
and Game, asking why the Department (which 
determines which species should be listed for 
protection) had written a letter to the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (the 
enforcing agency) stating: given U. longissima’s
sensitivity to disturbance and apparent rarity in 
the State of California, a project that threatens to 
eliminate a population of this species could be 
found to have a signifi cant adverse effect on the 
environment. She pointed out that U. longissima
was already proposed to be removed from the 
Northwest Forest Plan Survey and Manage list 
because of the moderate to high number of records 
in the Northwest Forest Plan area. She quoted the 
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS 12/99) 
as saying the number of known U. longissima sites 
had increased from 27 to 203 since 1993, with 
numerous other unreported sites identifi ed, and 
that regulations were already in effect which would 
provide for suitable habitat for U. longisima on 
federally managed lands throughout the National 
Forest Plan area. She could not locate any evidence 
supporting this specie’s endangerment or rarity in 
California. She questioned the process by which 
this lichen was put on the Department of Fish and 
Game’s Special Plant list and about the process 
in place for updating the list as more information 
becomes available.

This letter sparked a further discussion about 
what CALS’ role should be in these matters and 
did CALS want to take an active role in California 
Timber Harvest Plans?

Darrell Wright of CALS and  Bruce McCune of 
Oregon State University are quoted by David 
Magney as thinking Usnea longissima is rare enough 
to warrant concern and continued monitoring in 
the environmental review process. A question was 
raised about the exact location of the 203 reported 
U. longissima sites. Were they located in California 
or Oregon? (Magney 2000).

In November of 2000 David Tibor of CNPS, in an e-
mail to David Magney and others, says information 
on Usnea longissima occurrences in California  needs 
to be forwarded to California Natural Diversity 
Data Base for inclusion, which action was certainly 
overdue by then. David Magney  says that even if 
the sites of the 203 occurrences of Usnea longissima 

mentioned above are in CA it is not a large enough 
number for it to be taken off the Natural Diversity 
Data Base, but that CALS might reconsider its 
ranking in its Preliminary Red List of Rare CA 
lichens if the 203 number is correct (Tibor 2000).

Next, a quote from a California Department of Fish 
and Game report on a timber harvest plan surfaced 
on the internet in connection with this controversy. 
It said in part, “The lichen Usnea longissima  has been 
recorded in the area and may be negatively affected 
by the proposed project because it is characterized 
by extreme sensitivity to habitat disturbance. The 
Department believes that U. Longissima  meets the 
criteria for listing as described in section 15380 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, 
and that measures should be taken to assure that 
timber harvest operations will not signifi cantly 
impact this species.” A formal survey by qualifi ed 
people is recommended.

So here we are at the end of 2000, with a controversy 
raging about whether Usnea longissima is rare or 
abundant in CA, and how much if any protection it 
should have in Timber Harvest Plans of the logging 
industry. The logging industry, formerly resistant 
to anyone coming in to see their U. longissima sites, 
presumably because they didn’t want the hassle of 
having a rare lichen to worry about along with the 
spotted owl and other organisms, eventually came 
to realize that they probably have enough of it to 
get it off the rare and endangered lists altogether.

In July of 2003, Gordon Leppig of the Department 
of Fish and Game, commented on the status of 
Usnea longissima in Northern California in a report 
submitted to the California  Natural Diversity Data 
Base Rare Lichen and Bryophyte Scientifi c Advisory 
Committee. Here is a summary of his remarks:

He is on the Department of Fish and Game  team that 
oversees the implementation of the Pacifi c Lumber 
Company’s (PALCO) Habitat Conservation Plan, 
and is the lead scientist reviewing their rare plant 
survey and mitigation monitoring program. PALCO 
manages timber on about 211,000 acres, most of it 
repeatedly harvested in the last 140 years.

As required by the Habitat Conservation Plan, 
PALCO (the timber company) has been conducting 
plant surveys for four years and surveying Usnea
longissima for three years. Based on the March 10, 
2003 California Natural Diversity Data Base Status 
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Review, Leppig fi nds that there are compelling 
reasons for Usnea longissima to warrant a state rank 
of S4, and for it to no longer meet the defi nition of 
rare under the California Environmental Quality 
Act Section 15380. (S4 would be a lower ranking for 
California than it had at that time.)

He thinks the argument that U. Longissima should 
not be down listed because so many occurrences are 
in one area and ownership is misleading. There is 
nothing special about PALCO forests in providing 
habitat for this species. The situation is that PALCO 
is actively managing their lands and conducting 
many surveys and reporting many occurrences. 
Adjacent landowners with similar habitats are 
either not managing their lands to this extent or not 
hiring botanists to conduct botanical surveys, or 
not reporting occurrences when found. This last is 
an issue with the State Parks and Federal lands as 
well. Available data indicate that Usnea longissima
is much more in evidence in younger previously 
harvested industrial timberlands than in old 
growth forests in parks. If this is correct it is time to 
reevaluate two commonly held paradigms: that U.
longissima is an old growth taxon, and that timber 
harvesting is a signifi cant threat to this species.

Lots of Usnea longissima is found in watersheds that 
were clearcut from ridgetop to ridgetop in a period 
of 60 to 80 years. U. longissima has at least persisted 
or recolonized these areas after clear cutting and 
degradation. Present forest practice rules which limit 
harvesting in riparian corridors and on unstable 
lands, and protection for some large residual nest 
trees used by wildlife are much more benign than 
what has endured prior to the forest practice rules 
and other environmental regulations now in place. 
One occurrence has 221 host trees, many of which 
are festooned.  A hundred host trees are in an active 
landslide area on which trees cannot be harvested.

Timber management is not a signifi cant threat. 
Climate change, pollution and habitat conversion to 
non-timberlands appear to be much greater threats 
than timber harvesting. He thinks we need very 
compelling reasons to maintain Usnea longissima at 
its present rank, and a  revised benchmark of what 
new abundance level we determine this species 
needs to meet to warrant down listing. Attached to 
his report is a list of new Unea longissima occurrences 
on PALCO  lands not yet in the California Natural 
Diversity Data Base. Adding them all up, they come 
to 456 trees at ten sites.

In May of 2001, to go back a bit, Dylan Keon at 
Oregon State University had completed his thesis 
“Factors Limiting the Distribution of the Sensitive 
Lichen Usnea longissima in the Oregon Coast 
Range: Habitat or Dispersal?”, later appearing 
in the Bryologist (Keon 2002). In it he proposes 
that U. longissima does not necessarily require 
old growth forests to survive. His research shows 
that this lichen can also do very well on younger 
and smaller trees, and that transplants sometimes 
did extremely well in areas where they were not 
expected to. However, dispersal of this lichen is 
limited because it is only dispersed by fragments 
from one tree to another. Therefore he recommends 
that timber companies set aside some of the older 
trees as a source of propagules in order to start up 
new populations of U. longissima in adjacent more 
heavily logged areas.

While we are on this subject, I would like to refer 
back to our friends in eastern Canada. As we read 
earlier they found their Usnea longissima populations 
growing not only in old growth forests, as we have 
traditionally been taught to expect them, but also 
in boggy coastal environments where the trees 
are considerably smaller. Whether or not these 
populations have some remnants of old growth 
nearby is, understandably, not mentioned in these 
brief exchanges of information. But these references 
do seem to confi rm that old growth forests are not 
the only place to look for U. longissima.

Pacifi c Lumber Company Lands  have been 
harvested for 140 years and yet those lands appeared 
to have defi nitely more Usnea longissima on them 
than are recorded  in parks and preserves in the 
area. Now this is a very interesting development. 
This is partly due to the fact that at least this timber 
company has now hired botanists to record their U. 
longissima sites on a regular basis, whereas the parks 
and preserves do not survey their lands to a similar 
extent. But another possibility is that keeping the 
public out of their lands accomplished what the 
parks and preserves could never do. People and 
cars are not what U. longissima likes. It is a nice 
thought that the PALCO lands should be a preserve 
-.a preserve for this remarkable abundance of this 
lichen within California - but after 140 years of 
public use, would it  still be there?    

A month after Gordon Leppig’s report appeared, at 
the end of August, 2003, a well documented report 
on the status of Usnea longissima appeared which 
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can be summarized as follows:

Distribution: The U.S. Pacifi c Northwest may 
contain the best remaining populations of this 
species. It appears in Sonoma, Mendocino, 
Humboldt and Del Norte counties in California. The 
center of the California distribution is Humboldt 
County. Habitat: Usnea longissima can grow on 
most kinds of available forest trees. It is found 
in old growth forests and other tree age classes, 
like 20-30 year old Douglas fi rs. Roughly follows 
redwood tree distribution. Frequetnly found in 
heavily managed forests, and does not require old 
growth in California. Biology: Disperses almost 
exclusively by fragmentation by wind or birds. 
Growth rate and viability of new populations over 
time need more study. Abundance: The California 
Natural Diversity Data Base became aware of Usnea
longissima  in 2000 when contacted by Darrell Wright. 
With only 20 occurrences it was added to the list of 
special plants, bryophytes and lichens, giving it the 
rank of G3/S2.1.  Data was added in the following 
years and by 2003 there were 204 known sites and 
timber company and botanists and foresters and 
others asked for a review of this species’ ranking. 
Threat: Worldwide from logging, air pollution and 
climate change. Global distribution and abundance 
have declined, especially in Europe. The stricter 
regulations of the timber industry in California 
make timber harvest less of a threat in California 
than the effects of pollution or climate change. 
Conservation: Sillett and Goward (1998) state 
that conservation of pendant lichens involves the 
protection of remaining old growth habitats and 
the creation of suitable habitats in managed forests. 
Leaving old trees on adjacent older forests would 
facilitate propagule dispersal in the regenerating 
forests. Logging and forest lichen conservation 
may be compatible given a dedication to sensitive 
management of the ecosystem. California Forest 
Practice Rules  may contribute to the conservation 
strategies put forth by Sillett and Goward (1998) to 
help conserve epiphytic lichens. General comment:
Continue monitoring Usnea longissima in various 
management regimes and ecological situations to 
ensure it is not declining over time. Encourage forest 
management practice to foster the species, and 
most importantly, not cutting groups of occupied 
trees, with preferably permanent set-asides of high 
quality populations. 

Finally, the California Natural Diversity Data 
Base staff recommended that Usnea longissima be

assigned the rank of S4, which means over 50-80 
viable occurrences. This was a very controversial 
recommendation and a compromise was eventually 
reached as we shall see.

With 200 occurrences U. longissima was way 
over the usual limits imposed for the California 
Environmental Quality Act standard of listing. 
Having something protected under this act with 
that many occurrences jeopardized the credibility of 
the entire list and of the judgment of the California 
Natural Diversity Data Base and the Conservation 
Committee, according to some. 

Emotions are rising and accusations start fl ying 
as the end of the year 2003 approaches. Darrell 
Wright e-mails from New Zealand that he doubts 
the accuracy of the PALCO reports regarding the 
abundance of U. longissima on their lands (Wright 
2003).

The situation continued to warm up when Eric 
Peterson, Chairman of the CALS Conservation 
Committee, wrote on November 7 of 2003 that the 
Committee is involved in the U. longissima debate. 
He reported that the Committee had voiced concern 
to the California Department of Fish and Game that 
there is an incentive for Pacifi c Lumber Company 
(PALCO) to infl ate the number of U. longissima 
populations on their lands, that misidentifi cation 
is common, and that the defi nition of population 
may be questionable. On the other hand he also 
said that the Committee had good relations with 
the Department of Fish and Game person who 
makes ”listing” decisions for lichens. Eric said 
PALCO botanists had not collected and produced 
vouchers but that they were using iodine tests 
in their determinations. He also states that the 
species is not as common as PALCO indicates, and 
the Committee recommends the rank of S4.1 (.1 
meant very threatened) and agreed that there are 
enough Usnea longissima to keep it off of California 
Environmental Quality Act lists (Peterson 2003).

So now that all these thoughts had been exchanged 
between the leading players the stage was set for 
the next step. 

Early in 2004 Eric Peterson called for a meeting of 
representatives of all groups interested in the fate 
of Usnea longissima in California, to take place in 
Redding, preceded by a visit of a limited group to 
some U. Longissima sites on PALCO lands. The fi eld 
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trip took place on Saturday, March 20th, the group 
visiting 8 locations in at least 3 watersheds. Usnea
longissima was indeed abundant, the upper dryer 
slopes not as populated with this species as some 
of the more riparian areas were. This fi eld trip was 
informal and no technical data were collected. 

On March 21 the larger group met in the Redding 
Offi ces of the California Department of Fish and 
game.

Present were:
Eric Peterson, Bill Hill, Boyd Poulson, Sara Blauman 
and Patti Patterson from CALS, Greg Jirak and Lori 
Hubbard from CALS and The California Native 
Plant Society, Roxanne Bittman, Gordon Leppig and 
Pete Figura from the California Department of Fish 
and Game, Maralyn Renner from PALCO, Cameron 

Williams from Humboldt State University, and Tom 
Carlberg from the Six Rivers National Forest.

The meeting began with a description of the ranking 
process, and a discussion about the appropriateness 
of the current ranking system for Usnea longissima
and the question of whether U. longissima in the 
understory or on short lived trees constitutes 
a viable population for lichens.The subject of 
vouchers came up and it turned out that PALCO 
did not collect them but will in the future. New 
occurrences of Usnea longissima  had been found the 
previous day, and it was agreed that all sites visited 
did indeed contain that lichen. 

There was concern that if Usnea longissima  were 
dropped out of the California Environmental 
Quality Act the threat might increase so it would 
have to be reinstated, which would be expensive 
and counterproductive to the intent of the California 
Natural Diversity Data Base. There are currently 208 
occurrences of U. longissima in the Data Base and 
the group estimated a total number of California 
occurrences at around 300, once all are reported. A 
discussion of listing methods followed. 

Ensuing discussion subjects included, but were 
not limited to, PALCO’s habitat conservation plan, 
access and monitoring, the number of U. longissima 
listings on the data base from PALCO lands, future 
development, the drafting of an informal agreement 
outlining a monitoring program, and the process of 
carrying a plan from the planner to the logger.

Finally the group tentatively agreed to change the 
rank for Usnea longissima from G4/S2S3 to at least 
G4/S3.1. This represents a small lowering of it’s 
protected status because the number of occurrences 
had gone up. It refl ects the apparent lack of threat 
globally, (G4), the increasing number of sites found 
in the state (S3)  while acknowledging a high level of 
threat there (.1). “An informal agreement to monitor 
the sensitive lichen Usnea longissima on the Pacifi c 
Lumber Company ownership in Northwestern 
California” is currently in draft form. It deals 
primarily with arrangements for the monitoring of 
the species by CALS on PALCO lands.

The fi eld trip of the day before did confi rm that there 
were a large number of U. longissima populations on 
PALCO lands, but the eventual tentative agreement 
was not arrived at on the basis of this information 
alone. It was the culmination of years spent helping 

Distribution of Usnea longissima in California in 
the year 2004. Larger dots represent more popu-
lations at that site.
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organizations understand the intricacies of the 
ranking system on the one hand, and the special 
factors that applied to U. longissima on the other, 
such as the small size of many occurrences, the 
paucity of establishment sites, particularly after 
logging, and the lack of knowledge regarding 
long term viability following timber harvest. That 
the group in Redding managed to put together a 
draft of an agreement which took into account 
the main concerns of both sides is an interesting 
and commendable development in this ongoing 
struggle between conservationists and the timber 
industry. 

Before ending this account, let’s not omit what the 
U.S. Forest Service was doing all this time. The 
Forest Service can only deal with species on Forest 
Service land. They have no involvement in what 
goes on in private holdings such as PALCO. On 
April 26, 2004, U. longissima was offi cially listed 
on the Sensitive Species list of the Forest Service 
for Region 5 (California). Species on this list are 
considered sensitive within every forest where they 
occur or have suspected habitats. All occurrences of 
U. longissima on Forest Service lands in California 
are in Del Norte County on Six Rivers National 
Forest land. These locations are among the most 
easterly in California, and despite the extensive 
survey of more than 4000 acres between 2002 and 
2004, only twelve sites are known (Carlberg 2004).

So ends this saga of this interesting lichen. It goes 
from fi nding that it is endangered and losing ground 
in California, to fi ghting to put it on endangered 
species lists  to protect it from urban sprawl and the 
timber industry, and lastly to discovering that what 
may be the best  populations of Usnea longissima in 
California are actually within the timber company 
lands. It appears that  the lands of a well managed 
timber company with modern harvesting plans, 
an interest in the environment they control and 
a willingness to follow the regulations already in 
place is not such a bad place for a lichen to be.

I f a lichen hangs in the forest and no one sees it, 
who will list it?
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