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( 1) Do the assessment area( s) of resources that may be affected by the proposed project contain any past, present, 

or reasonably foreseeable, probable, or future projects? 

Yes...!_ No 

If the answer is yes, identify the project(s} and affected resource subject(s}. 

The text and pages that follow provide a summary of past, present and future projects. It shows acres logged by 

silvicultural system and yarding method, percent of the watershed covered and describes the location within the 

watershed. This THP lies in the Big Pepperwood Creek Watershed (6,532 acres, 1113.850201 ), the Mouth of the 

Gualala River Watershed (5,305 acres, 1113.850202), the Little Creek Planning Watershed (5,869 acres, 

1113.830004) and the Annapolis Planning Watershed (7,580 acres, 1113.840303). Collectively these four 

watersheds totaling 25,283 acres constitute the project's Watershed Assessment Area (WAA). Total flood prone 

area (FPA), also referred to as the floodplain, in the project WAA is 1,249 acres or 4.9% of the WAA. Within the FPA 

the THP proposes to harvest 278 acres or 22% of the FPA in the WAA. 

1. Past and Present Projec,s-

In the past 12 years (2007 to 2018) timber operations have occurred on or were planned for the specified acreage 

within each of the following CAL WATER planning watersheds within the Watershed Assessment Area (WAA): 

Big Pepperwood Creek: 1065 of 6532 acres, or 16.4% of the watershed is under plan or has been harvested. Acres 

operated on or planned in the floodplain of Big Pepperwood Creek: 211 of 530 acres or 39.8% of the FPA. 

Mouth of the Gualala River: 1139 of 5305 acres, or 21.5% of the watershed is under plan or has been harvested. 

Acres operated on or planned in the floodplain of the Mouth of the Gualala River: 143 of 431 acres or 33.2% of the 

FPA. 

Little Creek: 616 of 5869 acres, or 10.5% of the watershed is under plan or has been harvested. Acres operated on 

or planned in the floodplain of Little Creek Watershed: 44 of 121 acres or 36.4% of the FPA. 

Annapolis: 1,543 of 7580 acres, or 20.4% of the watershed is under plan or has been harvested. Acres operated on 

or planned in the floodplain of Annapolis Watershed: 2 of 168 acres or 1.2% of the FPA. 

Harvesting Within the Flood Prone Area (FPA) 

Since the inception of the Forest Practice Act in 1973 most all of Dogwood flood prone area stands have been 

harvested at least 2 to 3 times, and for much of the plan's flood prone area this will be the third, if not fourth, harvest 

entry since 1975. This past harvest activity under the selection management system indicates that these stand areas 

can maintain a harvest reentry cycle of roughly 15 to 20 years. Timber harvesting in the late 1990's to 2000 became 

problematic for any timberland owner who had flood prone timber areas within their ownership. For various reasons 

State and Federal agencies were becoming increasingly concerned over perceived potential impacts to watercourses 

from operating under the Forest Practice Rules at the time; i.e., the regulatory agencies had concerns that the then­

existing rules were not suff~e.Q!I~ ••• w otective of water resources with a primary focus on anadromous salmonid 

habitat, health and abundarM.t:l-fef,iJWe!i&;ls a 12-plus-year hiatus of harvesting the FPAs on the ownership 
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until a more restrictive Forest Practice Rule proposal could be developed and approved by the Board of Forestry that 

had buy-in from all the regulatory agencies; i.e. , the Anadromous Salmonid Protection (ASP) Rule Package of 2009. 

The total timbered flood prone acreage within the GRT ownership encompasses approximately 2,000 acres of Site I 

timberlands. These floodplain areas have not been harvested since 1999/2000 as the previous owners had 

determined they would wait until implementation of the ASP Rules in 2010. Harvesting on the floodplains did not 

occur for 12 years or more until the approval and harvest of the Kestrel THP 1-11-087 SON (11 2 acres selection) in 

2014-15 and the pending Dogwood THP 1-15-042 SON (290 acres selection & 52 acres no-cut) which was partially 

harvested in 2016 (these latter two plans being predominately located along the South Fork Gualala River); and the 

Plum THP 1-16-094 MEN (154 acres selection) located along the North Fork Gualala River where harvesting was 

initiated In 2017 and is to be completed in 2019. Because of the past decade and a half delay awaiting ASP Rule 

development, much of the floodplain areas within the GRT ownership are now at or are well past their normal selection 

harvest reentry schedule of 15-20 years. Thus, harvesting on GRT's FPAs is expected to continue into the next 5 to 

10-year planning horizon. 

Due to the highly restrictive measures required for harvesting practices by the ASP flood prone area (FPA) rules, the 

cumulative impacts of these harvests are expected to be insignificant. Sediment delivered from upstream 

watercourses during flood events that inundates the FPA will either continue to be passed downstream or be trapped 

by vegetation and deposited as flood water movement slows over the inundated area, allowing both coarse and fine 

sediments to settle out to be deposited on the floodplain surface. The FPA is a net receiver of sediment (acting as a 

deposition zone) due to this process during flood/inundation events. The amount of sediment deposition during 

flood/inundation events far exceeds any potential movement of sediment that could be generated from the harvest 

area as a result of site disturbance from harvest operations. Erosion and movement of sediment generated from the 

FPA is not anticipated under the restrictions of the ASP Rules and other limitations of the THP. The goals of the ASP 

Rules are to maintain high canopy levels for stream shading and adjacent streamside thermal temperature control, 

retain ground vegetative cover and avoid disturbance of critical flood prone area habitat including avoiding wet areas 

such as abandoned meanders, oxbow lakes and other features that could provide off channel habitat for fish during 

flood flows. In effect, harvest operations are severely constrained to reduce potential impacts to anadromous 

salmonids and the fluvial functions of the water flows on the FPA. Proper implementation of the ASP restrictions 

makes potential adverse effects of timber operations within floodplains in the WAA very unlikely to occur and 

cumulative impacts to beneficial uses of water are not expected. 

Past and present project summary of the watershed harvested, by silviculture and by owner, is included in the THP 

history tables and maps that follow this section; pages 123 to 141.16. 

2. Future Projects· 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

Dogwood THP and Future Projects RE~gC~b:~~~~~FICE 
The harvest planned on the flood plain of the Gualala River under this THP is part of the normal timber ma~~~~ent 
cycle scheduled for the property. The flood plain was originally clearcut at the turn of the 201h century and the old 

growth tree stumps re-sprouted a~d grew back into a dense second growth redwood stand. The area has been 

selectively harvested on a periodic basis since the 1950's. The flood plain has not been significantly impacted by 

recent harvests over the past five decades since the implementation of the Z'Berg Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 

1973 due to required streamside protection buffers. This harvest operation was originally intended to occur on this 
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area In 1999 but was held off until the Anadromous Salmonid Protection (ASP) Rules were created and added to the 

Forest Practice Rules in 2009. 

ASP rule implementation results in very light and limited harvests in the flood plains of Class I watercourses such as 

the Gualala River and the main Class I watercourse tributaries where the plan is located. The ASP rules require that 

no timber harvesting occur within 30 feet of the edge of the river within the riparian Core Zone. The rules also require 

leaving 13 of the largest trees per acre and 80% overstory canopy within the area from 30 feet out to 150 feet within 

the Inner Zone (Inner Zone A). Beyond this Inner Zone A the 13 largest trees per acre and at least 50% overstory 

canopy must be left in the next zone (Inner Zone 8), which extends to the outer edge of the flood prone area at the 

toe of the slope. There are also strict limitations on road building , skid trail use, slash piling, and a requirement for 

retention of the larger trees in the flood plain stand with the goal of reducing stand density to 30 to 50 trees per acre 

of large overstory redwoods. During harvesting, identified wet areas must be avoided and soil impacts must be 

negligible so not to affect or alter the hydraulics of flo'od waters as it passes through the floodplain. The ASP Rules 

are designed to minimize impacts to insignificance. As a result, the harvest is so light that it can be imperceptible 

within a few years after harvesting. The shady flood plains rapidly revegetate with forbs, ferns and shrubs, quickly 

hiding and stabilizing any soil disturbances associated with harv~sting . 

The goal of the ASP Rules in the flood plains is to grow a forest that improves and restores anadromous salmonid 

habitat with retention of the largest trees that have the most structure and will provide a high, dense, shade canopy. 

Eventually the older big trees will topple and fall into the watercourse to provide large woody debris and increase 

stream habitat complexity, including developing deeper pools, better mixing of spawning gravels and increasing cover 

from predators for the benefit of anadromous salmonid spawning and rearing. Future entries on these floodplains are 

expected to occur every 15 to 20 years with light selection harvests that have the goal of restoring the stands to a 

condition more favorable to providing improved anadromous salmonid habitat. 

The restoration type of commercial forestry being practiced on the flood plains by GRT is now becoming more 

common on redwood lands throughout the state. Similar forest restoration commercial harvesting practices are being 

used by a number of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) including the Sempervirens Fund and Peninsula Open 

Space Trust on the San Vincente Redwoods property in Santa Cruz County, the Redwood Forest Foundation on the 

Usal Forest in Mendocino County, and on a number of private tracts the Save the Redwoods League owns and 

manages as well as in a partnership with the National Park Service at Redwood National Park (in Humboldt County) 

called Redwoods Rising where younger stands are managed to decrease stand density and increase heterogeneity 

of forest structure. The Sempervirens Fund description of the Living Landscape plan for the San Vincente Redwoods 

states: Our conservation plan reserves two-thirds of the property for restoration and recovery, so that young redwood 

trees - akin to a 4-year-old human - can live 2, 000 years or more and help re-create a vibrant forest. The plan also 

identifies limited areas where selective timber harvesting may continue - only with great care, under strict 

sustainability standards - to generate money for ongoing management and restoration of the property. 

https://sempervirens.org/protect-redwoods/success-stories/ 

A note regarding GRT's property ownership. In July of 2015 Gualala Redwoods Inc. (GRI) changed ownership, 

and Gualala Redwood Timber LLC (GRT) was formed. It is GRT's intent to manage the property in a manner similar 

to GRI's practices. However, GRT has not had t ime to fully review all aspects of GRI's future management program, 

and GRT may make changes in the future. References to GRI in the planning history are for informational purposes 

and for evaluation of past beneficial practices and impacts. 
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Future harvest acres and projects over the next 5-year planning horizon, excluding the Dogwood THP, that are 

planned within the four planning watersheds that make up the Watershed Assessment Area (WAA) on GRT are as 

follows (see "Dogwood Cumulative Impacts Assessment Area Map" for each of the four watersheds in the WAA): 

Big Peppetwood Creek Watershed: 8 acres or 0.2% of the watershed area. 

Mouth of the Gualala River Watershed: 83 acres or 1.6% of the watershed area. 

Little Creek Watershed: 0 acres or 0% of the watershed area. 

Annapolis Watershed: 10 acres or 0.1% of the watershed area. 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Other non-harvest forest management activities can be expected to occur on GRT's ownership in the future. Those 

projects will or may include: 

o Gravel Mining. The application process for renewal of the Bed Rock/GRT gravel mining permit on the 

mainstem South Fork Gualala River and the Wheatfield Fork will be initiated within the year to allow continued 

mining over the next 1 0-year permitting period. Averaged annual gravel extractions under the present 10-

year plan within the WAA has been 9,745 cubic yards per year. 

o Road Rehabilitation. Watershed restoration work and road storm proofing is an ongoing activity. In the last 

15 years nearly 60% of the ownership's road system has been improved to reduce potential sediment delivery 

to the streams within the Gualala River Watershed. This has been accomplished through stream crossing 

replacements and improvements, removal of legacy earth fill crossings and undersized culverts, storm 

proofing roads by reconstruction to an outsloped running surface, and hydrologically disconnecting the road 

surface from nearby watercourses. In all, approximately 295,000 cubic yards of sediment have been 

prevented from l;leing delivered to the tributaries and the main watercourses of the Gualala River and has 

been retained on the hillslopes through stabilization work. Within the next 10 years GRT will continue to 

address treatment of the remaining 40% of its road system through grant funding or as on-site project 

mitigation through the company's timber harvest management program. 

o Fish Habitat Improvement. GRT plans to continue its grant funded work with the Gualala River Watershed 

Council (GRWC), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and NOAA Fisheries to improve the on-
' property fish habitat with additional instream large woody debris placement. To date it is estimated that more 

than 111 log truck loads of large wood has been placed in the fish bearing streams on GRT property within 

the Gualala River Watershed. This work was primarily accomplished through State grant funding and 

company cost share, and to a limited extent as off-site fish habitat mitigation related to the gravel extraction 

and mining permit. In 2018 eleven (11) large trees (nearly 14 MBF) were placed in the North Fork of the 

Gualala River by use of the Option 'v' process in the ASP Rules that allows for site-specific restoration work 

within the watercourse channel. GRT expects it will continue this work into the future in association with 

GRWC, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

and NOAA Fisheries. 

All this past and expected future restoration and stabilization work as addressed above has been evaluated through 

monitoring efforts by the GRWC and found to be contributing significant improvements to the Gualala River 

Watershed. The regulatory agencies support continuing this work into the future as the work is resulting in measurable 

fish and water quality improvements to the Gualala River Watershed, the WAA and the THP area. 

Timber Harvest Scheduling 

Harvesting, for practical reasons due to historical past harvest entries, access availability, equipment and manpower 
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mobilization and staging, is often concentrated In one watershed for a period of time and reduced in another 

watershed. This varying harvest intensity must be addressed in a cumulative effects analysis. In the assessment of 

potential cumulative effects that may result from harvesting the percent watershed acres harvested is a poor indicator 

by itself because if all silviculture were even-aged then one would expect on a sixty-year rotation to only harvest 

16.7% of a watershed within a ten-year period due to adjacent harvest unit constraints imposed by the Forest Practice 

Rules. However, if the landowner were to fully engage in uneven-aged silviculture over the entire watershed one 

could expect to selectively harvest 50 to 100% of the acres over a ten to fifteen-year period. Since there is a mixed 

employment of silvicultural prescriptions within a watershed the areas harvested in a ten to fifteen-year period become 

more complicated to decipher. This also does not take into account the fact that these are not fully regulated stands 

but have been harvested in bursts of activity in the past which has resulted in the majority of these stands becoming 

harvestable at approximately the same time in many cases. This pattern results in decades with higher harvest rates 

over an area followed by decades in which little to no harvesting occurs, so potential impacts can be periodic in 

nature. 

For past and future plans within the Big Pepperwood Watershed at least 16.3% (1065 acres) of the watershed has 

been or will be harvested over the assessment period of the past 10 years and planning horizon of the next 5 years. 

This is less than what would occur at a sixty-year rotation rate if all silviculture was even-age (25% over fifteen years). 

Also, at least 59% of the acreage has been or will be harvested using selection silviculture or is within no-cut areas. 

For past and future plans within the Mouth of the Gualala River Watershed at least 23.0% (1 ,223 acres) of the 

watershed has been or will be harvested over the assessment period of the past 10 years and planning horizon of 
I 

the next 5 years. This is less than what would occur at a sixty-year rotation rate if all silviculture was even-age (25% 

over fifteen years). At least 59% of those acres have been or will be harvested using selection silviculture. 

For past and future plans within the Little Creek Watershed at least 10.5% (616 acres) of the watershed has been or 

will be harvested over the assessment period of the past 10 years and planning horizon of the next 5 years. This is 

less than what would occur at a sixty-year rotation rate if all silviculture was even-age (25% over fifteen years), and 

at least 75% of those acres have been or will be harvested using selection silviculture. 

For past and future plans within the Annapolis Watershed at least 20.5% (1 ,553 acres) of the watershed has been or 

will be harvested over the assessment period of the past 10 years and planning horizon of the next 5 years. This Is 

less than what would occur at a sixty-year rotation rate if all silviculture was even-age (25% over fifteen years). At 

least 24% of those acres have been or will be harvested using selection silviculture or is within a no-cut area, and 

38% is or will be harvested under the variable retention method. 

At the present rate of harvest and because of harvest unit adjacency rules it is likely that many of the stands on the 

landowner's property will not be harvested until they are many decades older than the rules require for minimum 

stand age using even-aged management. Much of the ownership will continue to be managed using unevenaged 

selection silviculture, and older stands of mature timber will continue to exist because of a number of restrictions and 

considerations including watercourse protection rules, geological hazard set-asides, northern spotted owl habitat 

protection, as well as other plant and animal retention areas being left across the ownership. 

Background and Conclusion Statement 

The Timberland Productivity Act of 1982 restricts the use of lands zoned Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) to the 

growing and harvesting of timber and compatible uses, and establishes a presumption that timber harvesting is 

expected to and will occur on such lands. The RPF and the ~~J;.t~. {.Qal Fire) are to include the above legal 

~r::~t:IV.ED 
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consideration regarding project feasibility whi le giving consideration to measures proposed to reduce or avoid 

significant adverse impacts of THPs on lands zoned TPZ. On TPZ lands, per 14 CCR Section 898 of the Forest 

Practice Rules (FPR), the harvesting per se of trees shall not be presumed to have a significant adverse impact on 

the environ117ent. Per the same rule section, cumulative impacts are to be assessed based upon the methodology 

described in Board Technical Rule Addendum Number 2, Forest Practice Cumulative Impacts Assessment Process 

and shall be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness. After considering the rules of the Board and 

those mitigation measures proposed in the plan, the RPF is to indicate whether the proposed timber operation would 

have any significant adverse impact on the environment. With implementation of the FPRs and use of the multi­

agency review process, it is the intent to mitigate the environmental impacts of a THP to a less-than-significant level; 

in most all cases this is achievable. Once done on an individual THP (project) basis, an evaluation needs to be 

conducted to determine whether multiple projects across the landscape would constitute or combine to create a 

cumulative adverse impact on the environment. 

It is important to recognize that cumulative environmental effects can be either adverse or beneficial, and respectively 

significant or insignificant. Guidance under Addendum No. 2 of the FPRs is intended to meet the requirements of 

CEQA Guidelines CA Code of Regulations section' 15130. Consistent with section 15130(a)(2), this project, when 

considered with other past, present and future projects will not have incremental cumulative impacts which could be 

considered significant. 

There are several strategies to deal with potentially negative environmental impacts in the implementation of forestry 

projects: 

c 

Minimization 

w en -C) > """" - U") w -u :z 

Avoidance 

o Avoid the impact altogether by not taking action or part of the action. 

o Minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. w <( 

0::: 
...., 

Mitigation 

o Repair, rehabilitate, or restore degraded environmental resources. 

After it is determined which of these strategies to employ in any given situation, there are a number of practices to 

achieve avoidance, minimization, or mitigation. They are: 

Best Management Practices 

o Employ a predetermined suite of management practices that are known to avoid or minimize adverse 

impacts. 

Site-Specific Practices 

o Employ individual or a combination of practices, or techniques, that are tailored to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 

adverse impacts that are specific to the project and/or its implementation. 

On-Site Mitigation 

o Mitigation that is implemented within the footprint of the proposed project or is very closely associated to the 

project (e.g., correctional road points along an appurtenant road). 
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PART OF PLAN 
Off-Site Mitigation 

o A mitigation that is implemented outside the project area. The mitigation measure can be at a far-removed 

location but is expected to address any unmitigated on-site impacts as an off-set to those remaining at the 

proposed project location (ex., mitigation banking). 

The methods and practices used during the design and implementation of the present project to address cumulative 

effects include all the above, and selection of the final suite of practices varies by the resource requiring protection. 

Selection of final practices employed is an iterative process with feedback and adaptation as the project is developed 

and reviewed. Drawing upon the final practices to be implemented is not a linear process, but a circular one that may 

have to be done and redone several times during the course of project design. Often the end goal of the project 

proponent is not only to achieve the project objective(s) while preventing cumulative environmental effects, but to 

achieve a positive environmental outcome where feasible. 
I 

The cumulative impacts analysis is both a qualitative and quantitative process. It is based on the amount of 

information that is available at the time of project application and is built upon a level of perceived risk. Every attempt 

is made to compare the current condition with that of the desired outcome on the affected resource. F.rom this 

comparison, one can gain an understanding as to whether a cumulative impact from past, present, and future projects 

will occur, and whether it can be expected to improve or degrade the present site and/or assessment area condition. 

The cumulative impacts assessment provided here in Section IV, with its developed suite of mitigation measures that 

are carried over to the operational portion of the plan (i.e., Section II), is our best effort to meet the intent of the Forest 

Practices Act and its rules, and to provide the most scientifically credible impacts analysis of forest projects that are 

Implemented on lands zoned for timber production in the State of California. 

Analysis of Recent THPs on GRT lands within the WAA: 
RECEIVED 

JAN 1 5 2019 
German South THP (1 -16-047 SON) COAST AREA OFFICE 

This was a recent THP within the WAA submitted while the Dogwood THP was in agency revi~t~Sfh~RGfrM~~~<51JMENT 
THP was approved on November 3 , 2016 and was harvested in 2017. As with all timber harvest plans conducted on 

GRT timberlands, the German South THP received a multi-agency review that included on-site inspection by staff 

from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of Fish and Wildlife, California 

Geological Survey, State Archaeologist, and Cal Fire's Forest Practice staff. The THP was found to be in compliance 

with the Forest Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules, and like all previously approved harvest projects, was 

determined to be sufficiently mitigated by the State review team agencies so as not to have any measured adverse 

environmental impact on its own, or cumulatively when assessed in combination with other approved or ongoing 

projects within the various defined assessment areas, most specifically within the Mouth of the Gualala Planning 

Watershed. 

The German South THP included in its cumulative impact assessment the Dogwood THP (THP 1-15-042 SON) that 

was approved roughly five months earlier by Cal Fire on July 1, 2016. The Dogwood plan was determined through 

on-site agency inspections to be sufficiently mitigated by requirements of the Forest Practice Rules and individually 

tailored mitigation measures so as not to create any measured adverse impact on the environment on its own, or in 

combination with other past, present, or future projects. 

Past, Present, and 5-Year Foreseeable Future THP Assessment Periods 2005-2015 and 2007-2018 

Two assessment time periods are being provided. The 2005-2015 period is what was known when the Dogwood 

(THP 1-15-042 SON) was first submitted and under agency review from May 14, 2015 to the plan's notice of 
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conformance on July 1, 2016. The 2005-2015 project table summary and maps include the omission of German 

South THP that was initiated while the Dogwood plan was in review. During 2015 all future planning was on hold 

because the Gualala Redwood Inc (GRI) property was listed for sale. The property was sold on July 1, 2015 to 

Gualala Redwood Timber LLC (GRT), and management and future planning resumed. From GRT's billing record 

the German South plan was first considered as a potential project and work was initiated in January of 2016. 

More than two years have elapsed since initial approval of the Dogwood THP, as such it is incumbent on the project 

proponent to update the record as to what has transpired and is presently known in regard to past, present, and 

foreseeable future projects. The preceding text and attached 2007-2018 project table summary and maps that follow 

are provided as a current assessment that reflects changes that have occurred since original approval of the 

Dogwood THP on July 1, 2016. 

Also, included with this assessment is a map showing the location of all GRT's planned (next 5 years) harvest projects 

within the Gualala River Watershed. Because all planned future projects are upstream of the Dogwood THP, each 

has the potential to create impacts additive to those of the Dogwood plan. Each of these projects will have to be 

evaluated in its own right and is expected to be sufficiently mitigated so as to have no adverse effect on the public 

trust resources. Any conclusions at this point as to what potential impacts these future projects may have would be 

speculative, but the information is being provided for full disclosure of GRT's planned activity within the Gualala 

watershed. 

Maps and documents that follow are: 

• Past, Present, and 5· Year Foreseeable Future Project Assessment, Period 2007-2018 (revised 11/26/18) 

• Past, Present, and 5·Year Foreseeable Future Project Assessment, Period 2005-2015 (revised 08/18/17 to 

include the German South THP so as to represent it as a foreseeable future project in the assessment when 

the THP was first summitted on 05/04/15) 

• Map- Dogwood THP Location Within the Gualala River Watershed 

• Map - All GRT Future THP Projects Within the Gualala River Watershed 

• Map - Dogwood Cumulative Impacts Assessment Area Map 
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DOGWOOD THP (1-15-042 SON) 
Past, Present, and 5-Year Foreseeable Future 

Project Assessment 
Period 2007-2018 
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BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2007-2018 6532 acres 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture Acres 

Clearcut 341.8 

Seed Tree Remova l Step 75.5 

Shelterwood Removal 17.0 

Selection 631.1 

Sub Total: 1065.4 

Future Projects (next 5-years): 

Silviculture 

Selection 

Sub Total: 

Total: 

Last eleven years 
% of watershed 

unevenaged 
9.7% 

Dogwood THP 

Acres 

8.0 

8.0 

Acres 

1073.4 

% of watershed 

even aged 
6.7% 

%of PWS 

5.2% 

1.2% 

0.3% 

9.7% 

16 .4% 

%of PWS 

0.1% 

0.1% 

% ofPWS 

16.5% 

% of watershed 

special 
0.0% 

12 4 

% of watershed 
intermediate 

0.0% 

Silviculture Category 

evenaged 

evenaged 

levenaged 

unevenaged 

unevenaged 

totals 

16.4% 
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BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY FROM 2007 • 2018 

Past and Present Projects: 

County THP Num Silviculture Yarding Status of Plan 
Mendocino 1·07·067-MEN Clearcut Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·07·067·MEN Group Selection Tractor I Completed 
Mendocino 1-07·067-MEN Selection Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·08·086·MEN Selection Tractor/Cable Completed 
Mendocino 1·08·086·MEN Selection Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·08-086-MEN Selection Tractor/Cable Completed 
Mendocino 1·08·086-MEN STA Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·08·086·MEN STA Tractor/Cable Completed 
Mendocino 1·08NTMP·009 Group Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1-10-007-SON Selection Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1·10·081-SON Clearcut Cable Completed 
Sonoma l-10·081·SON Clearcut Tractor/Cable Completed 
Sonoma 1-10·081-SON Selection Cable Completed 
Sonoma 1·10·081-SON Selection Tractor Completed 

Sonoma l-10·081-SON Selection Tractor/Cable Completed 
Mendocino 1·11·043-MEN Clearcut Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·11·043·MEN Clearcut Tractor/Cable Completed 
Mendocino 1·11·043-MEN STRS Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·11·043-MEN Selection Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·11·043·MEN Selection Tractor/Cable Completed 
Sonoma l-11·087-SON Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1-12·087-SON Clearcut Cable Completed 
Sonoma 1·12·087·SON Clearcut Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1·12·087-SON Clearcut Tr;;~ctor/C;;~ble Completed 
Sonoma 1-12·087-SON STRS Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1-12·087-SON Selection Tractor Completed 
Mendocino 1·13·061·MEN Clearcut Tractor/Cable Approved 
Mendocino 1·13·061-MEN Selection Tractor/Cable Approved 
Sonoma 1·15·042-SON Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1·15·042-SON Selection Tractor Approved 
Son/Men 1·17-104·SON/MEN Clearcut Tractor Approved 
Son/Men 1·17-104-SON/MEN Selection Tractor Approved 
Son/Men 1-17·104-SON/MEN SRS Tractor Approved 

# Plans 10 

Foreseeable Future Projects: 

County THP Num Silviculture Yarding Status of Plan 
Sonoma Rock THP Selection Tractor In preparation 

11 Plans l 

' 
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Landowner CALWNUM 
Bower 1113.850201 
Bower 1113.850201 

I 

Bower 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
Bower 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRI 1113.850201 
GRT 1113.850201 
GRT 1113.850201 
GRT 1113.850201 
GRT 1113.850201 
GRT 1113.850201 

Sub Total from 2007 to 2018: 

Landowner CALWNUM 
GRT 1113.850201 

Sub Total for next five years 

Total: 

6,532 acres 

Acres of PWS silviculture category 
10 0.2% evenaged 
24 0.4% unevenaged 
3 0.1% unevenaged 

10 0.2% unevenaged 
98 1.5% unevenaged 
25 0.4%: unevenaged 

2 0.0% special 
13 0.2% special 
49 0.7%•unevenaged 
27 0.4% unevenaged 
6 0.1% evenaged 

73 1.1% evenaged 
2 0.0% unevenaged 

14 0.2%. uneven aged 
33 0.5% unevenaged 
10 0.2% evenaged 
35 0.5% evenaged 
17 0.3% evenaged 
1 0.0% unevenaged 
1 0.0% unevenaged 

42 0.6% unevenaged 
21 0.3% evenaged 
31 0.5% evenaged 
3 0.0% evenaged 

58 0.9% evenaged 
14 0.2% unevenaged 
43 0.7% evenaged 
29 0.4% unevenaged 

151 2.3% unevenaged 
12 0.2% unevenaged 

110 1. 7% evenaged 
74 1.1% unevenaged 
17 0.3% evenaged 

1057 16.2% 

Acres ofPWS 
8 

8 

1065 

0.1% unevenaged 

0.1% 

16.3% 
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2007-2018 THP HISTORY (Past and Present Projects) 
DOGWOODTHP 

N 

+ -

0 0.25 0.5 1.5 
--=:::::~---===::::::J Miles 

9 

16 

21 22 

December 17, 2018 

Dogwood THP 

11 

14 

Sources: 

BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

ILVICUL TURE 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTIONIUNEVENAGE 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp :1/ftp. fire. ca. gov /forest 

SEED TREE REMOVAL/EVENAGE 

12 

13 

7 

RECEIVED 
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8 

28 

32 33 
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BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS: CALWNUM 1113.850201 
2007-2018 THP HISTORY (Past and Present Projects) 
WEST HALF 

N 

+ 
Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

0 0.25 1.5 
---c:c::::::J------=c:c:c:c:c:::J Miles 

0.5 1 

21 22 

28 

99 

December 17, 2018 
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THP 

BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS:CALWNUM 1113.850201 
2007-2018 THP HISTORY (Past and Present Projects) 
EAST HALF 

OOGWOOOTHP 

BIG PEPPERWOOO CREEK PWS 

N 

+ 
0 0.25 0.5 

14 

Dogwood THP 

1 

13 

99 
December 17, 2018 

Sources: 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTIONIUNEVENAGE 

1.5 Gualala Redwood 1imber GIS SEED TREE REMOVAUEVENAGE 
Miles ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/foresl 

99 

128 

32 

8 
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BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS: CALWNUM 1113.850201 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS 

N 

+ 
0 0.25 0.5 

9 

16 

21 

December 17, 2018 

Dogwood THP 

1 Sources: 1.5 
Miles Gualala Redwood Timber 

11 

14 
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PROPOSED THP 

BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 

SELECTION/UNEVENAGE 

7 

26 

32 33 
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6 
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9 

Se ction I V 
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MOUTH OF GUALALA PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2007-2018 5305 acres 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture 

Clearcut 

Rehabilitation of Understocked 

Seed Tree Removal Step 

Selection 

Sub Total: 

Future Projects (next 5-years): 

Silviculture 

Selection 

Sub Total : 

Total: 

Last eleven years 

% of watershed 

unevenaged 

11.8% 

Dogwood THP 

Acres 

509.3 

5.0 

0.0 

625.5 

1139.8 

Acres 

83.0 

83.0 

1222.8 

% of watershed 

even aged 

9.6% 

% ofPWS 

9.6% 

0.1% 

0.0% 

11.8% 

21.5% 

% ofPWS 

1.6% 

1.6% 

23.0% 

% of watershed 

special 

0.1% 

% of watershed 

intermediate 

0.0% 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

Silviculture Category 

even aged 

special 

evenaged 

unevenaged 

unevenaged 

total 

21.5% 
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MOUTH OF GUALALA PLANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY FROM 2007-2018 

Past and Present ProJects: 

County THP Num Silviculture Yarding Stlltus of Plan 
Sonoma 1.01NTMP·008 Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1.01NTMP.048 Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma l.OSNTMP-()13 Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1..07-155-SON ' Clear cut Tractor Completed 
sonoma 1.07-155·SON Selection Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1.08-090-SON Clurcut Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1.08·090.SON Selection Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1..09-041-SON Clearcut Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1.09-041-SON Rehabilitation Trac.tor completed 
Sonoma 1..09-041-SDN Selection Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1.09·069-SON Clear cut Cable Completed 
Sonoma 1.09·069-SON Clear cut Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1..09-069-SON Selection O.ble Completed 
Sonoma 1-10-007-SON Selection Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1·11-087-SON Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1·12·04S-SON Group Selection Tractor Completed 
Sonoma 1·12·087-SON Clear cut O.ble Completed 
Sonoma 1-12·087-SON Clearcut Tractor/Cable Completed 
Sonoma 1-15-033-SON Clear cut Cable Approved 
Sonoma 1-15-033-SON Clearcut Tractor/Cable Approved 
Sonoma 1-15·033-SON Selection Cable Approved 
Sonoma 1-15·033·SON Selection Tractor/Cable Approved 
Sonoma 1·15·042-SON Selection Tractor Approved 
Sonoma 1-16-047-SON Clear cut Trector Approved 
Sonoma 1·16·047·SON Selection Tractor Approved 

Sonoma 1-16NTMP·001 SON Selection Tractor In review 

#Plans 15 

Foreseeable Future ProJects: 

County THPNum Silviculture Yard Ins Status of Plan 
Sonoma HazeiTHP Selection Tractor In Prepafltlon 

#Plans 1 

Dogwood THP 

!-lAI~T OF PLAN 

5,305 acres 

landowner CALWNUM Acres 
Richardson 1113.850202 4 
Garrett 1113.850202 43 
Radtkey 1113.850202 94 
GRI 1113.850202 82 
GRI 1113.850202 85 
GRI 1113.850202 133 
GRI 1113.850202 30 
GRI 1113.850202 46 
GRI 1113.850202 5 
GRI 1113.850202 4 
GRI 1113.850202 13 
,GRI 1113.850202 14 
GRI 1113.850202 2 
GRI 1113.850202 4 

GRI 1113.850202 35 
Garrett/Parks 1113.850202 61 
Gill 1113.850202 15 
GRI 1113.850202 31 
GRT 1113.850202 4 

GRT 1113.850202 86 
GRT 1113.850202 0 
GRT 1113.850202 15 
GRT 1113.850202 103 
GRT 1113.850202 86 
GRT 1113.850202 99 
sea RanCh Assoc. and sea 
Ranch Water Company 1113.850202 47 

Sub To"lfrom 2007 to 2018: 1140 

landowner CALWNUM Acres 
GilT 1113.850202 83.0 

Sub Total for ne•t five years u 

Total 1223 

RECEIVED 
JAN \ 5 2ot9 

%ofPWS 
0.1% 
0.8% 
1.8% 
1.5% 
1.6% 
2.5% 
Q.6%1 
0.9% 
0.1% 
0.1% 
0.2% 
0.3% 
0.0% 
0.1% 
0.7% 
1.1% 
0.3% 
0.6% 
0.1% 
1.6% 
0.0% 
0.3% 
1.9% 
1.6% 
1.9% 

0.9% 
21.5% 

%of PWS 
1.6% 

1.6% 

23.0% 

silviculture utegory 
unevenaged 
unevenased 
unevenaged 
even aged 
unevenaaod 
evenaaed 
unevenaged 
evenaged 
special 
unevenaged 
even aged 
even aged 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
une~enased 

evenesed 
even aged 
even aged 
even aced 
unevenased 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
evenased 
unevenaeed 

unevenaged 

una~anaaed 
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MOUTH OF GUALALA PWS:CALWNUM 1113.850202 
2007-2018 THP HISTORY (Past and Present Projects) 

N 

+ 
1 0 0.250.5 1.5 --=:::::::.--c===::J Miles 

99 

Pacific Ocean 

December 17, 2018 

Dogwood THP 

Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.flre.ca.gov/forest 

33 
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MOUTH OF GUALALA PWS: CALWNUM 1113.850202 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS 

0 0.250.5 

99 31 

1.5 
Miles 

Pacific Ocean 

December 17, 2018 

Dogwood THP 

5 

Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber 

33 
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LITILE CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2007- 2018 5869 acres 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture Acres 

Clearcut 146.5 

Group Selection 150.2 

Rehabilitation 4.5 

Selection 276.6 

Unevenaged 37.8 

Sub Total : 615.6 

Future Projects (next 5-years): 

Silviculture Acres 

None 0.0 

Sub Total : 0.0 

Acres 

Total: 615.6 

Last eleven years 

% of watershed % of watershed 

unevenaged even aged 

7.9% 2.5% 
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%of PWS 

2.5% 

2.6% 

0.1% 

4.7% 

0.6% 

10.5% 

%of PWS 

0.0% 

0.0% 

%of PWS 

10.5% 

% of watershed % of watershed 

special intermediate 

0.1% 0.0% 
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Silviculture Category 

evenaged 

unevenaged 

special 

unevenaged 

unevenaged 

Total 

10.5% 
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UTILE CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY FROM 2007 - 2018 

County THPNum Silviculture Yarding 
Sonoma 1·96NTMP·024 Selection 
Sonoma 1·99NTMP-021 Selection Tractor 
Sonoma 1·00NTMP·041 Selection Tractor 
Sonoma 1·00NTMP·073 1Selectlon Tractor 
Sonoma 1·0SNTMP·013 Selection Tractor 
Sonoma 1·0SNTMP·017 Unevenaged 
Sonoma 1·06NTMP·009 Group Selection Cable 
Sonoma 1·06NTMP·009 Group Selection Tractor 
Sonoma 1·08-021-SON Clearcut Tractor 
Sonoma 1·08NTMP·011 Selection Tractor 
Sonoma 1·13·023-SON Clearcut Tractor 
Sonoma 1·13·023-SON Rehabilitation Tractor 
Sonoma 1·15·042-SON Selection Tractor 

It Plans 11 

I 

Foreseeable Future Projects: 

County THPNum Silviculture Yarding 
Sonoma None 

#Plans 0 

Dogwood THP 

Status of Plan 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Completed 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Status of Plan 

PART OF PLAN 

5,869 acres 

Landowner CALWNUM Acres 
JHM Properties 1113.830004 8S 
Todd & Jamie Curlee 1113.830004 0 
Michael & Tonna Wilkins 1113.830004 14 
Darrell Rogers 1113.830004 41 
Rae Radtkey 1113.830004 64 
Lester Gray 1113.830004 38 
Raul Hernandez et al 1113.830004 30 
Raul Hernandez et al 1113.830004 121 
GRI 1113.830004 122 
parrell Rogers 1113.830004 14 
GRI 1113.830004 2S 
GRt 1113.830004 s 
GRT 1113.830004 58 

Sub Total from 2007 to 2018: 616 

Landowner CALWNUM Acres 
GRT 1113.830004 0 

Sub Total for next five years 0 

Total 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 
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%ofPWS 
1.5% 
0.0% 
0.2% 
0.7% 
1.1% 
0.6% 
0.5% 
2.1% 
2.1% 
0.2% 
0.4% 
0.1% 
1.0% 

10.5% 

% ofPWS 
0.0% 

0.0% 

lO.S% 

silviculture category 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 

' uncvenaged 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
unevenaged 
evenaged 

unevenaged 
evenaged 

special 
unevenaged 
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LITTLE CREEK PWS: CALWN UM 1113.830004 
2007-2018 THP HISTORY (Past and Present Projects) 

N 

THP 

NTMP 

DOGWOODTHP 

LITTLE CREEK PWS 

GRT OWNERSHIP + 
0 0.25 0.5 

19 20 

30 29 

31 
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1.5 
Miles 

33 

Sources: 
Gualala Redwood llmber GIS 
ftp://ftp. fire.ca.gov/forest 
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27 
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2 
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LITTLE CREEK PWS: CALWNUM 1113.830004 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS 

N 

t-JAt~ I OF PLAN 

+ NO FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN THE NEXT 5 YEARS 

0 0.25 0.5 

19 20 

31 
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1 1.5 
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Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber 

23 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

24 

SECTION LINES 

LITTLE CREEK PW 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

19 

13 16 

19 

Section IV 



PART OF PLAN 

ANNAPOLIS PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2007-2018 7580 acres 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture 

Clearcut 

Group Selectior 

Rehabilitation of Understocked 

Seed:Tree Removal Step 

Selection 

Shelterwood Seed Step 

Transition 

Unevenaged Management 

Variable Retention 

Sub Total : 

Future Projects (next 5-years): 

Silviculture 

Selection 

Sub Total: 

Total: 

Last eleven years 

% of watershed 

unevenaged 

9.4% 

Dogwood THP 

Acres % ofPWS Silviculture category 

208.7 2.8% evenaged 

48.2 0.6% unevenaged 

95.3 1.3% special 

108.1 1.4% evenaged 

425.2 5.6% unevenaged 

0.0 0.0% evenaged 

153.0 2.0% unevenaged 

86.2 1.1% unevenaged 

418.5 5.5% special 

1543.1 20.4% 

Acres %ofPWS 

10.0 0.1% 

10.0 0.1% 

1553.1 20.5% 

% of watershed % of watershed % of watershed total 

evenaged special intermediate 

4.2% 6.8% 0.0% 20.4% 

138 Section IV 



ANNAPOLIS PLANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY FROM 2007·2018 

Past and Present Projects: 

I 

County THPNum Silviculture Yarding 

Sonoma 1·99NTMP·021 Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1-00NTMP-073 Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1·00NTMP·041 Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1·01NTMP·048 Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1-01NTMP-048 Transition Tractor 

Sonoma 1·04NTMP·001 Selection Cable 

Sonoma 1·04NTMP·001 Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1-0SNTMP-017 Unevenaged Tractor 
Sonoma 1·07 ·028·SON Alternative (CC) Cable 

Sonoma ,1-07-028-SON Alternative (Transition) Tractor/Cable 

Sonoma 1·07-028-SON Rehabilitation Cable 

Sonoma 1-07-028-SON Rehabilitation Tractor/Cable 
Sonoma 1·08NTMP-011 Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1-08-124-SON STRS Tractor 

Sonoma 1·08·124-SON I Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1·08·021-SON Clearcut Trdctor 

Sonoma 1·08-093-SON Variable Retention Cable 
Sonoma 1·08·093-SON Variable Retention Tractor 

Soooma 1-08-121-SON Variable Retention Cable 

Sonoma 1-08-121-SON Variable Retention Tractor 

Sonoma 1·09·041-SON Clurcut Cable 

Sonoma 1·09-041-SON Clearcut Cable/Tractor 
Sonoma 1·09-041-SON Clearcut Tractor 

Sonoma 1·09-041-SON Selection Cable 

sonoma 1·09·041·SON Selection Cable/Tractor 

Sonoma 1·09·041-SON Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1·09·069-SON Clearcut Cable 

Sonoma 1-09-069-SON Clearcut Tractor 

Sonoma 1·09-069-SON Selection Cable 
Sonoma 1·09·069-SON Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1·12-045-SON Group Selection Cable 

Sonoma 1·12·04S·SON 1 Group Selection Tractor 

Sonoma 1-12-083-SON Transition Tractor 

Sonoma 1·12·083-50N Variable Retention Cable/Helicopter 
Sonoma 1-12-083-SON Variable Retention Tractor 

Sonoma 1-15-042-SON Selection Tractor 

#Plans 17 

Foreseeable Future Projects: 

County THP Num Silviculture Yarding 

Sonoma Hazel THP Selection Tractor 

#Plans 1 

Dogwood TIHP 

Status of Plan 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
Completed 

Completed 
Completed 

Completed 
Approved 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 
Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 
Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 
Completed 

Approved 

Status of Plan 

In Preparation 

PART OF PLAN 

7,580 acres 

Landowner Acres % of PWS silviculture category 

Curlee 39 O.S% unevenaged 

Rogers 132 1.7% unevenaged 
Wilkins 13 0.2% unevenaged 

Garrett 101 1.3% unevenaged 
Garrett 12 0.2% unevenaged 

Ragle 9 0.1% unevenaged 

Ragle 63 0.8% unevenaged 
Gray 86 1.1% unevenaged 

MRC 41 0.5% evenaged 

MRC 52 0.7% unevenaged 

MRC 40 O.S% special 

MRC 56 0.7% special 
Rogers 0 0.0% unevenaged 

Brenner, Carroll, Vollman 108 1.4% evenaged 

Brenner, Carroll, Vollman 18 0.2% unevenaged 

GRI 2 0.0% evenaged 

MRC 20 0.3% special 
MRC 27 0.4% special 

MRC 155 2.0% special 
MRC 58 0.8%1speclal 
GRI 18 0.2% evenaged 

GRI 3 0.0% evenaged 
GRI 32 0.4% evenaged 

GRI 3 0.0% unevenaged 
GRI 1 0.0% unevenaged 

GRI 35 0.5% unevcnaged 

GRI 55 0.7% evenaged 

GRI 56 0.7% evenaged 

GRI s 0.1% unevenaged 
GRI 3 0.0% uncvcnagcd 

Garrett/Parks 2 0.0% unevenaged 
Garrett/Parks 46 0.6% unevenaged 

MRC 89 1.2% unevenaged 

MRC 48 0.6% special 
MRC 110 1.5% special 

GRT 3 0.0% uncvenaged 

Sub Total from 2007 to 2018: 1543.0 20.4% 

Landowner Acres %ofPWS 

GRT 10.0 0.1% unevenaged 

Sub Total for next five years: 10.0 0.1% 

Total 1553.0 20.S% 

RECEIVED 
JAN 15 2019 

C0A::>l AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
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PART OF PLAN 

ANNAPOLIS PWS:CALWNUM 1113.840303 
2007-2018 THP HISTORY (Past and Present Projects) 

N 

THP 

NTMP 

DOGWOOD THP 

ANNAPOLIS PWS 

GRT OWNERSHIP + 
0 0.25 0.5 

9 

99 

December 17. 2018 

Dogwood THP 

1.5 
Miles 

99 

11 

35 

Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTION/UNEVENAG 

138.2 

12 
7 

36 

6 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANA~FMFI\IT 

8 

5 

Section IV 



PART OF PLAN 

ANNAPOLIS PWS: CALWNUM 1113.840303 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS 

N 

+ . 
J 

0 0.25 0.5 

9 11 

99 

99 

December 17, 2018 

Dogwood THP 

Sources: 

HAZEL THP 

SELECTION/UNEVENAG 

ANNAPOLIS PWS 
Gualala Redwood limber GRT OWNERSHIP 

138.3 

12 

' 13 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

7 

18 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

8 

5 

Section IV 



DOGWOOD THP (1-15-042 SON) 

Past, Present, and 5-Year Foreseeable Future 
Project Assessment 

RECEIVED 

AUG 31 2017 
COAST AREA OFFICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Period 2005-2015 

139 

PART OF PLAN 

REVISED 8/18/17 



BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2005·2015 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture 

Clearcut 

Seed Tree Removal Step 

Selection 

Sub Total: 

Future Projects: 

Silviculture 

Sub Total: 

Total: 

Lastten years 

% of watershed 

unevenaged 

10.9% 

Acres 

338.0 

75.5 

712.3 

1125.8 

Acres 

0.0 

o.o 

Acres 

1125.8 

% of watershed 

evenaged 

0.1 

T OF PLA 

%ofPWS 

5.2% 

1.2% 

10.9% 

17.2% 

% ofPWS 

0.0% 

0.0% 

% of PWS 

17.2% 

% of watershed 

special 

0.0% 

I t1 0 

% of watershed 

Intermediate 

0.0% 

6532 acres 

Silviculture Category 

even aged 

even aged 

uneven aged 

totals 

17.2% 

f-»ECEIVED 

MAR -8 2018 
L:OA( r l\ltlA Of·FICE: 

RESOURCE tv\i\NAGEMF~f 
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BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PlANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY rROM 2005-2015 6.,532 OCN!S 

Past and Present Projects: 

County iHP Num Silviculture Yarding Status of Plan Landowner CALWNUM Acres "of PWS silvia!lture c:otqoty 

Mendocino 1.()5.023-MEN Clearcut Tractor Completed G'RI 1113,850201 75 1.2% ew~ged 

Mendocino 1.()5.023-MEH Seledion Tractor Completed GRI 1113.8:50201 12 0.2% uneYenaged 

Mendocino 1-05-151-MEH Selection Tractor Completed Foster 1113.850201 10 0.2% unevenoged 
Sonoma 1-05-146-SON Selection Tractor Completed GRI 1113.850201 88 1.3% unewen~ged 
Mendocino 1-06-163-MEN Clearcut Cable Completed GRJ 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-06-163-MEN Selection Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Sonoma 1-06-009-SON Sele<:tion Tractor/Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1-06-01D-SON Sele<:tion Tractor Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-()7.067-MEN Clearcut Tractor Completed Bower 1113.850201 

Mendocino 1-o7-o67-MEH GroupSelection Tractor Completed Bower 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-o7-o67-MEH Sele<:tion Tractor Completed Bower 1113.850201 

Mendocino 1-0S-o86-MEH Sele<:tion Tracto</Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-0S-o86-MEH Selection Tracto< Completed GRI 1113.850201 

Mendocino 1-os.cs6-MEN Selection Tractt~</Cable Completed GRt 1ill.850201 
Mendocino 1-0S-o86-MEH STA T rartor Completed GRI 1113.850201 

Mendocino 1-os.cs6-MEN STA Tractt~</Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-0SNTMP-009 Group Selection Tr;octoc Apprl)Yed Baw"r 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1-10.007-SON Selection Tracto< Completed GRT 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1-1o-o81-SON Clearcut Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Sonoma 1-1o-o81-50N ~arcut Trartor/Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Sonoma 1-lo-ost-SON Selection cable Completed GRJ 1113.850201 
SOfloma 1-lo-o81-SON Selection Tract« Completed GRJ 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1-1o-o81-50N Selection Tractx></Cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-ll-o43-MEN Clearcut Tractor Completed GRT 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-11-o43-MEN Clearcut Tractx></cable Completed GRT 1113.!150201 
Mendocino 1-11-o43-MEN STRS Tractor Completed GRT 1113.!150201 

Mendocino 1-11-()43-MHI Selection Tractor Completed GRT 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-U-()43-MEN Selection Tractor/ Cable Completed GRT 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1-11-osJ-SON Selection Tractor Appr.,.,..,(! GRI 1113..850201 
Sonoma 1-12-osJ-SON Oeorcut cable Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Sonoma 1-12-osJ-SON Oearcut Troctor Completed GRI 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1-12-osJ-SDN Oearcut Tractor/Cable Completed GRJ 1113.850201 
Sonoma 1-12-osJ-SON STRS Tractor Completed GRI 1113.850201 

Sonoma 1·12-osJ-SON Selection Tractor Completed GRI 1113.850201 
Mendocino 1-13-0&1-MEN Clearcut Tractor/cable Approved GRI 1113.850201 

Mendocino 1-13-0&1-MEN Selection Tractor/Cable Approved GRI 1113.850201 
Sonoma 1-l5-o42-SON Selection Tractor Approved GRT 1113.850201 

Sonoma l-15-o42-SON Selection Tractor Approved GRT 1113.850201 

#Plans 15 Sub Total from 2005 to 2015: 

31 
5 

49 

0 
10 
24 

10 

98 
2S 

13 
49 

27 

6 
73 

14 

33 
10 
35 

17 

1 

42 

21 
31 

3 
58 
14 
43 

29 

151 
12 

1126 

0.5" """naged 
0.1" unell'l!'naged 

0.7" unewenaged 

0 .0% une""naged 
0.2% evenaged 
0.4" uneveruged 

0.1" une..,naged 
0.2% unevenaged 

l.S" unevenaged 
0 .4" unevenaged 
0.0% special 
0.2% special 

0.7" unevotnaged 

0.4" une""""'ed 
0.1" e~n~eed 
Ll" evenaced 
0 .0% une-ed 
0.:2% tmevenaged 

0.5" une....,.ged 
0.2% evenaged 

0.5" evenaged 
0.3% evenaged 

0.0% unewnaged 
0.0% une""""ged 

0.6% une""""ged 
0.3% evenaced 

0.5" evenaeed 
0.0% evenaged 

0.9% evenaged 

0.2% une....,.ged 
0.7% evenaged 

0.4" une...,naged 
2.3% unevenaeed 

0.2% unevenaged 

17.2% 

~ Foreseeable Future Pro,jects: 

County THPNum 

:1 Plans 0 

RECEIVED 

fAR -8 2018 
COAST ~l?fAOFrJCE 

RESOURCEM~Gil~ 

SiiYi~ Yarding 

0 

£: 

StotusofPian Landownef' CALWNUM Acres " of PWS 

0 0.0% 

Sub Total fornextfive ve•rs 0 0.0% 

Total: 1126 17.2% 

aiJP~Crcd...WSlM'~ 



BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 
2005-2015 THP HISTORY 
CALWNUM 1113.850201 

N 

+ Sources: 

1:50,000 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

9 
11 12 

16 

14 
13 

21 22 

99 

...0 
Q1 
0-,h 

'(:> 

C6 
~Q1 

" 99 

R ·c 
RT OF PLP, 

MAR -8 2018 
COAS I Ak.:A OfiiCr 

RESOLIRCf M\N/\GEMENT 

MARCH 2, 2018 

J tl!. I 

7 

99 

BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 

ILVICULTURE 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTION/UNEVENAGE 

Seed Tree Removai/EVENAGE 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

4 

8 

28 

32 33 

~ 

5 

Re-v; se.J :l/ :t 1 I 18"' 
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BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 
2005-2015 THP HISTORY 
WEST HALF 
CALWNUM 1113.850201 

N 

Sources: + 
1:24,000 

Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

15 

21 22 

28 

99 

MARCH 2, 2018 

141 · ~ 

14 

BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 

ILVICULTURE 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTION/U NEVENAGE 

Seed Tree Removai/EVENAGE 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

RECEIVED 

MAR -8 2018 
CUAS I ARtA OFI ICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMf.N1 

13 



BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 
2005-201"5 THP HISTORY 
EAST HALF 
CALWNUM 1113.850201 

N 

+ 
1:32,000 

14 

Rl Ui 

Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

13 

N1·~N 

99 

I Y J. 3 

30 

6 

THP 

BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 

ILVIC UL TU RE 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTION/UNEVENAGE 

Seed Tree Removai/EVENAGE 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

DOGWOODTHP 

20 

29 28 

32 33 

RECE V D 

MAR - 1 2018 



BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS: CALWNUM 1113.850201 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS + NO FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN THE NEXT 5 YEARS 

GRTOWNERSHIP 

1:50,000 Sources: BIG PEPPERWOOD CREEK PWS 
Gualala Redwood Timber 

9 
11 12 7 

16 

14 13 

21 

PART OF PU\l~ 
99 

August 3, 2017 

141.4 

T11NR14W 
T10NR1 

6 

4 

8 

28 

32 33 

RECEIVEC 

OCT 0 2 2017 
5 

a>ASTAREAOfFICE 
RESOURCE MANA 

REVISED 9/18/17 
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MOUTH OF GUALALA PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2005-2015 530S acres 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture 

Clearcut 

Rehabilitat ion of Understocked 

Seed Tree Removal Step 

Selection 

Sub Total: 

Future Projects: 

Silviculture 

ciearcut 

Selection 

Sub Total: 

Total : 

Last ten years 

% of watershed 

unevenaged 

17.7% 

Acres 

423.7 

5.0 

2.8 

940.1 

1371.6 

Acres 

85.0 

96.0 

181.0 

1552.6 

% of w at ershed 

even aged 

8.0% 

% ofPWS 

8.0% 

0.1% 

0.1% 

17.7% 

25.9% 

%ofPWS 

1.6% 

1.8% 

3.4% 

29% 

% of watershed 

specia l 

0.1% 

1 41. 5 

% of watershed 

Intermediat e 

0% 

Silviculture Category 

evenaged 

special 

evenaged 

uneven aged 

evenaged 

uneven aged 

tot al 

25.9% 

RECEIVED 

OCT 0 2 21111 
COAST AREA OFFICI: 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENl 

REVISED 9/18/17 





MOUTH OF GUALALA PWS 2005-2015 THP HISTORY 
CALWNUM 1113.850202 

Sources: 

1:54,000 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

99 
32 

Pacific Ocean 

THP 

MOUTH OF GUALALA PWS 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

ILVICULTURE 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

REHAB/EVENAGE 

SELECTION/U NEVENAGE 

August 3, 2017 

33 

T11NR14W 
T10NR14W 

5 
4 

1-\RT OF Plt 

141.7 

34 

N 

+ 

35 36 31 

11 12 

13 

99 

REVISED 9/18/17 



MOUTH OF GUALALA PWS: CALWNUM 1113.850202 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS 

Sources: 
1:54,000 Gualala Redwood Timber 

99 31 

Pacific Ocean 

GRT OWNERSHIP 

MOUTH OF GUALALA PWS 

ILVICULTURE 

CLEARCUT/EVENAGE 

SELECTION/UNEVENAGE 

T11NR14W 
T10NR1 4W 

5 

33 

PART OF PLAI 
August 3, 2017 

141.8 

34 

4 3 

N 

+ 

35 36 31 

11 12 

13 

REVISED 9/18/17 



LITTLE CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2005-2015 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture 

Clearcut 

Group Selection 

Rehabilitation 

Selection 

Unevenaged 

Sub Total: 

Future Projects: 

Silviculture 

None 

SubTotal: 

Total : 

Last ten years 

% of watershed 

unevenaged 

9.5% 

Acres 

146.5 

150.2 

4.5 

367.8 

37.8 

706.8 

Acres 

0.0 

0.0 

Acres 

706.8 

% of watershed 

evenaged 

0.0 

PART OF PLAN 

RECElVED 

AUG 3 1 2017 
COASTAREAOA=ICI: . 

RESOURCEMANAGEME~I 
141.9 

% ofPWS 

2.5% 

2.6% 

0.1% 

6.3% 

0.6% 

12.0% 

% ofPWS 

0.0% 

0.0% 

%ofPWS 

12.0% 

% of watershed 

special 

0.1% 

% of watershed 

Intermediate 

0.0% 

5869 <~cres 

Silviculture Category 

evenaged 

unevenaged 

special 

unevenaged 

unevenaged 

Total 

12.0% 

REVISED 8/18/17 



lol l 

LITTLE CREEK PLANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY FROM 2005- 2015 5,869 acres 

County THP Num Silviculture Yarding Status of Plan Landowner CALWNUM Acres %ofPWS silviculture category 

Sonoma 1-96NTMP-024 Selection Approved JHM Properties 1113.830004 85 1.5% unevenaged 

Sonoma 1-99NTMP-021 Selection Tractor Approved Todd & Jamie Curlee 1113.830004 0 0.0% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-00NTMP-041 Selection Tractor Approved Michael & lonna Wilkins 1113.830004 14 0.2% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-00NTMP-073 Selection Tractor Approved Darrell Rogers 1113.830004 41 0.7% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-0SNTMP-013 Selection Tractor Approved Rae Radtkey 1113.830004 64 1.1% uneven aged 
Sonoma 1-0SNTMP-017 Uneven aged Approved Lester Gray 1113 .. 830004 38 0.6% unevenaged 

Sonoma 1-06-009-SON Selection Tractor/Cable Completed GRI 1113.830004 91 1.6% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-06NTMP-009 Group Selection Cable Approved Raul Hernandez et al 1113.830004 30 0.5% unevenaged 

Sonoma 1-06NTMP-009 Group Selection Tractor Approved Raul Hernandez et al 1113.830004 121 2.1% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-08-()21-SON Clear cut Tractor Completed GRI 1113.830004 122 2.1% even aged 

Sonoma 1-08NTMP-011 Selection Tractor Approved Darrell Rogers 1113.830004 14 0.2% uneven aged 

Sonoma 1-13-023-SON Clearcut Tractor Approved GRI 1113.830004 25 0.4% even aged 
Sonoma 1-13-023-SON Rehabilitation Tractor Approved GRI 1113.830004 5 0.1% special 

...... Sonoma 1-15-042-SON Selection Tract.or Approved GRT 1113.830004 58 1.0% uneven aged , 

...... 

...... # Plan.s 12 Sub Total from 2005 to 2015: 707 12.0% 
0 -u 

)> 
;o 
-I 
0 , 
-o 
s; 

~ 
z 

< 
Foreseeable Future Projects: H 

rn 
l>1 
t1 

County Silviculture Yarding Status of Plan Landowner CALWNUM %ofPWS THP Num A.cres 
10 

GRT 1113.830004 0 0.0% ........ 
...... 
CJ) 

........ 
#Plans 0 Sub Total for next five years 0 0.0% ...... 

-...1 

;;o :;o Total 12.0% 

~8 0 m c::P n (') ;;tJ(t! --1 
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LITTLE CREEK PWS 2005-2015 THP HISTORY 
CALWNUM 1113.830004 

N 

+ 
1:48,000 

19 20 

30 29 

31 32 

August 3, 2017 

Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber GIS 
ftp://ftp.fire.ca.gov/forest 

COAST AREA OfFICE 
RESOURCFMANAGEMENT 
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141 . 11 
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GRT OWNERSHIP 
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SELECTION/UNEVENAG 
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LITTLE CREEK PWS: CALWNUM 1113.830004 
FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN 5 YEARS 

N + NO FORESEEABLE PROJECTS WITHIN THE NEXT 5 YEARS 

1:48,000 
Sources: 
Gualala Redwood Timber 

19 20 22 

30 29 
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31 

5 4 3 

16 

August3,2017 

141.12 
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.------r---------, 
SECTION LINES 
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ANNAPOLIS PLANNING WATERSHED SILVICULTURE HISTORY FROM 2005-2015 

Past and Present Projects: 

Silviculture Acres %ofPWS 

Clearcut 208.7 2.8% 

Group Selection 48.2 0 .6% 

Rehabilitation of Understocked 128.5 1.7% 

Seed Tree Removal Step 256.0 3.4% 

Selection 442.2 5.8% 

Shelterwood Seed Step 196.5 2.6% 

Transition 285.8 3.8% 

Unevenaged Management 86.2 1.1% 

Variable Retention 418.5 5.5% 

Sub Total: 2070.5 27.3% 

Future Projects: 

Silviculture Acres %ofPWS 
0.0 0.0% 

Sub Total: 0.0 0.0% 

Total: 2070.5 27.3% 

141.13 

Silviculture category 

even aged 

unevenaged 

special 

even aged 

unevenaged 

evenaged 

unevenaged 

unevenaged 

special 

REVISED 9/18/17 

RECEIVED 

OCT 0 2 2017 
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ANNAPOUS PLANNING WATERSHED THP HISTORY FROM 2005-2015 7,580 acres 

Pa<t and P~nt Projects: 

County THPNum Silviculture Yarding Status of Plan Landowner Acres %of PWS silviculture category 
Sonoma 1-99NTMP-{Ill Selection Tractor Approved Curlee 39 0.5% unevenage<l 

Sonoma 1-00NTM P-073 Selection Tractor Approved Rogers 132 1.7% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-00NTMP-()41 Selection Tractor Ap.proved Wilkins 13 0.2% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-()1NTMP-048 Selection Tractor Approved Garrett 101 13% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1.01NTMP-048 Transition Tractor Approved Garrett 12 0.2" unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-04NTM P-<>01 Selection Cable Approved Ragle 9 0.1% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-04NTMP-001 Selection Tractor Approved Ragle 63 0 .8% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-<>S'NTMP-<>17 Unevenaged Tractor Approved Gray 86 1.1% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-o&-072 -SON STRS Tractor Completed Richardson Trust 148 2 .0% evenaged 
Sonoma 1-o&-072-SON Selection Tractor Completed Richardson Trust 17 0.2% unevenage<l 
Sonoma 1-06-110-SON AlternatiVe (SSS) Cable Completed MRC 36 0.5" evenage<l 
Sonoma 1-06-110-SON Alternative (SSS) Tractor Completed MRC 160 2.1" evenaged 
Sonoma 1-06-110-SON Rehabilitation Tractor Completed MRC 33 0.4% special 
Sonoma 1-116-192-SON AlternatiVe (Transition) Tractor/Cable Completed MRC 133 1.8% uneve.naged 
Sonoma 1-<>7-<>28-SON Alternative (CC) Cable Completed MRC 41 0 .5" evenaged 
Sonoma 1.07-028-SON Alternative (Transition) Tractor/Cable Completed MRC 52 0.7% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1.07-028-SON Rehabilitation Cable Completed MRC 40 0.5% special 
Sonoma 1.07-<>28-SON Rehabilitation Tractor/Cable Completed MRC 56 0.7% s pecial 
Sonoma 1-08NTMP-<>11 Selection Tractor Approved Rogers 0 0.0% unevenaged 

...... Sonoma 1-oS-124-SON STRS Tractor Compl'eted Brenner, Carroll, Vollman 108 1.4" evenaged 

""'" Sonoma 1-oS-124-SON Selection Tractor Completed Brenner, Carroll, Vollman 18 0.2% unevenaged ...... 
Sonoma 1.08-021-SON Clearcut Tractor Completed GRI 2 0.0% evenaged 

1-' Sonoma 1-08-093-SON Variable Retention Cable Completed MRC 20 03% special 

""'" Sonoma 1-<>8-093-SON Variable Retention Tractor Completed MRC 27 OA" special 
Sonoma 1-oS-121-SON Variable Retention Cable Completed MRC 155 2.0% special 
Sonoma 1-oS-121-SON Variable Retention Tractor Completed MRC 58 0.8% special 
Sonoma 1-o9-041-SON Clearcut Cable Completed GRI 18 0.2% evenaged 
Sonoma 1-o9-041·50N Clearcut Cable/Tractor Completed GRI 3 0 .0% evenaged 
Sonoma 1-o9-041-SON Clear cut Tractor Completed GRI 32 0.4" evenaged 
Sonoma 1-o9-041-SON Selection Cable Co.mpl.eted GRI 3 0.0% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-<>9-041-SON Selection Cable/Tra.ctor Compl.eted GRI 1 0 .0% unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-o9-041-SON Selection Tractor Co.mpleted GRI 35 0.5" unevenaged 
Sonoma 1-<>9-<>69-SON Clearcut Cable Completed GRI 55 0.7% evenaged 
Sonoma 1-<>9-<>69-SON Clearcut Tractor Completed GRI 56 0 .7% evenaged 
Sonoma 1-<>9-<>69-SON Selection Cable Completed GRI 5 0.1% unevenaged 

~ Sonoma 1-<>9-<>69-SON Selection Tractor Completed GRI 3 0.0% unevenaged 

<: Sonoma 1· 12-o4:>-SON Group Selection Cable Completed Garrett/Parks 2 0.0% unevenaged :u H Sonoma 1-12-<>4:>-SON Group Selection Tractor Completed Garrett/Parks 46 0.5" unevenaged en )> tz:l Sonoma 1-12.()83-SON Transition Tractor Completed MRC 89 1.2% unevenaged 
tl Sonoma 1-12.()83-SON Variable Retention Cable/Herocopter Completed MRC 48 0.6% special ;:o 
10 Sonoma 1-12.()83-SON Variable Retention Tractor Completed MRC 110 1.5% special 
...... Sonoma 1-15-Q42-SON Selection Trad.or Approved GRT 3 0.0% unevenaged ..... 

If Plans 20 Sub Total from 2005 to 2015: 2070 273% 0 CD ...... ..... 
Foreseeable Future Projects: 'T1 ...J 

County THPNum :iS!Silvicultlll:~ :;o Yarding Status of Plan Landowner Acres %of PWS -u 
0 0.0% 0 r-

#Plans 0 5~ -f 0 Sub Total for next fiv~ years: 0 0.0% )> 
c:::t m z 
~ 

Total 2010 273% 

N 
c::> -....... - ............ PW$""'H"""" 
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The resources that are possibly affected by the projects listed above are Watershed, Soil, Biological, 

Recreational, Visual, Noise and Traffic. 

The planned levels of harvesting, when mitigated with the procedures prescribed by the rules, will not 

create significant adverse cumulative impacts to these assessment areas. 

(2) Are there any continuing, significant adverse impacts from past land use activities that may add to the 

impacts of the proposed project? 

YesJL_ No 

If the answer Is yes, Identify the activities, describing their locations, Impacts and affected resource subJect(s). 

The following cumulative effects analysis reference the following documents: the Gualala River Watershed 

Council (GRWC) Monitoring Plan Report 2000-2005 (GRWCMPR) and from the North Coast Watershed 

Assessment Program (NCWAP March 2003). The GRWCMPR is the most comprehensive analysis available 

and summarizes the data that has been collected as part of the Gualala River Watershed Monitoring Program 

Plan and includes a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) vetted by the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. It is part of the ongoing development of a 

Watershed Management and Enhancement Plan (WMEP) for the Gualala River Watershed. This monitoring 

plan was funded by grants from the State Water Resource Control Board (State WRCB) 319(h) program and 

the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) SB271 program. 

The GRWCMPR and NCWAP reports were published in 2006 and 2003 respectively and contain the most 

comprehensive and scientifically valid information to date regarding existing conditions and how those 

conditions relate to past land use practices. NCWAP was developed through cooperative efforts with 

landowners, government agencies and public cooperators. 

The Gualala River Watershed Technical Support Document (GRWTSD) prepared by the Water Quality Control 

Board in 2001 as supporting documentation for the TMDL analysis by the EPA was also reviewed for this 

cumulative impacts analysis. The primary objective of the GRWTSD is to identify and quantify sources of 

sediment in a way that allows a relative comparison of those sources and to provide information for non-point 

source erosion control measure prioritization and implementation. 

Additional references are THP reports prepared for GRI by fisheries experts, in particular a report by fisheries 

biologist Dennis Halligan of Natural Resources Management Corporation (Halligan 2000). Mr. Halligan's report 

contained valuable analysis of the available watershed information and some of his conclusions are included 

in this analysis. The archives at Department of Fish and Wildlife have previously been examined for information 

regarding the Gualala River and most of that information was summarized in the NCWAP report. 

Watershed analysis is currently being conducted by the Gualala River Watershed Council (GRWC). The 

GRWC stream monitoring program revisits specific stream reaches on a periodic basis to evaluate trends in 

water temperature, stream channel characteristics such as depth, width, and thalweg, riparian shade cover, 

and presence and absence of anadromous salmonids. GRWC crews have been annually monitoring stream 

reaches since the two reports sited above were published in 2003. GRT is continuing these monitoring 

programs on its property in the Gualala River Watershed. RECEIVED 

Dogwood THP 142 JAN 1 5 2019 Section IV 
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Past Watershed Impacts-

Prehistorically, the greatest impact to the watercourses within these watersheds was landslide activity. This 

resulted in the delivery of sediment into watercourses through large mass wasting events over the course of 

geologic time. Tim Best, a consulting State Licensed Engineering Geologist studied the Gualala Redwood 

property for unstable areas and wrote a report on his findings in 1998. This information was updated and 

reassessed in 2006 by Mr. Best. In that analysis he quantified landslides by time period using aerial photos. 

Smaller landslides that are found during THP preparation are added to the unstable area database for the 

property. This unstable area database can be found on the pages titled "Landslide Sites" in Section V (misc. 

addendums). All known landslides, both historic and prehistoric, are listed on these pages. Although 

prehistoric slides are not considered "past land use activity" they have been included in the database to be 

assessed in terms of potential additional watershed impacts. 

Historically, timber harvesting (with its associated activities) and road building for timber purposes have been 

the human activities occurring within this watershed with the greatest potential for impacting watershed 

resources. The first logging in this watershed occurred approximately 1 00+ years ago. In the early part of the 

last century when logging was just beginning, most of the skidding was by cable logging systems that dragged 

logs on the surface of the ground, typically downhill to railroad spurs. The logging patterns in the earlier part 

of this century made heavy use of draws and watercourse channels as skid and haul roads. Around the early 

1940's, timber harvesting methods began to be converted to tractor logging. The seasonal roads within the 

planning watersheds were sometimes constructed on the old railroad grades. During the early tractor logging 

operations and up to the early 1970's, roads and skid trails were mostly constructed by cut and fill methods on 

the slopes and in and around watercourse channels to provide a means to remove the timber. In some cases, 

water was diverted out of natural watercourse channels or was channeled under the skid trails and roads by 

means of Humboldt crossings using log chunks with and earth cap as fill material. Between 1952 and 1965 

aerial photos show that extensive harvesting took place in the inland portions of the Gualala River Watershed 

however, existing age classes of trees indicate that the majority of harvesting of old growth on this property 

took place earlier than this, (1890-191 0), probably because of the property's close proximity to the coast. 

Within the assessment area these old fills at skid trail and road crossings have long since been washed out, 

stabilized, or replaced by more storm proofed crossings. Eroded sediments have mobilized through and out of 

the Gualala watershed or have become deposits on flatter downstream reaches of the Class I and II 

watercourses. The majority of the sediment effects associated with the old logging before the modern Forest 

Practice Rules in the mid-1970's occurred shortly after the original logging took place. Long term impacts from 

the old logging tend to decrease with time after the activities occurred. Over time, impacted watercourse 

channels have reached greater levels of stability as sediments have moved downstream and stream banks 

have revegetated, though there is still likely to be some watercourse bank erosion where old fills and soil 

depositions are still actively eroding due to downcutting or bank cutting. Natural inner gorge slumping will be 

an on-going process. Known specific present and past impact locations are described in the "Landslide Sites" 

and "Completed Road Work" document summaries present in Section V of the THP. Also see THP Road Work 

database in Section II with the accompanying maps. 

RECEIVED 
Recent Past and Present Watershed Impacts JAN 1 5 2019 
Negative Impacts- COAST AREA OFFICE 
The recent recession of 2008 and the collapse of the housing bubble caused a dramatic!VSOOemf'rFi~MfEMENT 
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harvesting across the state with many mills closing and remaining mills working at reduced rates. This is likely 

a short-term temporary state of affairs, however medium term trends (i.e. over the last couple of decades) 

show a steady dropping off in THPs submitted and acres and volume being harvested statewide. 

Not all negative environmental impacts can be attributed to pre-forest practice rule operations. Roads have 

continued to be constructed during the last forty years (although often the reason has been to switch from 

tractor logging, which requires roads at the bottom of slopes, to cable logging which needs roads at 

the top of slopes). Even with much more restrictive rules regarding the placement of roads and the construction 

and maintenance of watercourse crossings, new roads can still have potential sediment impacts if they are not 

designed properly to handle peak flow events or if the crossing is not properly sized and maintained. Culverts 

have the potential to create negative impacts through failure and the diversion of water onto unstable or 

erodible ground unless critical dips are placed to prevent diversions. 

Surface erosion may occur where bare ground has been exposed and waterbars potentially can fail on roads 

and skid trails if not constructed properly or maintained. Prior to the 1973 Forest Practice Rules (FPR), skid 

trails were frequently built on steep slopes by large tractors and were constructed by pushing fill onto the steep 

slope below the trail. Some of these skid trails have had fill failures over time and usually during peak rain 

events as fill materials became saturated. Many of these skid trails and the associated fill failures have 

revegetated with thick conifer reproduction and potential fill failure has since stabilized or fill leaving the slopes 

has settled out onto lower gradient reaches. More of a problem pre-FPR, road and skid trail fill failure is the 

concentration and diversion of the surface flow of water (and sometimes subsurface flow) onto hill side slopes 

creating eroded rills and gully erosion. Diversions of watercourses on pre-FPR constructed roads and skid 

trails has also been a major source of human caused erosion in the past. 

The practice of storm-proofing roads by outsloping road surfaces and installing rolling dips, armoring 

watercourse crossings, replacing culverts with rock armored fords or dips whenever feasible has become a 

standard industry practice in the last decade. Gualala Redwoods has storm-proofed more roads as a 

percentage of their entire road system than any other north coast timber company (personal comm. Pacific 

Watershed Associates). To date nearly 60 percent of GRT's management service roads and old legacy roads 

have been treated to reduce erosion and/or to prevent any measured sediment delivery to a watercourse. GRT 

intends to continue this road storm-proofing program for the remainder of the roads that have not yet been 

treated. Storm-proofed roads can withstand the peak flow events that in the past would wash out culverts and 

road fill or overtop waterbars and inside ditches. This new way of designing or reconstructing road systems is 

having a significant calculable positive effect. Breached waterbars resulting in deep road gullying are no longer 

a common site on roads that have been storm proofed. Inside ditches that need constant maintenance no 

longer exist on these roads and washed out culverts are becoming a rarity. This watershed improvement 

activity within the Gualala River Watershed on GRT lands is correcting decades of man caused problems, and 

it often has a noticeable affect the first winter after storm-proofing with associated streams running clearer of 

sediment. 

Other potential impacts that have occurred within these watersheds in the recent past have been 1) the 

increased use of even-aged silviculture over uneven-aged silviculture by the landowner, which has potential 

watershed impacts, both negative and positive, 2) trespassers by all-terrain vehicles and motorcycles using 

roads and skid roads in the winter period which impacts the road system by damaging waterbars and creating 

small gullies that channel water down the roads, 3) climate change is a serious potential impact, the effects of 

RECEIVED 
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which are more intense storms and wildfires that can increase soil erosion, and since the main stem of the 

Gualala River is in the upper range of temperature that is suitable for salmonids, a warmer climate could have 

serious negative impacts on salmonid health and regeneration , and 4) the potential conversion of land to other 

uses such as housing or vineyards is an issue in this watershed as societal and economic pressures increase. 

Positive Impacts 

1) The landowner is Involved in an ongoing project to evaluate and rehabilitate their entire road system in 

order to offset any sediment impacts that result from their timber harvesting activities. GRI improved 55.4% of 

their road system at their own cost of $3.433,000.00 not including grant money and prevented at least 295,000 

cubic yards of sediment from being delivered into watercourses through work completed on their lands in the 

Gualala River Watershed from the period 2003 to 2017. The average cost of road upgrading has been 

$17,900.00 per mile. GRT has a goal of assessing their remaining road system over the next ten years and 

upgrading all roads to a storm-proofed condition over the next twenty years as money is available. In addition, 

roads are inspected annually and most road erosion sites that develop during the winter that are found and 

are accessible are repaired immediately so that small problems do not develop into big problems. Under 

miscellaneous addendums in Section Vis a listing of "Completed Road Work" projects for each watershed. In 

these "Competed Road Work" addendums "Yards Stabilized" were only provided if a qualified person 

addressed the site, and many of the stabilization sites were repaired but actual quantitative sediment savings 

has not or is yet to be documented. 

2) New Forest Practice Rules implemented since 2000, and especially the Anadromous Salmonid Rules of 

2009 have resulted in significant amounts of sensitive areas being designated as no-harvest areas for resource 

protection. Additionally, WLPZs now have higher canopy and Large Woody Debris (LWD) retention 

requirements. These include areas in Class I watercourse floodplains, areas adjacent to Class I watercourses 

that contain listed salmonids, inner gorge areas, unstable areas, areas for wildlife protection, areas for 

botanical protection, archaeological sites, and areas on steep slopes near Class I and Class II watercourses. 

Many areas with difficult access near Class I watercourses end up as virtual no-cut zones because of high 

canopy retention standards. These areas will continue to age and develop into mature successional stands. 

Many of these areas on the GRT property already contain a stand cohort that is 100 plus years old. These 

protection measures have been developed by interdisciplinary teams and are constantly being assessed for 

effectiveness. 

3) Wildlife and botanical surveys that have occurred for harvest plans have resulted in the discovery of many 

rare plants, listed birds, and frogs that otherwise would not be protected. Numerous areas designated for 

protection have been flagged out or designated as no-cut as a result of these surveys. 

Other Impacts 

Surface gravel mining of the open bars above the Gualala River summer flow may have an impact on the river 

but its extent is unknown as to whether the impact is positive or negative. Gravel mining opponents argue that 

any activity in the stream channel is potentially disruptive by destabilizing stream banks, exposing areas of fine 

sediment, damaging riparian vegetation or in some cases affecting the water table. Gravel mining advocates 

argue that removal of gravel actually enhances downstream habitats by reducing the oversupply of gravel in 

depositional reaches of the river thereby reducing the chance of flooding, increasing pool depth and creating 

greater channel diversity. State and County permitting requires that measurements are taken annually to 

ensure that gravel bars are replenished each year and in l~.&e~~~fl~nt ~ars gravel removal is reduced 

or stopped altogether. Rl:\,.;1:1 vEu 
JAN 1 5 2019 
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Potential Biological Impacts· 

The major biological impacts in the Biological Assessment Area, which includes all of the WAA and is 

dominated by timberland that has been under active management for the last 1 00 years would primarily be 1) 

erosion of the soil with the resulting loss of forest productivity and the sedimentation of the watercourses 

affecting downstream fisheries and instream habitat for aquatic species; 2) change of habitat for certain groups 

of species through the conversion of existing eighty to one hundred year old timber stands to younger age 

classes and a reduction in the diversity of hardwood' tree species as forest management favors growth of 

conifers; 3) the loss of snag recruitment trees and the unintentional knocking down of existing snags (snags 

being important for a number of species); 4) disturbance of animal species in the summer time through logging 

and trucking activity; and 5) directly killing certain slow moving or non-mobile plant and animal species through 

falling, skidding, logging, trucking and road building activities. 

Potential Offsetting Actions 

1) Forestry related: Increased canopy retention and large woody debris standards near watercourses along 

with no-cut areas implemented for a number of reasons (i.e. avoidance of unstable areas, wildlife protection, 

botanical protection, archaeological site avoidance, etc.) will result in increasingly older forests adjacent to 

watercourses and in random locations, resulting over time in development of late seral corridors and islands. 

As this trend continues it is likely that a significant amount of the property, estimated at 20%, will eventually 

end up as forests with late seral type characteristics with only light selection taking place into the future. Flood 

plains are part of this forest type due to the restrictions of the ASP Rules. These areas are often adjacent to 

linear features that are contiguous with other no-cut areas and have an added benefit of creating wildlife 

corridors and islands across the property. 

2) Evenage management results in the temporary establishment of low growing vegetation that is different 

from vegetation in a closed canopy forest, and this shrubby and brushy vegetation increase forage and habitat 

for a different set of wildlife species and creates edge effect along margins of evenaged units. The impacts of 

evenaged management are temporary in nature and tend to mimic natural disturbance events such as fire that 

create variations in age, size and structure of forests. Openings and gaps created by timber management are 

where rare plants are typically found on the property, and this is often a result of these species preferring 

recent soil disturbance where invasive and non-native plants have not yet become established. 

3) The 2009 ASP rules expanded Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones with increased canopy retention 

requirements and increased Large Woody Debris (LWD) retention requirements adjacent to salmonid streams 

which is expected to result in cooler stream temperatures favorable to salmonids and more structure in the 

streams which increases pool depths, spawning habitat, and provides cover from predators. 

4) GRT is also involved in the facilitation of ongoing stream reach, stream cross sectional, and LWD 

placement monitoring being conducted annually by the Gualala River Watershed Council (GRWC) on GRT's 

property in the WAA and within the Gualala River Watershed in order to offset any potential impacts that result 

from their timber harvesting activities. See biological section below for discussion of the monitoring and 

rehabilitation efforts that have been conducted for the past decade. 
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(3) Will the proposed project as presented, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable probable future projects Identified In Items (1) and (2) above, have a reasonable potential 

to cause or add to significant cumulative impacts in any of the following resource subjects? 

A Watershed 

B. Soil Productivity 

C. Biological 

D. Recreation 

E. Visual 

F. Traffic 

G. Noise 

H. Global warming 

Yes afte·r 

mitigation (a) 

No after 

mitigation (b) 

X 

No reasonably 

potential 

significant 

effects (c) 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
a) Yes, means that potential significant adverse cumulative impacts are left after application of the forest 

practice rules and mitigations or alternatives proposed by the plan submitter. 

b) No after mitigation means that any potential for the proposed timber operation to cause or add to 

significant adverse cumulative impacts has been substantially reduced to insignificance or avoided by 

mitigation measures or alternatives proposed in the THP and application of the forest practice rules. 

c) No reasonable potential significant cumulative effects mean that the operations proposed under the 

THP do not have a reasonable potential to join with the impacts of any other project to cause, add to, 

or constitute significant adverse cumulative impacts. 

If column (a) Is checked In (3) above, describe why the expected Impacts cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided and what 

mitigation measures or alternatives were considered to reach this determination. If column (b) Is checked In (3) above, describe 

what mitigation measures have been selected which will substantially reduce or avoid reasonably potential cumulative Impacts 

except for those mitigation measures or alternative mandated by application of the rules of the Board of Forestry. 

Current harvesting and forest management practices in combination with adherence to regulations of the 

Forest Practice Rules and beneficial actions developed in this THP should reduce the risk of significant adverse 

cumulative impacts to the resources. See below for specific beneficial actions. 

(4) Project Description -For a description of the current project see the beginning of Section Ill (preceding 

the impacts analysis). RECEIVED 
(5) A Description of the Assessment Area used for each Resource Subject 

WATERSHED ASSESSMENT AREA (WAA): 

JAN 1 5 2019 
COAST AREA OFFICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

The watershed assessment area is the Big Pepperwood Creek Watershed (6,532 acres, 1113.850201), the 

Mouth of the Gualala River Watershed (5,305 acres, 1113.850202), the Little Creek Watershed (5,869 acres, 

1113.830004) and the Annapolis Watershed (7,580 acres, 1113.840303). Total acreage of the assessment 

area is 25,283 acres which is 13.2 percent of the total Gualala River Watershed comprised of 191,116 acres. 

Dogwood THP 147 Section IV 
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Rationale: The THP area is located within these CAL WATER planning watersheds and operations from this 

THP have the most potential to affect water quality within these watersheds. These planning watersheds 

include a variety of topographic aspects, a variety of slope inclinations from steep to flat, a variety of soil types 

from very stable to highly unstable, and a variety of watercourses that range from large Class I salmonid 

bearing watercourses to small ephemeral Class Ill watercourses. They also include flood prone areas within 

the Gualala River Watershed and significant reaches of the Main Fork and South Forks of the river as well as 

some of their larger tributaries. 

SOIL PRODUCTIVITY ASSESSMENT AREA (SAA): 

Assessment Area: The area within the THP boundary will be the assessment area. 

Rationale: All effects on the soil will occur within the THP area. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AREA (BAA): 

Assessment Area: The Biological assessment area w ill be the same as the watershed assessment area plus 

an additional 1.3 miles perimeter around the THP boundary which is the area assessed for Northern spotted 

owls and other mobile non-aquatic species. For aquatic species the assessment area is the Class I and II 

watercourses, springs, ponds and wet areas within the planning watersheds of the WAA. 

Rationale: This area encompasses a large enough area to account for wildlife movement and includes a variety 

of habitat types representative of the area. 

RECREATION ASSESSMENT AREA (RAA): 

Assessment Area: Within 300 feet of the THP boundary will be the assessment area. 

Rationale: All effects on recreation are most likely to occur within this area. 

VISUAL ASSESSMENT AREA (VAA): 

Assessment Area: The assessment area for impact to visual aesthetics is the area within 3 miles of the THP. 

Rationale: Beyond three miles forestry activities are difficult to discern. 

I 
TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT AREA (TAA): 

Assessment Area: The assessment area for traffic is the private road system west or east of the TH P to the 

Annapolis Road and from there to Hwy 1 or from the private road system to county road 501 and from there to 

Old State Hwy and then to Hwy 1; see appurtenant road map in Section II. 

Rationale: These are the first roads not part of the logging area on which logging traffic must travel. 

NOISE ASSESSMENT AREA (NAA): 

Assessment Area: The area north and west of the northern most part of THP; approximately up to ~ mile 

depending on topography. 

Rationale: These are the only populated areas that could conceivably be affected by the noise of the logging 

operations. 
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GLOBAL WARMING ASSESSMENT AREA (GWAA): 

Assessment Area: The area within the THP boundary will be the assessment area. 

Rationale: Virtually all effects relating to the sequestration of carbon will occur in the immediate vicinity of the 

growing trees on the THP. 

(6)- For a listing of the individuals, organizations, and records consulted please see the end of this 

CWE analysis. 

A. Watershed Resources Assessment 

1. Beneficial Uses of Water 

The watershed resources that are affected by potential adverse impacts of this project are the beneficial uses 

of water in the Gualala River which are designated in the Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region 

(Section 2, Table 4) as: municipal supply and domestic supply, agricultural supply, industrial service supply, 

water contact recreation, non-water contact recreation, commercial and sport fishing, cold freshwater habitat, 

wildlife habitat, groundwater recharge, navigation, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning, reproduction 

and/or early development, estuarine habitat, rare, threatened, or endangered species, water quality 

enhancement, flood peak attenuation/flood water storage, wetland habitat, water quality enhancement and 

subsistence fishing. The following table indicates estimated cubic feet per second (cfs) diversions during the 

year from the entire Gualala River Watershed as determined by the Gualala River Watershed Technical 

Support Document (GRWTSD) prepared by the Water Quality Control Board (2001 ). 

Estimated Water Uses in the Gualala River Watershed 
Water Use Estimated Maximum 

Withdrawal Rate (cfs 
SWRCB appropriative rights 8 

Vineyards-dry and frost 27-100 

Rural Residential 2.5 
North Gualala Water Company 2 
Sea Ranch 2.8 

Potential total diversion amount 42.3 - 115.3 

2. Watershed Description 

RECEIVED 
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The Gualala River Watershed produces high volumes of sediment due to the geology and the topography. 

"The combination of the underlying pervasively sheared and often folded Franciscan rocks, recent uplift, and 

a distinctive climate accounts for the large sediment yields." (Kelsey et al1981 ). The THP area is located within 

the floodplain of the South Fork Gualala River and lower Wheatfield Fork Gualala River. These Class I 

watercourses have extensive alluvial flats or floodplains which support a productive second and third growth 

redwood forest. These alluvial f lats act as a buffer between the steeper upslope areas, from which sediment 

is migrating, and the major watercourse channels. During peak flows sediment that is carried from transport 

reaches in steep Class I, II and Ill watercourses at the headwaters of the watersheds drop out of suspension 

as they cross the lower gradient storage reaches, and deposit sediment on the alluvial flats, that occur adjacent 

to the river. Some smaller Class Ill watercourses that feed directly into the alluvial flats disappear into the 

sandy soil without contributing their sediment load directly to higher order watercourses. Numerous low spots 
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within the flats along the river also act as sediment catch basins when the main tributaries of the Gualala River 

periodically overflow their banks during peak flow events during the winter and spring seasons. The slopes 

above the floodplain of the Gualala River are well vegetated with redwood, Douglas-fir, bishop pine, buckeye, 

tan oak, madrone, big leaf maple, California bay, and several other hardwood species in small amounts. 

Floodplains are dominated by coastal redwood with intermixed hardwoods of California bay and red alder, all 

of which can tolerate short term water inundation. 

Precipitation within these watersheds average around 40 inches per year, which comes mainly in the form of 

rain. Much of the year the area has coastal fog that provides moisture to the redwood forests from leaf drip 

and reduces evaporation by providing cover from solar radiation. 

The lower reaches of the Gualala River system, where the plan is located has limited ability to retain large 

woody debris because of the width and size of the channels. The bank vegetation, although thick, is incapable 

of shading the entire watercourse in many locations due to the wide channel. Sediment that is washed down, 

often from many miles upstream during peak flow events will drop out of suspension on the alluvial flats due 

to the slower low gradient flows that occur there. Consulting Fisheries Biologist Dennis Halligan describes the 

South Fork of the Gualala channel characteristics as " ... contained entirely within the San Andreas Fault in a 

100-200 foot wide aggraded alluvial channel with less than 1% gradient. The summer low flow wetted channel 

is approximately 25 feet wide. The substrate is composed exclusively of small gravel and sand. The stream 

banks are 20 - 30 feet high and have a 50% slope prior to transitioning onto the terrace. Spawning habitat 

quality is poor due to the heavily embedded nature of the substrate. Rearing habitat quality is fair and located 

primarily in corner pools or LWD scour pools. LWD averages 3 pieces per 100 feet, but much of it is small size 

and relatively unstable. The riparian zone is composed of moderately to densely spaced 2nd growth redwoods 

in the 12 to 36 inch dbh size classes. Due to channel width, the shade canopy is less than 20%. There is no 

evidence of the type of bank erosion that would indicate active channel migration. However, the thalweg does 

meander within the stable active channel banks. The continuing development of these floodplains (those 

adjacent to the Gualala River) is predicated on the fact that they are sediment deposition areas, not source 

areas. GRI has documented an increase in floodplain elevation between 1953 and 1986 of approximately 3.5 Q 
feet. This equates to an average of 17 cubic yards per acre per year." (Halligan 2000) ~ 

-3. Potential Specific Watershed Impacts W 
There are four CAL WATER planning watersheds that are included in WAA. The Annapolis Planning watershed 0 
contains less than 1% of the plan area, and the area to be harvested is less than 0.05% of this planning ~ 
watershed. The area where the greatest potential impacts could occur are the Big Pepperwood Creek 

watershed where 61% of the plan area is located, the Mouth of the Gualala watershed where 22% of the plan 

area is located, and the Little Creek watershed where 15% of the plan area is located, therefore the following 

analysis will focus primarily on these watersheds. 

Section 916.4 (a)(1) of the Forest Practice Rules states that the RPF or supervised designee shall evaluate 
areas near, and areas with the potential to directly impact, watercourses and lakes for sensitive conditions 
including, but not limited to, existing and proposed roads, skidtrails and landings, unstable and erodible 
watercourse banks, unstable upslope areas, debris jam potential, inadequate flow capacity, changeable 
channels, overflow channels, flood prone areas, and riparian zones wherein the values set forth in 14 CCR §§ 
916.4(b) are impaired. The RPF shall consider these conditions, and those measures needed to maintain, and 
restore to the extent feasible, the functions set forth in 14 CCR §§ 916.4(b), when proposing WLPZ widths and 
protection measures. The plan shall identify such conditions, including where they may interact with proposed 
timber operations, that individually or cumulatively significantly and adversely affect the beneficial uses of 
water, and shall describe measures to protect and restore to the extent feasible the beneficial uses of water. 
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This field assessment was done by the RPF and the following characteristics of the plan area were determined. 

1. Existing and proposed roads, skidtrails and landings - There are no proposed roads in this plan. 
In Section II a work order that contains road points and skid trail points has been prepared. These 
points contain beneficial actions for a number of items. Probably no aspect of logging has more 
potential to negatively impact watercourses than the improper creation and maintenance of the road 
systems. Elsewhere in this analysis information has been given on the efforts being made to 
stormproof GRT's road system. On the road system that is specific to this plan the following points that 
relate to Section 916.4 (a)(1) can be made. The majority of the road system is at the edge of the 
WLPZ but some portions of it do fall into the WLPZ. Between the road system and the major 
watercourse of concern (the Gualala River) there Is a flat, sometimes back tilted buffer of heavily 
vegetated ground. A small number of class II watercourse crossings do exist as part of this plan and 
this is partly a result of the length of the plan. The timber on this THP in the alluvial flats wi ll be long 
lined from the existing haul road and existing flagged skid roads. The use of skid trails that enter the 
WLPZ is usually only requested in those cases where the alluvial flat is very wide and then all skid 
trails have been pre-flagged. The use of the landings that fall into the WLPZ also have the advantage 
of being existing and therefore not requiring new excavation. The use of these landings also reduces 
the amount of skidding that will be needed on the haul road which reduces the production of fines. 
Many logs will be skidded to the edge of the road and will be loaded with a shovel loader directly onto 
trucks without further skidding down the main haul road. Overall the road system in this plan has a low 
probability of creating negative impacts because of the location of the main haul roads on the alluvial 
flat which has a wide flat buffer between the main Class I watercourses and the roads, and the low 
gradient crossings of watercourses that are required. The skid trails and landings are similarly buffered, 
and any generated sediment will be filtered or trapped prior to entering the watercourses. 

· 2. Unstable and erodible watercourse banks - The banks of the Gualala River within the WAA that are 
within the flood plain slope down at 50% for approximately 40 feet and are composed of alluvium from 
past flooding. These banks often have conifers growing right down to the water's edge and in general 
these banks appear quite stable. The conifers that exist in this zone are usually quite large in diameter 
and height and a number are leaning out over the river which will be the main source of future large 
woody debris. Aerial photos show that the banks have not changed noticeably in the last fifty years. 
The transition slope between the top of the alluvial flat and the wetted channel is the main source of 
large instream woody debris and no trees will be harvested from this zone. In addition, the new 
Anadromous Salmonid Protection (ASP) rules of 2009 designate a core zone in which no harvesting 
will occur. This zone runs from the watercourse transition line back for 30 feet. Outside the core zone 
within the flood plan the ASP ru les require that the thirteen largest trees per acre be left and that the 
silviculture be uneven aged or commercial thinning which promotes growth of larger trees. These 
provisions will allow for continued stability of watercourse banks within the THP area the majority of 
which is within the floodplain. Peak flows can cause some bank erosion, but the large tree retention 
and absence of harvest in the core zone will act to prevent that in most locations. 

3. Unstable upslope areas - The California Geological Service geologic features map shows that the 
majority of upslope areas adjacent to the alluvial flats are part of ancient mass wasting features. 
These steeper areas adjacent to this THP should not be affected as no harvesting or road work will be 
taking place along the base of these features that could potentially destabilize them as part of this 
THP. The few unstable areas that are in the plan are all in Unit #1 which is an upslope harvest area. 
Within Unit #1 the unstable areas have been mapped and all skid trails have been flagged so as to 
avoid equipment entry onto unstable area(s). Impacts from unstable upslope areas will be minimal in 
terms of sediment impacts. 

4. Debris jam potential - The South Fork Gualala River has a low to non-existent potential for debris 
jams as the river is too wide and shallow with high powerful flows for debris to lodge in the channel. 
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Anything but the largest trees are swept away by the wide powerful river flows. The smaller Class I 
watercourses In this plan, Big Pepperwood, Little Pepperwood and Buckeye Creek have a greater 
potential for debris jams. The small jams that have occurred are the result of a permitted large woody 
debris placement program being conducted by GRT and the Gualala River Watershed Council on the 
GRT property using grant funding. These small log jams are seen as positive developments for fish 
habitat as this large wood acts to help sort spawning gravels, increase pool depth and decrease stream 
temperature as well as provide cover for fish from predators. 

5. Flood prone areas and inadequate flow capacity - During the winter the alluvial flats in this plan 
periodically flood which indicates inadequate flow capacity in the active channel. Inadequate capacity 
is sometimes caused by increased deposition which raises the channel bottom causing the banks to 
flood . The portion of the Gualala River and its tributaries that are within the THP area have low gradient 
depositional reaches and bed load is transported from high gradient reaches and drops out of 
suspension in these areas of the river during peak flows when the river flows rise up out of the main 
channel. Permanent plots that were put into the stands adjacent to the Gualala River several decades 
ago show that portions of these flats have had as much as three and a half feet of sediment deposited 
on them in recent decades. Some of this sediment is undoubtedly also coming from upslope Class II 
and Class Ill watercourses that drain directly onto these flats and often disappear into the sandy soil 
without ever reaching the river. Although this process may have been accelerated in the past century 
due to Increased upslope erosion, the process of alluvial flat flooding and aggradation has been going 
on for thousands of years according to the NCWAP watershed assessment report. Implementation of 
the THP under the ASP rule prescriptions will have no measurable adverse impact on the flood prone 
area or alter the flow capacity of the river. 

6. Changeable channels and overflow channels- On these alluvial flats evidence can be found where 
Class lis and Class Ill watercourses on the sideslopes have changed channel locations once they hit 
the alluvial flat. This is not a common occurrence but as sediment builds up in these smaller 
watercourses there is the possibility of these channels migrating. There are also small bays that 
sometimes extend into the alluvial flats from the main Class I watercourse channel. These areas may 
be important for small fish that are trying to escape out of the main stream for refuge during high flow 
periods. It is unusual for these features to extend more than 50 feet away from the wetted channel and 
since this plan only proposes very limited harvesting this close to the Class I watercourse it is not likely 
to affect the stability of these features. The new ASP rules require the protection of these overflow 
and changeable channels, and in fact they are already protected by their location within the WLPZs of 
the watercourses. The migration of the Class lis and Class Ill watercourses is a process that occurs 
as a result of upslope sediment inputs. This has the potential to release sediment through the creation 
of a new channel and it is the result of the alluvial flats continual trapping more and more sediment. 
Usually the old channel that has dried up has trapped so much sediment it has returned almost to a 
flat state with the channel f illed. The net result of sediment entering the river from these migrations is 
low as downcutting is not occurring as flows cross the alluvial flats. The WLPZ extends up to the edge 
of the alluvial flats and can be over 900 feet wide. The skid trails and skid trail crossings that are 
proposed for use on the alluvial flats are minimal and carefully located to reduce changes in flows and 
will not affect the occurrence or likelihood of channel migration. The relatively flat ground on the flood 
plains further reduces the likelihood of erosion or significant channel migration as a result of skidding 
logs to landings in the WLPZ. 

7. Riparian zones -The majority of this plan falls into the riparian zone of the South Fork Gualala River 
(which is listed for sediment and temperature), therefore it is of potential concern and any negative 
effects that operations in this unit could have on the river are required to be mitigated. In the following 
sections temperature and sediment concerns and beneficial actions are addressed. In order to mitigate 
any effects on the riparian zone a number of steps are being taken including 1) a very conservative 
determination of the watercourse transition line which results in extending the starting edge of the 30 
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foot no-cut Core Zone adjacent to the main channel to the widest width possible, 2) a light harvest 
using thinning from below that will result in concentration of growth on the larger trees that are capable 
of shading the watercourse within the Inner Zone A (next 150 feet), 3) use of uneven age silviculture 
in the alluvial areas in the Inner Zone B (the remainder of the flood plain), 4) reduced use of existing 
WLPZ skid trails 5) voluntary upgrading of several watercourses from Class Ill to Class II designation 
to increase protection zones. Additionally, the ASP rules require no removal of LWD in the WLPZs and 
very high canopy closure standards throughout the flood prone portions of the plan. 

Finding: This plan is not likely to adversely affect existing watershed conditions within the WAA due to the 
very light harvest, the soil erosion protection measures, the design of the log skidding landing and road system, 
and the seasonal restrictions on operations. Over time it will provide for enhanced diversity in forest structural 
development by concentrating growth on the larger trees, trees that will extend a shaded canopy over the 
watercourse to a greater extent and be in a more favorable position to contribute LWD to the watercourse 
channel. 

RECEIVED 
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In attempting to analyze and mitigate watershed effects, several sources of information have been rev1e~T 
and an attempt to summarize this information is made on the following pages. The most comprehensive study 

to date, The North Coast Watershed Assessment Program (NCWAP), has been extensively reviewed and 

cited as a pertinent source of watershed conditions in this harvest plan. Additional information is taken from 

reports written for previous harvest plans such as the report by consulting Fisheries Biologist Dennis Halligan 

of Natural Resources Management Corporation (Halligan 2000). Mr. Halligan's report contained valuable 

analysis of the available information and some of his conclusions are included on the following pages. The 

archives at the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have previously been examined for information 

regarding the Gualala River system and most of that information has also been included in the NCWAP report. 

Of particular value was the white paper titled Flood Prone Area Considerations in the Coast Redwood Zone 

dated November 2005. 

The Gualala River Watershed Teqhnical Support Document (GRWTSD) prepared by the Water Quality Control 

Board as supporting documentation for the TMDL analysis by the EPA was also reviewed. The primary 

objective of the GRWTSD for sediment is to identify and quantify sources of sediment in a way that allows a 

relative comparison of those sources and to provide information for non-point source assessment, project 

planning, and implementation. 

The North Coast Watershed Assessment Program (NCWAP) provides a description of the Lower South Fork 

Gualala River. 

"Downstream of the confluence with Wheatfield Fork, the South Fork Gualala consists of an aggraded 

channel leading to the estuary. Substrate in the flood plain is almost completely gravel, with some 

pockets of sand and silt. During low summer flow, the active channel up to 25 feet wide shifts to each 

side of the gravel basin over 200 feet wide in some areas. Pools greater than 2 ft. in depth between 

Wheatfield Fork and Big Pepperwood Creek comprise less than 10% total survey length. Photos from 

1936 and 1942 show this same pattern with over 80% of the watershed in an old growth, undisturbed 

condition at this time. This further substantiates a basic finding of the study that geologic processes 

define habitat conditions (at least in the lower Gualala River). The basin is filled with probably more 

than 100 feet of alluvium deposited probably over many thousands of years, presumably in-step with 

sea level rises since the last Ice Age. The estimated thickness of the alluvium is collaborated in places 
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with drillers logs that show alternating sequences of sand, silt, and clay sediment probably indicating 

repeated transitions between estuarine and fluvial conditions. Natural conditions favor aggradation in 

the lower reaches of the South Fork. Major disruptions along the San Andreas Fault and tributary faults 

bisecting the South Fork subbasin basically define sediment sources over geologic time. Sediment 

sizes in the lower basin reaches are largely controlled by declining stream gradient. This decline in 

gradient occurs as the Gualala River encounters deep alluvial valley fills that have been deposited 

over geologic time in response to rising sea levels". 

"Two land use eras characterize the Lower South Fork (1) steam donkey, redwood old growth 

harvesting between 1868 and 1911 , and (2) tractor/cable harvesting 1991 to present. Most of the entire 

Lower South Fork basin (downstream of the Wheatfield confluence) was cleared of old growth timber 

by 1911. After this time, the Lower South Fork was inactive up to the late 1980s. Midcentury tractor 

operations mostly avoided the area. This minimized overall construction of in stream landings and 

streamside roads in this part of the watershed". 

The NCWAP report is a significant amount of data collected and analyzed by qualified licensed professionals. 

NCWAP was published in March 2003 and contains the most comprehensive and scientifically valid information 

to date in regard to the existing conditions and how it relates to past land use practices. NCWAP was 

developed through cooperative efforts with Gualala Redwoods Inc., government agencies and public 

cooperators. The NCWAP report and executive summary was studied as part of this analysis. GRI and 

cooperators collected most of the data that relates to the watersheds affected by this plan. 

The following important points have been taken from the executive summary of the NCWAP report. 

1) Most of the Gualala River Watershed has improved from 1984 to 1999/2000, based on aerial photo 

interpretation of accumulations of sediment that were interpreted as indicative of channel disturbance. 

Specifically, since 1984 total erosion from upslope areas has not resulted in a net increase of sedimentation 

within the majority of the tributaries to a degree discernable in 1999/2000 aerial photos. 

2) Pool habitat, escape and ambush shelter/cover, and water depth are unsuitable for salmonids in some 

mainstem and tributary stream reaches In the Gualala River Watershed. Large woody debris function in the 

channel is low throughout the watershed. Increasing the in stream habitat complexity is the top recommendation 

category for all of the sub-basins. 

3) Water temperatures are suitable In the smaller tributaries for which we had data. In contrast mainstem 

temperatures were in the unsuitable range in most of the sub-basins. 

4) Gravel and substrate suitable for salmonids is limited in some streams and abundant in others. 

5) Harvest of coastal redwood and Douglas-fir actively occurs today, but with substantially improved practices. ~ 
While some areas of the watershed experienced more improvement than others during this period, an overall > 

trend towards improvement in the transport reaches was observed. W 
0 

Also, according to NCWAP- W 
0:: 

Based on the information available for the Gualala River Watershed, salmonid populations are currently being 

limited by 
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1- General watershed-wide lack of instream habitat complexity; 

2- lnstream sediment conditions i~ some areas; 

3- High summer water temperatures in the mainstems; and 

PART OF PLAN 

4- Reduced watershed-wide coho salmon and steelhead trout populations over those observed 

in the 1960s. 

What habitat improvement activities would most likely lead to more desirable conditions in a timely 

and cost-effective manner? 

A restoration plan that targets the general areas Identified below. 

1- Reduce sediment delivery and deposition. 

2- Improve riparian canopy density and diversity 

3- Continue road assessments, storm proofing, improvements and decommissioning. 

4- Evaluate and address non-road sediment sources. 

5- Add more large organic debris and shelter structures. (Pool depth and shelter consistently 

were limiting) 

6- Protect high quality habitat from degradation. 

7- Reduce livestock and feral pig entry. 

8- Evaluate fish rescue activities. 

9- Continue in-channel characteristics and stream flow monitoring. 

10- Expand aerial photo interpretation of channel characteristics. 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

11- Expand temperature monitoring into eastern portions of watershed. 
COAST AREA OFFICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Findings: After having studied the information that is available a conclusion can be made that the 303d listing 

for sediment for the Gualala River was not based on scientific evidence that the river was in fact impaired. The 

303d listing was based on limited anecdotal evidence. In contrast to past information, the NCWAP report is a 

significant amount of new data collected and analyzed by qualified licensed professionals. 

(The following quotation taken from NCWAP applies to the whole Gualala watershed, emphasis added) 

"The consequence of active timber harvesting conducted in the watershed since 1990 indicates that 

contemporary timber operations did not preclude recovery in both fluvial geomorphic stream channel 

characteristics and riparian canopy cover. Between 1991 to 2001 , 45,070 acres or 24% of the watershed has 

been subject to Timber Harvest Plans... Timber harvest operations include road building, use, and 

maintenance associated with the active Timber Harvest Plans. These operations have taken place during 

the period where CGS NCWAP mapping documents a 30-40 percent improvement in detrimental 

sediment storage or source attributes between 1984 and 1999/2000. Similarly, riparian canopy cover 

continued to improve from the midcentury bank to bank clearance operations. By the end of the tractor 

era in 1968, a range of 40 to 70 percent bank exposure gradually improved to approximately 25% by 

1999/2000". 

"The study documented long term trends in overall watershed conditions. None of the Improving 

trendllnes have been reversed by any concentration of Timber Harvest Plan activities between 1991 

and 2001. This contradicts certain projections of recent land use for cumulative effects by which a high 

density of Timber Harvest Plans may trigger adverse cumulative impacts in excess of the individual 

potential contributions from each project alone. No such cumulative processes from any collection of 

Timber Harvest Plans were realized in the Gualala watershed". 
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Another conclusion that can be drawn with some degree of certainty is that salmon are not as common today 

as they have been in the past. This conclusion is derived from reports in NCWAP, GRWTSD and Gualala River 

Watershed Literature Search and Assimilation by Patrick Higgins. Studies made in the 1960s noted the 

presence of coho throughout the watersheds studied, but this was during an active fish stocking program that 

eased in 1999. Fish surveys conducted in the 2006 indicate that coho have fallen to dangerously low levels 

or were absent entirely from many streams. Similar conclusions cannot be drawn from the data for steelhead 

even though such a conclusion is tentatively made in the GRWTSD. NCWAP reports that steelhead 

distribution does not appear to have changed over the past 37 years. Natural radical fluctuations in salmon 

populations have been noted as early as the turn of the century, however, it is a conservative approach to 

assume that the present declines are man caused and corrective measures are being taken by the landowner 

to reduce potential man caused impacts while still maintaining the land as an active tree farm. 

As a proactive measure, the landowner is investing money in beneficial actions to reduce sediment impacts 

through extensive road upgrading and storm-proofing. Under miscellaneous addendums in Section V there 

is a listing of the numerous road upgrades that have occurred within the WAA watersheds involved. The 

landowner is also foregoing a considerable amount of present and future income from the harvesting of timber 

in the WLPZs of Class I, II and Ill watercourses and in the protection zones around wet areas, sumps, ponds, 

wildlife and botany set-asides, unstable features and archaeological sites. Most of these areas (except for 

wildlife, botany and archaeology sites) are being protected for two reasons. The first reason Is to prevent, or 

at least reduce, the amount of sediment delivered to the fish bearing watercourses and the second is to recover 

tree canopy over all watercourse classes in an effort to reduce water temperatures so as to maintain acceptable 

fish habitat. 

Water Temperature Effects: 

The Gualala River has been 303d listed as impaired for temperature (Feb. 4, 2003). The range of the Q 
calculated mean weekly average temperatures (MWAT) recorded in most of the major watercourses within W 
these watersheds is shown in the stream report tables attached in Section V of the THP. "Temperature ranges~ 
indicate temperatures in excess of preferred rearing temperatures for coho and steel head on the Gualala River. W 
Seasonal daily maximum temperatures in excess of the upper lethal temperature for rearing coho and 0 
steelhead are also noted. Big Pepperwood, Little Pepperwood and Groshong Creeks have some of the most ~ 
favorable temperature ranges for salmonids on the GRT ownership, however, these are the tributaries where 

spawning and rearing are likely to occur within the Big Pepperwood planning watershed. Although Big 

Pepperwood and Groshong were listed along with the rest of the river as 303d impaired they were not included 

in the original list of tributaries recommended for listing. NCWAP states, "Overall watershed-wide riparian 

shade canopy has improved since the 1960s, but still falls short of the 1942 levels of canopy density and 

coverage." The 1942 levels showed 95% canopy coverage. It is also noted that overstory canopy cover in the 

lower reaches of the watershed are the highest (this happens to be the area of GRT ownership). It should be 

noted that while summer water temperatures along the main river (which is transporting water from many other 

upstream ownerships) is higher than desirable, the temperature of the tributaries in Big Pepperwood planning 

watershed are good to excellent. These tributaries are more representative of GRT conditions and are less 

diluted by other upstream ownerships. Another way of looking at it is that GRT owns less than 30,000 acres 

out of the 191,116 acres comprising the Gualala River Watershed. Less than 20% potential management 

caused adverse effects on the Gualala River system is therefore caused by GRT activities. In retrospect, GRT 

owns all of the Pepperwood Creek and Groshong tributaries and these tributaries show significantly better 

temperature numbers than the mainstem South Fork Gualala River. Most of the creeks that originate off 
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property have higher temperatures where they enter GRT's land than they do when they hit the main stems, 

which shows that GRT practices are probably not a cause of high temperatures, but stream temperatures are 

actually decreasing or at least not warming as they pass through GRT property. 

Halligan states, "Increasing water temperatures in a downstream direction has been identified in streams and 

rivers throughout the world except where the watercourses become influenced by coastal weather conditions 

that can result in a cooling pattern. The general tendency for incremental increases in temperature has been 

attributed to Increasing channel width reducing the effectiveness of shading from riparian vegetation, 

increasing air temperature, increasing stream depth and decreasing proportion of cooling groundwater inflow. 

This reach of the Gualala River receives water from approximately 157,400 acres upstream. A review of water 

temperature data appears to show a river in equilibrium with regard to water temperatures. " 

The fact that stream temperatures moderate as they pass through GRT lands may not have as much to do 

with management and as It has to do with the zone of coastal influence (fog belt). Besides the zone of coastal 

influence, the Forest Science Project out of Humboldt State University found in their study titled "Regional 

Assessment of Stream Temperatures Across Northern California and their Relationship to Various Landscape­

Level and Site Specific Attributes" (Lewis et.al 2000) that water temperature has a positive correlation between 

watershed size, distance from watershed divide, bank full width and canopy cover. Watershed size and 

distance from watershed divide are often related as are bank full width and canopy cover. In the case of the 

GRTs holdings we have a river in a large watershed at the furthest point from the watershed divide and with a 

very wide bank full width. Therefore, you would expect higher temperatures. This is modified by the coastal 

zone of influence for macro air temperatures. 

It may be that the local larger streams naturally have temperatures above the 60° F, above which is stress 

inducing threshold for local salmonids. To test this, Gualala temperatures were compared with temperatures 

collected in old growth watersheds in Humboldt Redwood State Park. The old growth watersheds, by 

Increasing acreage, are Cow Creek (93% uncut old growth), Squaw Creek (61% uncut old growth) Canoe 

Creek (62% uncut old growth) and Bull Creek, where ,the stream flows through 3 miles of uncut old growth, 

including the Rockefeller Grove, before it gets to the Bull Creek temperature station. The trend line equation 

for the old growth (y=2.2886Ln(x)+43.713) was almost identical to the equation for the Gualala trend line 

(y=2.2707Ln(x)+43.683). 

The most comprehensive study regarding shade canopy and its relationship to water temperature changes 

was done by Cajun James in 2003 and the following quotation Is taken from the abstract of that study. 

"Data collected before and after timber harvest operations In years 2000, 2001, and 2002 was analyzed to 

determine changes in response variables to wider (175ft.) or narrower (100ft.) riparian buffers. Angular canopy 

cover was measured to be 85% at mid-stream and no less than 80% within the riparian buffer regardless of 

buffer width. Vertical canopy cover was measured to be 50% within the riparian buffer for each harvest unit 

following the first phase of timber operations. Microclimate results show that edge effects from the adjacent 

upslope clearcut harvest units had no discernible impact within 40 ft. of the stream bank. In this experiment, 

no practical difference in the canopy cover, near-stream microclimate, or water temperature patterns were 

found between the wider 175-ft. and the narrower 100-ft. buffers. Results from this study show that 100-ft. 

vegetative buffers that maintain at least 50% vertical or 80% angular canopy cover minimize potential negative 

impacts to the temperature of stream water and the near-stream microclimate from adjacent upslope clearcut 

harvest operations." 
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PART OF PLAN 
Findings: Canopy and temperature on Class I watercourses wi ll not be measurably altered since no harvesting 

will take place within 30 feet of the watercourse transition line of the Class I watercourse as part of this plan. 

The ASP rules also require that the thirteen largest trees per acre are to be left so the maximum canopy height 

will not change significantly post harvest. Also, a minimum of 80% canopy will be maintained within Inner Zone 

A (which is variable in width but is the area between 100 and 150 feet of the transition line) and 50% canopy 

will be maintained throughout the rest of the flood prone area (Inner Zone B). The prescribed practices in 

silviculture use and canopy retention by the ASP rules amounts to a requirement of leaving all the dominant 

trees within Inner Zone A, and only conducting tree removal by thinning/selection from below. All of the Class 

II watercourses within this plan wi ll maintain at least' 50% canopy cover. However, since most of the Class II 

watercourses are also within the Class I watercourse WLPZ the higher Class I watercourse canopy retentions 

stan~ards shall apply. The slight canopy reduction on Class II watercourses is not expected to have a 

significant effect on adjacent stream water temperatures. 

Organic Debris Effects: 

Organic debris entering a watercourse can have both positive and negative effects. Medium to large debris 

can act as a stabilizing agent. However, the introduction of large amounts of unstable debris can obstruct 

stream flow. Large quantities of small debris introduced into small streams can lower dissolved oxygen content 

and increase water acidity. FPRs require the removal of organic material delivered to watercourses during 

felling operations. Therefore, there is not expected to be any increase in acidity or reduction in dissolved 

oxygen from the proposed project. Acidity and dissolved oxygen levels of water generated from the project 

watershed will not interact with current or reasonably foreseeable acidity or dissolved oxygen levels within the 

WAA to create or add to a significant adverse cumulative effect. Nutrients derived from decaying organic 

debris, especially leaves and small twigs, is an important source of food for small aquatic insects, which form 

a substantial portion of food for fish populations. 

c 
The portion of this plan that is adjacent to the Gualala River presents a unique situation. The transition line forW 

an unconfined channel is considered to be the edge of soil development. In a practical, on the ground sense,~ 
the regulatory agencies have interpreted this to be the area closest to the wetted channel where conifers orW 

other hardwood species have managed to become established for 25 years or more. On this plan GRT hasO 

taken a more conservative approach. One hundred year old redwoods are extensively established right up to~ 
the edge of the wetted channel, however, the slope between the channel and the top of the alluvial flat which 

can reach up to 40 feet in width is being considered in this plan to be part of the channel. Thus, the transition 

line for establishment of the 30 foot no cut Core Zone has been measured from the top edge of the slope as it 

rolls over onto the alluvial flats in many cases. No harvesting will be taking place within the first thirty feet 

adjacent to this conservative transition line (approximately 70 feet on average from the wetted channel). As a 

result, the largest trees in this plan area are being left to provide shade canopy and provide future recruitment 

trees for large woody debris (LWD). 

Halligan states that the reason for low LWD in the South Fork Gualala River is that "the width of the stream 

channel exceeds 100 feet throughout the project area. It is likely that all but the largest trees in the WLPZ are 

too srnall to provide stable LWD. The project reach is protected from wind patterns, generated during storm 

events, by the ridge behind it that runs in a general southeast to northwest direction. No blowdown was 

observed ... including along the edge of the river where there would be lesser wind protection than that afforded 

trees in the interior of the stands. The alluvial flats are not the type of topography that are conducive to 

landslides, therefore LWD from this mechanism would naturally be lacking ... in addition there appeared to be 

very little bank erosion which would indicate this LWD input process is not very significant. " 
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PART OF PLAN 
I 

Working with the grants obtained by the Gualala River Watershed Council (GRWC), the owners of the property 

have placed a large number of large woody debris in Class I watercourses; over 560,000 board feet of logs 

into watercourses on the property to date. GRT intends to continue this program. The placement of these logs 

has been photographed, mapped and numbered. By doing this it will be possible to record the downstream 

movement of these pieces (and learn how to place them more effectively) and to record the creation of pools. 

These logs have also been placed so that, besides creating pools, they provide shade, armor unstable banks, 

and redirect water flow away from potential sediment sources while creating refugia for both large and small 

fish. Preliminary measurements indicate that there is substantial pool creation even after the first year of 

placement and it is expected that these pools will continue to deepen over time. Through this process it is 

possible to create in a few years the positive impacts of large woody debris that would otherwise take decades 

from natural windthrow. 

Findings: This THP proposes buffers and tree retention that will retain high levels of potential organic debris 

re~ruitment to watercourses, and it contains provisions to remove accidental deposition of small, potentially 

harmful debris. A 30-foot or more no-cut tree retention corridor adjacent to the Class I watercourse shall 

provide for future large tree (LWD) recruitment. GRT's active LWD recruitment placement program off and 

above the mainstem South Fork Gualala River will continue to provide future enhancements to instream fish 

habitat on the property moving forward and accelerates the improvement of fisheries habitat with anticipated 

increases in numbers of fish in the river and upstream tributaries from that work. 

Chemical Contamination Effects: 
Chemical contamination of watercourses can occur with the introduction of chemicals or petroleum products. 

Chemical contamination is not known to be a significant impact to watercourses within the WAA. Potential 

chemical pollution sources associated with this THP are accidental spills or releases of fuels or oils from 

equipment or vehicles. The LTO shall adhere to 14 CCR 936.3, which states that " ... the timber operator shall 

not place, discharge of or deposit in such a manner as to permit to pass into the water of this state, any 

substances or materials, including, but not limited to, soil, silt, bark, slash, sawdust, or petroleum, in quantities 

deleterious to fish, wildlife, or the quality and beneficial uses of water." The RPF does not propose to use any 

oil or chemical dust retarding materials on truck roads. Watercourse buffers limit equipment use adjacent to 

watercourses. Helicopter yarding (a potential source of chemical contamination due to on-site fuel storage) is 

not proposed as part of this THP. The major concern regarding chemical contamination would be from 

accidental release of equipment fuels and oils during refueling, servicing or operations. Equipment operators 

will be required to service their equipment at least 150 feet from a Class I watercourse and 100 feet from a 

Class II watercourse. Maps to help the L TO know where it is safe to service equipment have been added to 

the THP. 

Herbicide use is not proposed in this THP. Herbicides will not be used for site preparation in order to achieve 

stocking. If herbicides were applied on this ownership, it would occur post-harvest under a regulated , best 

management practices process. Herbicide application is used to favor survival and growth of forest seedlings 

by reducing competition with other plant species, and is only prescribed when, and if, appropriate. 

Although the plan submitter may utilize herbicides on their land following timber harvest as part of their 

vegetative management strategy, such use is conducted over a very small proportion of any given watershed 

in any one year. Herbicides are not applied near the active watercourses because of restrictions on their 

application and, to an even greater extent, because little or no harvest has taken place in these areas and 
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PART OF PLAN 
vegetation management is unnecessary. Best Management Practices ensure protection of water quality. 

Waters passing down and through the project area are not expected to interact with any current or reasonably 

foreseeable chemical use issues in WAA or contribute to a significant adverse cumulative effect. 

No slash pile or broadcast burning which is a potential source of nutrients being released into watercourses 

during runoff events is proposed. Another source of chemical contamination is the practice of people to use 

the Gualala River gravel bars as an all-terrain vehicle path and/or off-road access to swimming holes along 

the river. These vehicles could conceivably puncture an oil pan or gas tank on a rock and pollute the river. 

They also contribute small amounts of oil every time they drive through the water. GRT personnel notify the 

sheriff's department when this type of activity is observed. 

Findings: Because there are currently no known chemical contamination problems within the assessment 

area and this project proposes no chemical use, and any future project proposing chemical use would require 

unique permits for that purpose and' be regulated to prevent chemical contamination, no significant adverse 

cumulative watershed effects caused by chemical contamination are expected. 

Peak Flow Effects: 
When soils become saturated and excess water is present, the result is run-off. Every watercourse has a 

maximum limit to which it may deliver run-off before the peak flow results in flooding. The factors that determine 

flooding are the timing, intensity, and duration of the rainfall or water source; soil properties and topographic 

controls that affect the volume and timing of available runoff, and the depth or carrying capacity of the channel. 

Timing refers to the intervals between storms. Intensity is a measure of the rate of rainfall (i.e. inches per 

hour). Duration is a measure of how long the rain continues to fall. Depth is the total amount of rain that fell 

(in inches). It is recognized that there is no reasonable control over the timing, intensity, depth, or duration of 

rainfall. Simply put, if it rains hard enough and long enough, flooding will result in almost any watercourse. 

Cutover watersheds generally have higher peak flows than uncut watersheds from storms occurring early in 

the season. This is a result of less interception and evapotranspiration. Research in a local coastal watershed 

shows that early season storm events result in higher peak flows following disturbance from timber harvesting. 

As soil moisture deficits are satisfied changes in peak flow become insignificant. Large peak flows usually 

occur after rain on snow events. Since snow is a rare event in this area the chance for a large peak flow event 

is unlikely. Also, this THP's proximity to the mouth of the Gualala means that any increase in peak flow would 

have a minor effect. The very low level of disturbance from the proposed harvest will not significantly add to 

past operations within the watersheds, such that no impacts from increased peak flow events such as 

increased erosion of channel banks downstream shall occur. 

Findings: The watercourses in the plan area have been walked, ocular evaluations have been weighed, and 

peak flows on this property have been considered. Due to the selection method, ground and vegetation 

disturbance shall be minimal and impacts from peak flows are not likely to increase due to the harvest of the 

THP. Peak flows fed from water generated from the project area will not interact with current or reasonably 

foreseeable timing or intensity of peak flows in the WAA to create or add to a significant adverse cumulative 

effect. 

Dogwood THP 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

160 Section IV 



PART OF PLAN 
Fog Drip: 

Timber stands close to the coast receive significant amounts of moisture from fog drip. Dawson (1996) 

determined that 8-34% of water used by coastal redwood trees and 6-100% of water used by under-story 

vegetation originated as fog drip. The closer to the coast the more pronounced the effect since more days have 

significant fog. The removal of canopy by harvesting would necessarily reduce the amount of fog interception 

and therefore reduce fog drip (at least temporally until the canopy closes). 

The effect on ground water and stream flow is less clear since although fog drip is reduced by removal of 

canopy through logging, evapotranspiration is also reduced by the removal of the tree. Loss of 

evapotranspiration from forest harvest may be a more significant variable to changes in watershed hydrology 

than fog drip (Keppeler 1998). 

Findings: Since this THP is close to the coast vegetation receives a significant amount of moisture from fog 

drip, according to these studies. This is balanced by the fact that most of the plan is on the flood prone area of 

the Gualala River and the water table is significantly more available to the standing timber than in upslope 

areas. In addition, the high canopy retention standards mean that the overstory canopy will only be reduced 

by approximately 20% at most in the Inner Zone A and at most 50% in the Inner Zone Band will only have a 

short term effect on the amount of fog drip water available as the canopy will soon close back in. Any reduction 

in timber growth from less fog drip will probably be more than made up for by the increase in sunlight available 

to the residual stand. No significant effects on stream flow either positive or negative would be expected from 

this light harvest where only approximately 17% of the basal area of conifers is being removed in the FPA. 

5. Watercourse Conditions Assessment (Stream Morphology): ~ 
The major watercourses in the WWA are the South Fork Gualala River, Main Stem Gualala River, Wheatfield> 

Fork of the Gualala River, Groshong Gulch, Buckeye Creek, Rockpile Creek and Big and Little Pepperwoodijj 

Creeks. One of the problems with the NCWAP document is that the Big Pepperwood watershed was includedt) 

in the South Fork Subbasin and the Big Pepperwood watershed is atypical for this subbasin. Data for theW 

Pepperwood Creeks and Groshong Gulch are notably deficient from this subbasin in the NCWAP report. 0:: 

Embeddedness - Halligan states that it is a problem on the Gualala River. The GRWTSD states that the 

Regional Board Staff was able to observe 6 miles of stream during their random sample field work and they 

observed a thin to non-existent armor layer underlain and embedded with fine sediment. The absence of an 

armor layer is indicative of an oversupply of sediment (Dietrich et al. 1989). The available statistics show a 

wide variability across the range and are sometimes worse and sometimes better than similar sized old growth 

watersheds. Although the DSO data set falls below the 38mm level as determined by Knopp 1993 for healthy 

watercourses the Gualala is a depositional reach that falls at 1% or less. Data collected from the Knopp study 

is mostly taken from watercourses with a 2% or greater grade. You would expect to find more fine sediment 

falling out of suspension as the watercourse gradient decreases. 

Stream Aggradation - NCWAP report indicates that aggradation may not have occurred. The conclusion of 

the NCWAP report is that "lnstream sediment depositions indicative of disturbance occur along 33 of 140 miles 

of blue line streams, representing a 42 percent reduction from 1984 observations." Similar degrees of 

streambed aggradation were observed in aerial photos from 1942 and 1999/2000. Gravel mining records 

indicate that the lower South Fork may have down cut between 1921 and 1993, suggesting sediment transport 

exceeding supply in the lower reaches." Several years of thalweg profiles taken by GRI and cooperators now 

tentatively supports a conclusion that stream aggradation is not now occurring. Evidence from monitoring 
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PART OF PJ.AN 
reaches measured by the Gualala River Watershed Council shows thalwegs are increasing in average pool 

depth. 

Stream Channel Characteristics -Tables showing stream habitat adjacent to this plan have been included 

in Section V. Pool depth and frequency have been reported in NCWAP as lacking in almost all of the sub­

basins including this one, and it is hoped that the placement of large woody debris that GRI has been 

conducting for several years will speed up the development of stream bed structure. Preliminary follow-up 

studies on this large woody debris indicates that logs placed have already had a dramatic impact on increasing 

pool depth. 

Temperature and Canopy Cover - The stream temperatures on the Class I watercourses in the Gualala 

watershed other than the South Fork Gualala River are among the lowest within the ownership which is partly 

related to the fact that these creeks have over 90% canopy cover (at least in the entire lower reaches where 

densiometer measurements have been taken). Big Pepperwood mean weekly average temperature (MWAT) 

is 14.3 C, Little Pepperwood MWAT is 14.6 C, Little Creek (Buckeye Hydrologic Unit) MWAT is 17.5 C, the 

upper South Fork Gualala River Hydrologic unit MWAT was 15.7 C although the Main stem South Fork Gualala 

River itself and Wheatfield Fork are higher at 19.4C and 19.1 C respectively. No temperature data is available 

for Class II watercourses. 

Attached 'Stream Monitoring Reports' in Section V of the THP indicate that the preharvest canopy closure 

within the riparian zone along Big Pepperwood WLPZ averages 92% and along the South Fork Gualala River 

it is 95%. Riparian canopy cover for Buckeye Creek is about 80% and 85% for the Wheatfield Fork. Riparian 

Class II watercourse canopy closure within the THP area is generally 90% to 100%. These are high levels of 

canopy cover and are conducive to keeping stream temperatures lower. 

Pool Filling • Evidence suggests that pool fi lling has occurred on the Gualala River. Improvement of the C 
thalweg profiles on the main Class l's flowing into the South Fork Gualala River has definitely occurred as a W 

·· result of the LWD placement program as shown by 'the monitoring reach data. Pools have deepened and been > -created in places where they didn't previously exist. Evidence of this is presented in the stream addendums W 
attached in Section V. 0 

w 
Bank Cutting and Bank Mass Wasting - The banks of the Gualala River appear stable north of the confluence 0:: 
with the Wheatfield Fork. Aerial photos for the past fifty years have been studied and the location of the main 

watercourses appear to have remained stable except for meandering back and forth between the main banks. 

The banks of the Big and Little Pepperwood Creeks are vertical in some areas and therefore are likely unstable 

at these locations, although few bank mass wasting events were noted. Class II watercourses show evidence 

of bank mass wasting where they cross pressure ridges that were formed by movement of the San Andreas 

fault. 

Scouring and Downcutting - NCWAP aerial photo interpretation and gravel mining records states that 

downcutting may have occurred in the South Fork Gualala River. However, no recent areas of scouring have 

been noted in this portion of the Gualala. Downcutting appears to have occurred in the downstream end of the 

Little Pepperwood Creek. The Class II watercourses that run through the alluvial flats appear to be quite stable 

with little sign of downcutting or scouring. Class II watercourses show some evidence of downcutting where 

they cross the pressure ridges. 
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PART OF PLAN 
Woody Debris- Class I watercourses have been discussed earlier. Class II watercourses in this THP have 

average, or moderate, amounts of large woody debris and this level is expected to increase as stands age 

within the associated WLPZs. 

Bank Vegetation (includes understory and low-lying vegetation) - Unvegetated areas adjacent to the main 

watercourses are very rare. WLPZ protections require mulching and seeding any bare areas created by timber 

operations greater than 100 square feet at close of operations. Canopy retention standards and no-cut zones 

in some locations maintain a large tree canopy adjacent to Class I and II watercourses. An analysis of aerial 
I 

photos by NCWAP notes that there has generally been a significant increase in stream side canopy in the last 

thirty years in the Gualala River Watershed in general. NCWAP notes that "overall, watershed-wide riparian 

shade canopy has improved since the 1960's but still falls short of the 1942 levels ... however riparian zones in 

the western portion have largely recovered from the first round of logging". Class II watercourses in this THP 

generally have dense bank vegetation cover. 

Recent Floods - The Gualala River regularly floods its banks In this extreme downstream end of the river. A 

rise in eleva\ion of the alluvial flood plain adjacent to the river (a sediment trap) has been documented. It has 

been estimated that the alluvial flats have risen up to 3.5 feet in the last thirty years due to sediment 

depositions. These flats therefore act as sediment traps during flooding. 

6. Beneficial Efforts Specific to the Plan -
RECEIVED 

Beneficial Efforts for Sediment Reduction: JAN 1 5 2019 

1) The timberland owner has stabilized hundreds of thousands of yards of sedinwg~~E~~~~NT 
decade within their ownership. It is estimated that more than 295,000 cubic yards have been 

prevented from delivery to watercourses in the Gualala River Watershed on the property through 

GRI/GRT's road storm proofing efforts. 

2) Potential sediment sources on the road systems have been identified and are being stabilized and 

mitigated. See maps and road database. Also see planned road stabilization work and completed 

road storm-proofing work databases in Section V of the plan. 

3) Longlining of trees from the main haul road will occur when possible. WLPZ skid trails are existing, 

have all been flagged by the RPF and the L TO will be limited to using these existing trails. This will 

require extra effort and expense on the part of the landowner and LTO. During the PHI for this THP 

the NCRWQCB representative asked for the following stipulation in order to minimize soil disturbance 

and it has been incorporated into the plan "In order to ensure minimal ground disturbance from 

ground based yarding, tractors may not drive with their blade lowered, except as needed to 

move debris. No ~xcavation shall occur on flood prone areas except at watercourse 

crossings described in Section II of the plan or as needed to improve drainage or resolve 

access problems resulting from previous logging operations." 

4) Bare mineral soil created by timber operations within the Class II Watercourse and Lake Protection 

Zones (WLPZ) and within the Class Ill ELZs equal to or greater than 100 contiguous square feet shall 

be stabilized with a minimum of 90% coverage of either mulch or slash prior to October 15 during the 

year of operation except as modified by Item 27a and f, Part 2 in Section Ill of the plan. Such areas 

created after October 15 during the year of operation shall be treated as described above within ten 

(10) days of creation. 

5) No log hauling shall occur when turbid water is running in the inside ditch or when water is running 

across the road that has direct access to a watercourse. Seasonal roads and landings shall be used 

only during dry rainless periods when they are generally firm and easily passable. 
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6) No winter operations are proposed for the period between Nov 15th and April 1st. 

7) The LTO shall install waterbars on skidtrails and unrocked landings prior to the next working day, 

extended periods of shutdown, or weekends whenever the national Weather Service forecasts a 30% 

or greater chance of rain within any 24-hour period. L TO shall be responsible for monitoring the 

weather forecasts. 

8) All Class Ill watercourses will have a 25' or 50' ELZ. Soil deposited in Class Ill watercourses during 

timber operations shall be removed, and debris deposited during timber operations shall be removed 

or stabilized before the conclusion of timber operations or before October 15 per 14 CCR 936.4(c)(3) 

Beneficial Efforts for Temperature Effects -
In order to not impact stream temperatures negatively the following standard FPR beneficial actions are 

included. 

1) Conservative interpretation of the rules regarding transition line location has resulted in an expanded 

Class I watercourse WLPZ. Also, the entire floodplain is now a riparian protected zone. 

2) A no-cut zone for the first 30 feet past this transition line will result in an approximately seventy-foot­

wide heavily forested zone adjacent to the river channel consisting of the largest trees next to the river 

all being left. This zone along with the thirteen largest trees per acre and a minimum of 80% canopy 

left in the Inner Zone A and a minimum of 50% canopy left in inner zone B means that there will be no 

significant impact on the shade canopy of the river. 

3) Stream canopy retention standards on all Class II watercourses (see item 26 above) and the leaving 

of all hardwoods within the WLPZ should maintain good canopy cover on class II watercourses. 

Beneficial Efforts for Organic Debris Recruitment -
1) No removal of Large Woody Debris (LWD) from WLPZs will be allowed in this plan. 

2) The landowner has proactively introduced LWD into the watercourses in this watershed. GRT plans to 

continue this practice. 

3) Thirteen largest trees per acre are being left along with most trees that are leaning toward the 

watercourse. 

Beneficial Efforts to Prevent Chemical Contamination -
1) Equipment operators will be required to service their equipment at least 150 feet from a Class I 

watercourse and 100 feet from a Class II watercourse. Plan maps have been provided in the plan to 

help the L TO recognize areas that need protecting. 

2) All state and federal regulations pertaining to the handling and storage of fuel must be adhered to 

during logging operations. 

3) No herbicide use is proposed. 

Findings: Summary of Watershed Analysis Specific to this THP 
This THP includes a number of protection measures designed to protect watershed resources. These 

measures include buffer zones to reduce potential soil disturbance near watercourses and within the flood 

plains, seasonal restrictions to limit wet weather operations, and specific actions to stabilize roads surfaces. 

Although timber operations have occurred and are planned to occur within the WAA, those operations have 

been and are expected to be identified by the RPF preparing the plan and by the responsible agencies 

reviewing the plan and mitigated to prevent significant adverse impacts. In terms of cumulative impacts, the 

very limited potential of sediment discharge from operations on this THP and other THPs in the WAA are not 

expected to combine to create cumulative adverse effects on beneficial uses of water. Additionally, the road 

stabilization and watercourse restoration efforts that tftf:!e~ within the WAA during the past 
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fifteen years have had a significant positive impact in reducing significant amounts of sediment that would have 

entered the Gualala River Watershed. More than 295,000 cubic yards of sediment discharge have been 

avoided. In summary the operations on this THP, on past and future THPs, in regard to road stabilization work 

and hydrological disconnection of those roads from the watercourses within the WM by the landowner, and 

watercourse fish habitat enhancements implemented in concert with the Gualala River Watershed Council 

within the WM has led to the conclusion that no cumulative watershed impacts will occur with the 

implementation of this plan. 

B. SOIL PRODUCTIVITY ASSESSMENT 

Past Projects- The following Table shows past THPs that have been conducted within the same footprint of 

the proposed plan going back to 1975 following the passage of the Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973. 

THP number Unit from this plan that overlaps old 

THP number 

75-472son 

75-473son 

75-597son 

75-623son 

75-800son 

75-900son 

76-813son 

82 -595son/men 

85-409son 

85-514son 

87-631son 

88-122son 

89-647son 

90-036son 

90-097son 

90-362son 

90-213son 

91-290son 

90-385son 

92-022son 

93-111son 

96-156son 

99-028son 

99-282son 

99-445son 

Portion of Unit 5 and 6 

Portion of Unit 13 and 14 

Portion of unit 5 

Portion of Unit 10 

Portion of Unit 7, 14,15,17 and 18 

Portion of unit 5 

Unit 21 and 22 

Portion of unit 5 

Unit 15, 16 17, 18, and 19 

Unit 13 and 14 

Units 6 and 7 

Small piece of unit 14 

Units 8, 9, 10, 11,12 

Small piece of unit 5 

Small piece of unit 5 

Portion of Unit 1 

Small piece of unit 5 

Portion of Unit 5 

Unit 21 and 22 

Small piece of unit 5 

Unit 23 

Portion of unit 5 

Unit 21 and 22 

Small piece of unit 5 

Portion of unit 5 and most of units 6 through 15 

Site factors to be addressed for cumulative soil productivity impacts Include: 

1. Organic matter loss 

2. Surface soil loss 

3. Soli compaction 

4. Growing space loss 
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Organic Matter Loss: Loss or displacement of organic matter is primarily caused by use of heavy equipment 

for skidding and site preparation, surface erosion, and high intensity fires. Organic matter loss can cause loss 

of nutrients contained in the top soil and biomass associated with the harvest area. Most of the biomass 

nutrients are contained in the top soil and foliage of the existing vegetation. Use of existing skid trails per plan 

mitigations will limit the amount of organic matter disturbance on the plan. Flagged skid trails will be located 

to access timber efficiently, with a minimum of ground disturbance. 

Specific Mitigation: In order to ensure minimal ground disturbance from ground based yarding, tractors may 

not drive with their blade lowered, except as needed to move debris. No excavation shall occur on flood prone 

areas except at watercourse crossings described in Section II of the plan or as needed to improve drainage or 

resolve access problems resulting from previous logging operations. This mitigation shall reduce the potential 

for significant impacts in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects 

identified above, from having a reasonable potential to cause or add to significant cumulative impacts to soil 

resources. 

The use of a selection and thinning from below silviculture prescriptions will retain a canopy cover that will 

continue to contribute organic matter to the heavy duff layer within the flood prone area. 

Surface Soil Loss: Loss of top soil can significantly reduce soil productivity as the highest nutrient content is 

contained in the top layer of the soil. Surface soils can be lost due to erosion and displacement by heavy 

equipment. While displacement of some top soil and organic matter is unavoidable on haul roads and skid 

trails, the loss will be minimized by proper installation and maintenance of erosion control structures, and straw 

mulching and grass seeding where needed as specified in Section II , Item #18, of the THP. With skidding 

equipment 1} limiting to rolling over existing understory vegetation and the heavy duff layer without any blade 

use, 2) skid access confined to existing skid trails used by past harvest entries, and 3) with the objective to 

minimized skid trail use to access marked timber by end-lining where feasible, disturbance to soil within the 

flood prone area shall be minimal. Observations from the impact of past harvest entries onto these areas or 

similar areas on the property have showing that no measured soil exposure occurs when harvest operations 

are conducted under the stated mitigated conditions. 

Soil Compaction: Within the plan area soil compaction is associated with the use of heavy equipment, 

especially during saturated conditions. Soil compaction can affect site productivity through the loss of the 

ability to transmit air and water and by restricting root penetration. The restrictions of the operations during 

the winter period as specified in Section II , Item #18 and Item #23 will prohibit tractor operations during periods 

when soil moisture is high and compaction is most likely to occur. Also, outside of the winter period, the plan 

has wet weather restrictions for heavy equipment use well. This operation will not result in or create any level 

of soil compaction. 

Growing Space Loss: Loss of growing space to road, landing and permanent skid trail construction is an 

unavoidable factor in most harvest systems. It will not be necessary to build any new roads for this THP and 

existing skid trails will be sufficient to access the plan areas. Many old skid trails will not be used and all 

necessary skid access within the WLPZ has been flagged. No foreseeable net loss of growing space will occur. 

Findings: The soil productivity assessment area includes the area within the THP boundary where potential 

adverse impacts are most direct and is exclusive of the appurtenant road system accessing the plan. As 

indicated in the soil impacts analysis above any impacts to the soil resources are expected to be very limited 

with no discernable adverse impacts with the mitigation measures incorporated regarding skidding of logs. An 
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Erosion Control Plan (ECP) is imbedded as an active operation feature of the THP as well to facilitate 

enrollment with the State Regional Water Quality Control Board's General Waste Discharge Requirements 

(GWDRs) program. This ECP reiterates the measures to be taken to control and monitor sediment discharge 

off the project area. Along with the THP the ECP addresses any necessary mitigations for the protection of 

the soil resource, the drainage off truck roads, and the installation and monitoring of sediment control 

structures. Little to no change in soil productivity is expected to occur as the result of this harvest operation. 

' 
This project combined with past and expected future projects will not result in significant adverse cumulative 

impacts to the soil assessment area due to requirements and mitigations included in the THP to protect soil 

resources. 

Dogwood THP 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

1 67 Section I V 



PART OF PLAN 
C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT: 

Biological Resources: 
Animals (non-aquatic): The seeping process involved doing a query of the Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) 
on March 17, 2014 for initial plan preparation, and again on November 29, 2018, for the Gualala, Stewarts Point, 
McGuire Ridge and the quads surrounding them. Although the biological assessment area is four watersheds 
(Mouth of the Gualala 11 13.850202, Big Pepperwood 1113.850201, Little Creek 1113.830004, Annapolis 
1113.840303 (except for spotted owls) this NDDB seeping search gives a wider geographic assessment of 
possible occurrences in the general vicinity of the THP. The following animal species (goshawk, bald eagle, 
osprey, marbled murre let, grasshopper sparrow, rhinoceros auklet, tufted puffin, Point Arena mountain beaver, 
western pond turtle, Sonoma tree vole, North American porcupine, American badger, Townsend's big-eared 
bat, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow legged frog, Pacific tailed frog , California giant salamander, 
southern torrent salamander, red-bellied newt, monarch butterfly, Behrens silverspot butterfly, Sonoma arctic 
skipper, obscure bumble bee, western bumble bee, pink salmon, coho salmon, steelhead, tidewater goby, and 
Gualala roach) occurred on the Natural Diversity Database search. The seeping process also involved 
reviewing the following: adjacent THPs, the Gualala River Watershed Assessment Report (2002) and 
reviewing Lawrence Kobernus' report titled "Wildlife Species with Special Status that may be present On 
Gualala Redwoods or other HJW managed properties" (updated May 1999). The stream reports referenced in 
the sources list commissioned by GRT were also studied. 

GRT's GIS database, which is updated continually with new findings, was also consulted for known listed 

wildlife in the seeping area. Spotted owls are reported within 0.7 miles in a CNDDB query. Coho salmon have 

been known to occur when there was an active fish planting program, and steel head trout occur naturally within 

watercourses in the seeping area of the Gualala River Watershed. 

Plants: Near the end of this section is the rare plant seeping summary (the plant survey will be conducted at 

a later date). Note: plant survey has since been completed and was amended into the approved plan; see THP 

Amendment #3 dated 07-07-2016. 

The following reference sources were used to determine the range and habitat requirements of listed species 
and to aid in field identification. 

CNPS website 

c California Natural Diversity Data Base, March 1, 2014, November 29, 2018 w en -c:;) > ('.1 

Raptors of California, Hans and Pam Peeters, 2005 University of California Press - Ln w -The Audubon Society Field Guide to North American Bird, John Whitaker, Alfred Knopf Inc 1992 (.) 

The Audubon Society Field Guide to North American Bird, Bebler and King, Alfred Knopf Inc 1992 w 
~ 

California Mammals, E.W. Jameson and Hans Peeters, University of California Press, Berkeley, 1988. 

California's Wildlife, Vol. I - Amphibians and Repti les, California Statewide Wildlife Habitat Relationships 
System, May 2, 1988. 

California's Wildlife, Vol. II - Birds, California Statewide Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, November, 
1990. 

California's Wildlife, Vol. Ill- Mammals, California Statewide Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, April , 1990. 

Field Guide to the Birds of North America, National Geographic Society, 1987. 

Scats and Tracks of the Pacific Coast, James Halfpenny, 1999 Falcon Publishing 
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SENSITIVE AQUATIC SPECIES 

Sensitive Fish species 

Fisheries Habitat 
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The following are the Class I watercourses within the Biological assessment area for aquatic life. The South 

Fork Gualala River, Main Stem, North Fork and Wheatfield Fork of the Gualala River, Groshong Gulch, 

Buckeye Creek, Rockpile Creek and Big and Little Pepperwood Creeks. Additional information may be 

included below for upstream and downstream areas even though they are outside the assessment area. 

Current Fish Species in the Gualala River Watershed, California 
Common Name, Scientific Name 
Anadromous 
Coho salmon, Oncorhynchus kisutch 
Steelhead trout, Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata 
Freshwater 
Gualala Roach, Lavinia symmetricus parvipinnis 
Coast range, sculpin Cottus a/euticus 
Prickly sculpin, Cottus asper 
Riffle sculpin, Cottus gulosus 
Threespine stickleback, Gasterosteus acu/eatus 
Marine or Estuarine 
Surf smelt, Hypomesus pretiosus 
Pacific herring, C/upea pallasii 
Staghorn sculpin, Leptocottus armatus 
Starry flounder, Platicthys stellatus 
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Many of the issues that affect fish survival such as large woody debris, sedimentation and temperature are 

addressed above in the watershed assessment. 

The following aquatic species, Southern Torrent Salamander, California Red-legged Frog, Tailed Frog, 

Foothill Yellow Legged Frog, and the Western Pond Turtle have potential habitat in the watercourses and will 

be protected by WLPZ protections and other FPA rules as listed elsewhere in the THP. 

Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus klsutch), Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), and Chinook Salmon 
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 

The life cycles of anadromous fish involve habitation of both inland freshwater streams and the ocean. Adult 

fish migrate into inland fresh water from the ocean and spawn. The offspring hatch and live a portion of their 

lives in freshwater and then migrate into the ocean. In the ocean the fish continue to grow and mature. After 

several years the fish return to the streams (usually of their birth) and spawn. 

The decli'ne of anadromous fish populations has been attributed to many factors. Quantitative data, that would 

reveal which problems are real and which are perceived, is lacking. Possible factors affecting the anadromous 

fish include stream habitat conditions, water diversion, ocean conditions, global and regional climate changes, 

introduction of hatchery bred fish, introduction of exotic species, spread of disease by hatchery stock, predation 

by birds and mammals, commercial, sport and subsistence fishing, and poaching. Most likely, declines in coho 

populations are caused by the combination of multiple factors with higher temperatures, shallower pools, and 

limited ocean access to the river being primary causes for decline in populations. 
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Chinook Salmon (Oncorynchus tshawytscha) Status: Federal- Threatened- Past surveys do not show this 

species to be present. Anecdotal evidence may indicate that the species was in the Gualala watershed in the 

past. Small runs of Chinook reportedly were observed in the 1990's (CFL 1997). 

Silver Salmon I Coho (Oncorynchus kisutch). Status: Federal - Threatened, California- Endangered. 

See below for summary for what is known about this species. 

Steelhead (Oncorynchus mykiss) Status: Federal-Threatened. See below for summary for what is known 

about this species. 

Summary of Historic (1964-1981) Stream Surveys Conducted in the Gualala Mainstem/South Fork Subbasin 
(from NCWAP) 

Malnstem South Date Surveyed Habitat Comments 
Fork Subbasin 

South Fork 9123 and 9/24 1964 Plentiful spawning areas throughout 
5/17 and 18/1977 the stream. Pool: Riffle 95:5. Generally 

poor shelter consisting of overhanging 
banks, boulders, logs, aquatic plants 
and overhanging aquatic plants. 
Summer flows are limited. Pool: Riffle 
ratio 7:3. The majority of pools had little 
to no shelter. Shelter consisted of 
boulders, aquatic plants, logs, undercut 
banks, and overhead canopy 

Marshall Creek 9/28/1964 Deposits of good spawning gravel exist 
Marshall Creek throughout the stream from the mouth 
Tributary #3 to the upper fisheries value. Pool: Riffle 
Marshall Creek ratio 50:50. Good shelter provided by 
Tributary #5 logs, boulders, undercut banks, roots, 

and trees. 

9/28/1964 Very limited fisheries value. Watershed 
severely burned 10 years ago. Lower 
half mile has spawning gravel 
available, but summer flow is very low. 

9/29/1964 Summer flows are limited. Some 
suitable spawning gravel directly above 
large log jams. 

McKenzie Creek 9/23 and 24/1964 Spawning areas fair to good In the 
lower 1/3 of stream, excellent in the 
middle section of stream, and fair in the 
upper 1/3 of stream; Pool: Riffle ratio 
60:40; Good shelter provided by rocks 
and undercut banks. 
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Barrier Comments Recommendations 

Management 
Old Log Jams. None Continue to manage for 
Complete. No barriers production of juvenile 
observed. Each summer steelhead trout and coho 
a dam is constructed salmon. 
approximately % mile 
below the Wheatfield 
Fork. 

No complete barriers. Should be managed as a 
steelhead trout and coho 
salmon spawning and 
nursery stream. 

Total barrier to fish a None 
half mile above the 
mouth. 

Over 40 log jams In a 1 Remove log jams. 
mile stretch of stream. A 
number form complete 
fish passage barriers. 

7 partial barriers; Large Continue to manage as a 
7 feet high 40 feet dam coho salmon, steelhead 
present 1/6 mile trout spawning and 
upstream from mouth; nursery area. After 
Large bedrock falls 1- removal of falls, possible 
1/4 miles upstream planting of coho salmon 

to re-establish a self-
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Coho Salmon and Steelhead Trout Data Summary by Decade Gualala River Watershed California 
Decade Coho Salmon Steelhead Trout 
1940s 

1950s 

1960s 

1970s 

A. C. Taft, chief of the Bureau of Fish Conservation, noted 
that the fishing pressure on the Gualala River increased 
200-300% immediately after World War II ended in 1945 

In 1952, electrofishing below the confluence of the North 
Fork revealed that the length frequencies of the fish 
removed showed a healthy condition (Kimsey 1952). 
Bruer (1953) wrote that there are millions of young 
steelhead trout and coho salmon in the Gualala 
watershed. In 1957, Fisher, cited that the adverse logging 
conditions and past Improper practices had done 
considerable damage to the headwaters. This was 
primarily in the form of old logjams, debris and siltation. 
By 1959, the summer opening was not worth while for a 
person who must travel any distance (Kastner 1959). 

Stream surveys were conducted in 1964. The species 
presence and relative abundance of salmonids were 
estimated from observations recorded while walking 
upstream along the banks. These surveys had no 
quantitative basis from which to estimate populations. 
Where coho salmon were observed during these stream 
surveys the management recommendations included 
"possible planting to re-establish a self supporting run" 
(Table 3-5). Based on CDFG's management 
prescriptions of the time, this recommendation likely 
indicated that the native coho salmon populations were 
not self-sustaining prior to 1964. 
CDFG reported population estimates of 4000 coho 
salmon in 1965. This population estimate was made 
without any supporting data thus is not reliable. The 
estimate was ranked "C without data• the lowest quality 
rating designated by the California Fish and Wildlife Plan, 
Volume Ill. 
In 1969, 90,000 coho salmon were planted. 

Hatchery plants of coho salmon; 1970, 30,000; 1971, 
30,000; 1972, 15,000; 1973, 20,000; 1975, 10,000. Total 
number of coho salmon planted in the 70s, 105,000. 
Some streams were surveyed in 1970 with methods 
similar to those conducted in 1964 (Table 3-5). It is not 
known how many of the coho salmon observed during 
these stream surveys were from the 120,000 planted In 
1969-1970. No mention of marked or unmarked hatchery 
coho salmon were found in the planting records or stream 
reports 

In the mid-1970s, the CDFG's Coastal Steelhead Project 
was conducted, in part, on the Gualala River, California. 
In 1972-73, the creel censuses began in November and 
resulted in high counts of coho salmon catches with 831 
total coho salmon counted. All other years, the creel 
censuses began in December after the peak of the coho 
salmon run had passed. In the 1973-74 survey fifty-two 
coho salmon were counted, In the 1974-75 survey ten 
coho salmon were counted, in the 1975-76 survey ten 
coho salmon were counted and in the 1976-77 survey no 
coho salmon were counted. 
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A. C. Taft, chief of the Bureau of Fish Conservation, 
requested that the entire Gualala River and its 
tributaries be closed to fishing for small and Immature 
steelhead trout and salmon. Upon his recommendation, 
the summer closure began in 1945 and remained until 
1982. 

During December 1954 through February of 1955, creel 
surveys were conducted to determine the quality of the 
steel head trout fishery on the Gualala River. Five hundred 
and seven fish were checked. A total catch estimate of 
1,352 fish for the season was extrapolated with data from 
a use count. 
In 1956, Fisher, concluded that the Gualala remained 
one of the better Region Ill steelhead trout streams. It 
appeared to sustain a good steelhead trout population 
despite the poor environmental conditions over a 
considerable portion of its headwaters. He speculated 
that unaffected tributary streams must have provided 
good spawning conditions. 

Steelhead trout were present during stream surveys in 
1964. 
Only one creel census survey was conducted on 
January 24, 1962. The result of the survey showed 11 
steelhead trout caught by 18 anglers. Total angler 
hours were 56.5 resulting in a catch-per-unit-effort of 
0.20 fish/hour. 
CDFG reported steelhead trout population estimates of 
16,000 in 1965. This population estimate was made 
without any supporting data, thus is not reliable. The 
estimate was ranked "C without data", the lowest quality 
rating designated by the California Fish and Wildlife Plan, 
Volume Ill. 
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Some streams were surveyed in 1970 with methods 
similar to those conducted In 1964 (Table 3-5). The 
steelhead trout observed during these stream surveys 
were assumed native as planting did not occur until 
1972. 
The steelhead trout planted during the 1970s were 
12,750 in 1972; 20,300 in 1973; 15,600 In 1974; 24,600 
in 1975; and 10,070 in 1976, a total of 83,320. The Mad 
River Hatchery yearling steelhead trout were marked by 
a fin-clip. CDFG reports cite origins of brood stocks as 
Mad River Hatchery, South Fork Eel River and San 
Lorenzo River. 
In 1972-73, L.B. Boydstun, CDFG fish biologist, 
estimated that the fishing effort on the Gualala River had 
probably increased over 60% since the early 1950s, 
when the only other creel censuses were conducted. In 
spite of the increased pressure during the 1972-73 
season, the steelhead trout catch was around 25% of 
what it was during the 1953-54 and 1954-55 seasons. 
He attributed the poor catch to smaller populations. 
During the 1972-73 creel census, 288 steelhead trout 
were caught. No recognizable hatchery fish from the 
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spring planting in 1972 were observed. 
During 1975-76 and 1976-77, steelhead trout population 
estimates were made as part of a five-year study. This 

California Drought study utilized creel census, use counts, adult tagging, 
and downstream migrant trapping in conjunction with the 
planting of steel head trout. The goal of the project was to 
estimate winter adult steelhead trout populations, 
estimate angler harvest rates and evaluate the 
contribution of hatchery steel head trout to the fishery. 
This program focused on enhancing the Gualala River 
as a sport-fishing stream. The steelhead trout 
population estimate was 7,608 in 1975-76 and 4,324 in 
1976-77, 95% confidence intervals. Two years of data 
is not sufficient to establish a population trend. Adult 
steelhead trout population data does not exist after 
1977. 
Harvest estimates were made at the end of the fishing 
seasons for each of the five years studied. In the 1972-73 
season, 288 fish were surveyed. In 1973-74, 1682 
steelhead trout were marked for possible recapture. In 
1974-75, there were 793 fish counted and in 1975-76, 
there were 1418 fish counted. Eleven percent of the fish 
surveyed In 1975-76 were hatchery fish, and a 20.3% 
harvest rate was calculated. In the 1976-77 season, 
there was a 19.8% harvest rate with no hatchery fish 
recorded. No creel census results were documented 
from the 76-77 season. The surveys typically began in 
December. The 1972-73 survey began in November. 

1980s From 1985-1989, 102,000 coho salmon were planted. From 1983-89, 301,770 steel head trout were planted in 
the Gualala River. The year totals of steelhead trout 
planted were; 12,500 in 1983; 13,400 in 1984; 9,700 in 
1985; 57,450 in 1986; 26,250 In 1987; 108,750 in 1988 
and; 73,700 in 1989. 
Bag seines were employed five times during the years 
of 1984-1986, to sample the game and non game fishes 
of the Gualala River estuary. The purpose of this survey 
was to assess the impact of proposed water diversions 
on aquatic species, in general, and juvenile salmonids, 

in particular. 
On Robinson Creek, one station was three-pass electro 
fished and showed a steelhead trout density of 0.85 per 
meter. Since electrofishing data were collected only in 
1983 on Robinson Creek, insufficient data exists in 
which to make comparisons. 
Three pass electrofishing data were collected on a lower 
and upper site in the Little North Fork in 1988 and 1989. 
The surveys resulted in an average steelhead trout 
density of 0.45 on the Little North Fork. 
In 1989, juvenile steelhead trout population on Fuller 
Creek (approx. 6 mile long, 3rd order stream) was 
estimated at 62 with a standard error of 8.599. Four 
stations were fished with a two or three pass depletion 
electro-fish method. These stations were located on 
South Fork and Mainstem of Fuller Creek. The intent of 

RECEIVED this survey was to assess the impacts from the 
upstream logging. Station 4 was upstream of the falls 

JAN 15 2019 
on the South Fork, where resident rainbow trout were 
observed. Young-of-the-year and one year and older 
steelhead trout, western roach, and three-spined 

COAST AREA OFFICE stickleback were found during these surveys. 
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1990s Over three years, 45,000 juvenile coho salmon from the In 1990, a total of 41,300 steelhead trout were planted in 
1995-1998 brood years were planted in the Little North the Gualala River. 
Fork. The juveniles were from the Noyo River Egg Since1993, the Gualala River Steelhead Project rescued 
Collecting Station run by CDFG in Fort Bragg, CA. steelhead trout juveniles from streams in danger of drying 
During snorkel surveys Gualala Redwoods, Inc. observed up during the summer months. Rescued fish are kept In 
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coho salmon young-of-the-year on the Little North Fork, 
Robinson and Dry Creek In 1998 
Between July 1, 1999 and June 30, 2000, spawner and 
electrofishing surveys were conducted on the Little North 
Fork Gualala River. These surveys were conducted to 
determine whether the planting of coho salmon during the 
1996-98 periods was effective. No coho salmon were 
found. 

2000 Between July 1, 1999 and June 30, 2000, spawner and 
electrofishing surveys were conducted on the Little 
North Fork, a tributary to the North Fork by CDFG. 
These surveys were conducted to determine whether 
the planting of coho salmon during the three-year period 
of 1995/96-1997/98 were effective. 
Robinson Creek and Dry Creek were surveyed in 1999, 
2000, and 2001 , no coho salmon were found (CDFG 
unpubl. data) 
Historical coho salmon streams listed by Brown and 
Moyle {1991) were electro-fished in September, 2001. 
The method used was the modified ten-pool protocol 
(Attachment D). The streams electro-fished were North 
Fork, Doty Creek, South Fork, Franchini Creek, 
Wheatfield Fork, Haupt Creek, Tombs Creek, House 
Creek, Pepperwood Creek and Marshall Creek. This 
survey was specifically aimed at establishing coho salmon 
presence in the streams sampled. 
Coho salmon were not found in any of the streams 
surveyed. 
Coho Salmon Status Review (2001) stated no known 
remaining viable coho salmon populations in the Gualala 
River system. 
In September 2002, coho salmon young-of-the year were 
present on Dry Creek, a tributary of the North Fork during 
a snorkel survey and two sites on the Little North Fork and 
Doty Creek during electrofishing. Coho young-of-the-year 
were present on McGann Creek, rescued and released 
(R. Dingman, pers. comm.) 
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two Doughboy pools at the hatchery on Doty Creek, a 
tributary to the Little North Fork of the Gualala River. The 
fish are released in the North Fork Subbasin and main 
stem Gualala River after the first substantial winter rains 
Increase stream flows. From 1993-1997 and 1999-2000, 
37,030 steelhead trout have been rescued and 20,328 
have been released. 
During 1990-93, 95, 98, 99 and 2000 three-pass 
electrofishing data were collected on a lower and upper 
site In the Little North Fork. No effort was recorded in 
1990-1992. Both sites showed small fluctuations in young-
of- the year populations. Both sites showed a slight 
increase in one year old fish from 1995-2000. Two year 
and older steel head trout numbers were identical at the 
lower site and slightly increased at the upper site from 
1998-2000. 
In 1995, one-pass electrofishlng surveys were 
conducted on Fuller Creek and South Fork Fuller Creek. 
Young of the year, year plus and two year plus 
steelhead trout were observed. The results were not 
comparable to the 1989 survey, due to differences in 
sampling techniques. 
Gualala Redwoods, Inc. conducted snorkel surveys in 
1997, 1998 and 1999. In 1997-98, one year and older 
steelhead trout were observed in Buckeye Creek and 
South Fork. In 1998, one year and older steelhead trout 
were observed In the Wheatfield Fork. In 1999, one year 
and older steel head trout were observed in Little North 
Fork Robinson Creek North Fork and Doty Creek. 

In 2000-2001 , 7,600 and 5,450 steelhead trout were 
planted on the North Fork between Elk Prairie and Dry 
Creek. 
During snorkel surveys, Gualala Redwoods, Inc. 
observed one year and older steelhead trout on: Little 

North Fork, Robinson, North Fork, and Dry Creek in 
2000 and 2001: on the malnstem of Buckeye Creek In 
2000 and 2001; and on the South Fork in 2000 and 
2001 . 
February-April 2001 , a volunteer effort steelhead trout 
spawning surveys observed redds on Wheatfield Fork, 
Tombs Creek, Britain Creek, House Creek, and South 
Fork. 
Redds were observed on Rockpile Creek in 2001 (K. 
Morgan, pers. comm). 
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2003to The last observed Coho were In Dry Creek In 2004. 
2014 
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The survey In 2008 shows steelhead in every creek 
surveyed which included Dry, Robinson, Big and Little 
Pepperwood, Buckeye the Little North Fork , the North 
Fork, the South Fork and Wheatfield forks of the Gualala. 
Since then surveys have been conducted In 2009, 2011, 
2012 and 2013 in Big Pepperwood and the South Fork of 
the Gualala with steelhead present in all surveys. In 2012 
there were 1067 in a 1000 foot reach which was the 
highest number ever counted for that reach however the 
following year the number was 10% of that. 
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Gualala Roach (Lavinia symmetricus parvipinnis) Status California-Special Concern- Eleven specimens of 

Gualala Roach were collected by Wendy Jones in 1999 on the South Fork of the Gualala River near the 

Annapolis road at Valley crossing and the confluence of the Wheatfield fork Gualala River. Numerous other 

records of this fish in the past are noted in the Gualala River Watershed Technical Support Document 

(GRWfSO). 

Although no population estimates have been conducted, the bulk of stream surveys show that roach have 

increased in abundance while coho have disappeared and steel head have decreased in most tributaries of the 

Gualala. 

Snorkel surveys conducted in 2013- Snorkel surveys which covered six of the major creeks in the GRI 

ownership did not find Coho salmon. Steelhead were found in every creek surveyed. Additionally, Gualala 

Roach have been observed during surveys as well as Sculpin, three spine stickleback and lamprey eels. 

Beneficial actions for Fish Populations-

Almost all of the beneficial actions that are stated above in the watershed section of this report are intended 

for the benefit of the fish populations in the Class I watercourses. Sediment production and stream temperature 

effects will be minimized by application of the Forest Practice Rules in addition to the raised standards 

applicable to this plan. Road storm-proofing has already occurred on much of the area. 

Most of the factors that affect anadromous fish are beyond the control of the forest landowner. Factors that 

the landowner could potentially influence have been addressed in the Forest Practice Rules and the cumulative 

effects analysis. 

The following measures have been incorporated into this THP to provide for the protection of anadromous fish 

habitat resources: 

• Rather than relist them here reference is made to all of the numerous provisions described in Section II 

under Item 18, Soil Protection and 26, Watercourse Protection. These provisions are there for the 

protection of anadromous fish habitat and for the other listed and unlisted aquatic species. 

• Tree marking the WLPZs within the watershed shall be completed before the preharvest inspection to 

ensure an adequate opportunity for evaluation by the reviewing agencies. 

• No winter period operations are proposed. 

• 52 out of the 342 acres of this plan are no-cut zones because of the ASP rules or other biological 

considerations. Most of the remaining areas have the very high habitat protection standards prescribed by 

the ASP rules. 

• At least 80% overstory canopy shall be retained for water temperature regulation within the Inner Zone A 

WLPZs of the Class I watercourse. At least 50% overstory canopy shall be retained for water temperature 

regulation within the Inner zone B WLPZs of the Class I watercourse. 

• All hardwoods wil ~(,~rv~i 

JAN 1 5 2019 

he WLPZs except where they are a safety hazard . 

Dogwood THP 
COAST AREA OFFICE 

RESOI JRr.r MAI\IA(.;FMFI\IT 

175 Section IV 



PART OF PLAN 

• All Class I and Class II watercourse core zones and channel zones are no-cut zones. 

• Recruitment of large woody debris for instream habitat and shade canopy will be provided by retaining the 
131argest trees per acre in the class I inner zones and large Class II watercourse WLPZ. 

• All road work order points as described in the road work database in Section II have been included in order 
to minimize sediment production from the existing road system. 

• An Erosion Control Plan is included in this THP. 

The application of the Forest Practice Rules and specific beneficial actions for soil stabilization, winter 

operations, and watercourse protection, as described in this timber harvest plan will prevent significant impact 

to coho salmon and steelhead. 

Reptiles 

Northwestern Pond Turtle (Ciemmys marmorata marmorata). Status: California - Species of special 

Concern: In California, this species ranges from the Oregon border south to Kern County (Bury 1962). The 

specific habitat of this species includes areas of permanent water such as ponds, lakes, rivers, marshes, 

sloughs, and drainage ditches. This species can range up to four hundred meters from their water habitat. It 

is known that western pond turtles exist and breed within the assessment area. They may be found within the 

Gualala River and probably in most if not all of its tributaries. There are wet areas that remain wet well into the 

year during a normal year. These areas where pond turtles may occur are also the areas that are being 

protected for red-legged frogs (see red-legged frog map). There are Class I watercourses that could support 

pond turtles either within or near the THP area. No turtles have been observed within the THP area. 
I 

Amphibians 

Southern Torrent Salamander (Rhyacotriton variagatus) Status: California - Species of Special Concern­

The range of this species in California coincides with the extent of humid coastal forests in the northwestern 

part of the state, up to approximately 3,900' above sea level, south to Mendocino County (Anderson 1968). 

The specific habitat of southern torrent salamanders includes cold mountain streams, springs, seeps, 

waterfalls, and moss-covered rock rubble with flowing water in humid coastal coniferous forests (Anderson 

1968, CWHR 1979, Bury and Corn 1988, Welsh 1990). These salamanders seem to inhabit the splash zone 

and are rarely found more than one meter from water (Anderson 1968, and Nussbaum and Tait 1977). 

Southern torrent salamanders' range includes Del Norte, Humboldt, western Siskiyou, Trinity and Mendocino 

Counties. Marginal suitable habitat does exist within the watershed and but not within the THP. The THP is 

south of the recognized range. The RPF has had the training to recognize southern torrent salamander habitat. 

None of these salamanders have ever been discovered on landowner's property. 

Tailed Frog (Ascaphus truei). Status: California - Special of Special Concern. Tailed frogs range from 

southern Mendocino County north through the coastal ranges into Oregon and Washington. THP area falls 

south of traditional range. Suitable fast rushing creeks do exist within parts of the watershed but not within the 

THP boundaries. Limitations on equipment operations and canopy retention standards within the WLPZs will 

reduce potential impacts on this species if they are present. 
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California Red-Legged Frog (Rana aurora draytonii). Status: Federal- endangered California - Species 

of Special Concern. Some of the following habitat description is excerpted from: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

2002. Recovery Plan for the California Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora draytonii). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Portland, Oregon. viii + 173 pp. 

General Habitat. The frog uses a variety of areas, including various aquatic, riparian, and upland habitats 

usually below 3500 feet in elevation. 

Breeding Habitat. Breeding sites of the California red-legged frog are in a variety of aquatic habitats; larvae, 

tadpoles, and metamorphs have been collected from streams, deep pools, backwaters within streams and 

creeks, ponds, marshes, sag ponds, dune ponds, springs and lagoons. Breeding adults are often associated 

with deep (greater than 0.7 meter [2 feet]} still or slow moving water and dense, shrubby riparian or emergent 

vegetation (Hayes and Jennings 1988), Reis (1999) found the greatest number of tadpoles occurring in study 

plots with water depths of 0.26 to 0.5 meters (10 to 20 inches). California red-legged frogs also frequently 

breed in artificial impoundments such as stock ponds. 

Dispersal and Use of Uplands and Riparian Areas. During periods of wet weather, starting with the first 

rains of fall, some individuals may make overland excursions through upland habitats. Most of these overland 

movements occur at night. Frogs have been observed to make long-distance movements that are straight-line, 

point to point migrations rather than using corridors for moving in between habitats. During dry periods, the 

California red-legged frog is rarely encountered far from water. California red-legged frogs have been known 

to travel up to 1.4 km straight line from the breeding site however the majority of frogs never travel further than 

30 meters from the breeding site. 

Summer Habitat. California red-legged frogs often disperse from their breeding habitat to forage and seek 

summer habitat if water is not available. This summer habitat could include spaces under boulders or rocks 

and organic debris, such as downed trees or logs, or in mammal burrows and moist leaf litter; industrial debris; 

and agricultural features, such as drains, watering troughs, abandoned sheds, or hay-ricks. California red­

legged frogs use large cracks in the bottom of dried ponds as refugia. 

Water Quality: California red-legged frogs are sensitive to high salinity, which often occurs in coastal lagoon 

habitats. Observations Indicate that California red-legged frogs were absent when temperatures exceed 22 

degrees Celsius (70 degrees Fahrenheit), particularly when the temperature throughout a pool was this high 

and there are no cool, deep portions. 

Wet Season defined: Wet Season starts with the first frontal rain system depositing a minimum of 0.25 inches 

of rain after October 15 and ends on April 15. 

Dry Season defined: Dry Season starts April 16 and ends with the first frontal rain system depositing a 

minimum of 0.25 inches of rain after October 15. 

Predators and Disturbance: 

Raptors, bobcats, racoons, foxes, rough-skinned newts, otters, herons (both great blue and green) and other 

predators are known to be in or around the project area. The wider assessment area includes developed areas 

of The Sea Ranch and associated paved roads. Dogs, domestic cats, vehicles, lawn mowers, pesticides and 

livestock associated with developed areas are a threat to frogs. Residential lighting may affect frogs during 

migration. Bullfrogs (a predator of red-legged frogs have been heard and seen in ponds in the assessment 

area. Falling, skidding, log hauling and other vehicle traffic associated with logging could disturb or kill 

individuals. 

Nearest recorded sighting: 

The nearest CNDDB confirmed sighting of frogs is over 21 miles (straight line) to theSE in Austin Creek State 

Recreation Area. However, Sea Ranch residents reported a red-legged frog in Salal Creek in the summer of 

2015 approximately one mile southwest of the THP area and egg masses were reported to have been found 

in a pond near Mill Bend af:rEcae'lvEoe west of the THP area. 
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Timber Harvest Plan Habitat: The THP area contains Class I, Class II and Class Ill watercourses and some 

ephemeral wet areas. The Class Ill watercourses flow only in response to rain and do not offer potential 

habitat. Class II watercourses in the plan area may exhibit shallow pools but when flowing the current may be 

too fast to offer breeding habitat. Class II watercourses may have water present into spring and summer. The 

flood prone area of the THP may provide habitat in the form of shallow standing water but the canopy is quite 

dense and the flooded areas dry out early in the year so the habitat does not appear to be optimal. Two areas 

have been designated in the plan as potential habitat and have been given additional protections. See item 32 

in section II for specifics. The Class I and II watercourses have no-cut zones adjacent to them and then have 

limited selection harvesting outside of that zone. See item 26 for specifics on watercourse protection measures. 

Assessment Area Habitat: 

Within the assessment area, known ponds include; numerous sag ponds, several unclassified ponds and 

numerous seasonal wet areas (low spots that collect water). The sag ponds are generally shallow (less than 2 

feet) and dry partially or completely during the spring and summer. Some ponds do have emergent vegetation 

in the form of pond lilies or cattails. The sag ponds in the area all have riparian canopies and do not resemble 

"open" stock ponds where California red-legged frog are commonly found. The seasonal wet areas may hold 

water after rainfall. These areas may be up to several feet deep during the winter but tend to be dry by late 

spring, early summer. 

The Class I watercourses within the assessment area include the South Fork Gualala River, Main Stem, North 

Fork and Wheatfield Fork of the Gualala River, Groshong Gulch, Buckeye Creek, Rockpile Creek, and Big and 

Little Pepperwood Creeks. 

Class II watercourses in the assessment area may exhibit shallow pools but when flowing the current would 

be too fast to offer breeding habitat. Class II watercourses may have water present into spring and summer 

and can act as a corridor for migration however telemetry studies indicate that the frogs that do migrate usually 

do so over land in the direction of their destination. 

The Class Ill watercourses flow only in response to rain and do not offer potential habitat. 

Aquatic Biologist Matt Goldsworthy for MRC has been conducting surveys since 2003 in the Annapolis area 

(east of the THP area) and they have not found any red-legged frogs. Their conclusion "It appears as if the 

Annapolis area is not occupied by red-legged frogs based on the large amount of survey work completed as 

well as the lack of observations in the CNDDB from the Annapolis and adjacent quads." 

Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog (Rana boylii). Status: California -candidate for listing- Aquatic. Adult foothill 

yellow-legged frogs are moderately sized (between 1.5 and 3 inches long) with yellow color under their legs. 

They inhabit partially shaded, rocky perennial streams and their life cycle is synchronized with the seasonal 

timing of streamflow conditions. Adult frogs move throughout stream networks from winter refugia to mating 

habitat where eggs are laid in spring and tadpoles rear in summer. These frogs need perennial water where 

they can forage through the summer and fall months and the primary cause for mortality in eggs is desiccation. 

This makes drafting from shallow watercourses where the water level is lowered a concern for this species. 

Eggs and tadpoles prefer stream temperatures higher than those required for salmonids, with tadpoles 

selecting temperatures between 16.5C and 22.2C. The installation of crossings on watercourses is another 

area where this frog or its egg masses can be impacted 

This species is also occasionally found in other riparian habitats including moderately vegetated backwaters, 

isolated pools, and slow moving rivers with mud substrates. (Don T. Ashton, Amy J. Lind, and Kary E. Schlick; 
I 
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1997) Threats include predators such as garter snakes, bullfrogs, herons and raccoons. Other threats include 

droughts, floods and human disturbance. Populations of R. boylii have declined in southern and central 

California south of the Salinas River, Monterey County, and also in the west slope drainages of the Sierra 

Nevada and southern Cascade Mountains east of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers. In the Coast 

Ranges north of the Salinas River R. boylii stills occurs in significant numbers in some coastal drainages. 

(Jennings and Hayes 1994). 

These frogs do occur in suitable habitat in the assessment area and may occur in the same habitat that has 

been identified as potential red-legged frog habitat in the plan area. Any adult frogs that may exist near the 

THP will be protected by WLPZ requirements. This frog's egg masses will also be protected by the limitations 

that are part of the 1600 agreement which severely limit the reduction of water levels that are allowed during 

water drafting. Class I crossings are cleared of fish during installation and frogs wi ll be cleared from the 

immediate area at the same time. The mitigations contained in the plan for protection of the red-legged frog, 

as well as fish, will also protect the foothill yellow-legged frog and its habitat. Operations of this THP under 

stated plan restrictions and mitigations will not likely result in a take, nor have any adverse impact on the 

species. 

Sensitive Bird Species 

During layout of this plan the THP area was traversed numerous times. Recordings of sharp-shinned hawks, 

Coopers hawks and Goshawks (both adult and juvenile) were played repeatedly at numerous locations 

throughout the THP in April and May of 2014 without eliciting a response. Signs of possible raptor predation 

have been seen on the appurtenant road system but no raptor nests, plucking posts or concentration of mutes 

were discovered. 

Species that are of special concern-

Bald Eagle (Haliaetus leucocephalus). Status: California - Endangered (1971 ), Federal - Delisted 2007. In 

California, bald eagles breed in the northern quarter of the state. The species winters throughout most of their 

breeding range, with half of the state's population wintering in the Klamath Basin (Zeiner et al. 1990b). Specific 

winter habitat of this species is generally large trees with open crowns near large creeks, rivers, or lakes that 

have a fish supply, 

In Mendocino and Sonoma County bald eagles are a rare winter migrant; only a few individuals are observed 

annually. These wintering eagles are opportunistic hunters and scavengers, normally passing through the area 

during their winter migration. The Gualala River drainage provides foraging habitat. Bald eagles prefer large 

trees to hunt from. The proposed project will have no effect on bald eagles foraging opportunities. 

There are no known nests of bald eagles in the assessment area. Bald eagles are a premier species and are 

quite visible. If nesting was occurring in the area it is doubtful that it would be missed by local residents or by 

foresters or biologists working for the company. A mature bald eagle was seen wintering on the estuary of the 

Gualala River in December 2007 and again in the winter of 2013, and a pair have been seen in the vicinity of 

the lower estuary of the Gualala on a number of occasions in 2017 and 2018. 
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Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos). Status: California - Special Concern. 

The range of golden eagles in California is throughout the state, scarce in the southeastern desert region, and 

they are found in rolling country with lightly wooded areas, savannas, grasslands, desert edges, farms, or 

ranches. The species is a rare to uncommon resident and breeder (Harris 1991 ). The overall breeding 

densities of this species are relativ~ly low, due to territorial spacing of nesting and foraging habitats. Overall 

population densities of this species currently appear stable, but excessive disturbance at nest sites can cause 

nest failure. 

In Mendocino County and Sonoma County the golden eagle Is an uncommon permanent resident and local 

breeder. Locally, golden eagles use a variety of habitats, including conifer and hardwood forests, mixed conifer­

hardwood woodlands, coastal oak woodlands, and grasslands. Golden eagle forage and roosting habitat with 

some nesting habitat can be found in the assessment area and golden eagles have been infrequently observed 

soaring over landowner's property. Usually golden eagles prefer cliff ledges or large wolfy trees in more 

upslope and remote areas. Adjacent clearcuts provide foraging habitat. No large nest structures were 

observed and no golden eagle nests are known to exist in the assessment area. 

Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis). Status: California - Species of Special Concern. 

In California the northern goshawk is an uncommon resident. Goshawks typically breed on north slopes, near 

water in the densest parts of mature conifer forests but close to openings. The nest is usually located in fork 

of large horizontal limbs in large live trees at the bottom of the live canopy. In the north coast redwood belt 

goshawks are extremely rare nesters and irregular transients. They are not known to breed this far south in 

the coast range. It is unlikely but possible that goshawks will use the type of second growth redwood forest 

present on this THP however the RPF has searched for visible evidence of goshawks, such as adults or 

juveniles, plucking posts, or nest structures and played recordings of goshawks repeatedly. It is unlikely that 

goshawks are present within the THP area. 

c 
Cooper's Hawk, (Accipiter cooperi)-Status: California species of special concern. W 
In California, this species ranges throughout the state, but is not common in the northwest and southeast. In ~ 
the north coast region they are an uncommon resident, more regularly seen in winter, and breed sparingly W 
throughout (Harris 1991). Incidental sightings on this ownership corroborate this assessment. Nesting habitat (.) 

of this species ,in California is most frequently in dense stands of live oak, deciduous riparian stands, and other~ 
forested habitats near water. 

The potential nesting habitat for this species within the THP is possibly in the hardwoods or small conifers that 

exist adjacent to the watercourses. Since all harvest trees within the WLPZs will be premarked destruction of 

any possible nests will be less likely. Coopers hawks have been observed on the east side of the Gualala River 

near the THP area. 

Sharp-Shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus)- Status: California species of special concern. 

Both the breeding and wintering habitats of this species have been characterized as woodlands of young or 

open forests with a variety of plant life forms (Johnsgard 1990). Remsen (1978) suggested that timber harvest 

may be a threat to nesting habitat of this species, but the work of other authors indicates that forest harvest 

resulting in younger stands benefits the species (Postovit and Postovit 1987, Reynolds et al. 1982). 

Sharp-shinned hawks prefer to breed in young stands of conifer and tanoak. Habitat does exist within the THP 

for this hawk. Sharp-shinned hawks are regularly observed hunting on landowner's property. No sharp­

shinned hawks or nests were observed during plan layout. Prey remains of small birds are commonly found 

on the landowner's property and these are most likely from Sharp shinned hawks. 

Dogwood THP 180 Section IV 

WL o: c::n -L 
c; :t<. 
"' o:: 
Ln L5~ 

0:::• 

:z <Cu 
I-C. 

<( 

~~ f 

(.)u. 
LIJ 
a: 



PAR 1 OF P[ p 1 1 
American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum). Status: California - Endangered (1971), Federai ­

Delisted 

In California, the species breeds and winters throughout the state, with the exception of desert areas (CDF&G 

1990). In the north coast region they are an uncommon migrant and winter visitor; a rare, local breeder, and 

summer resident (Harris 1991 ). The specific habitat of this species is tall cliffs for nest and perch sites with 

protection from mammalian predators and the weather, most often close to water and adequate prey 

populations. Peregrines are not known to be present in the vicinity of the project and there are no large vertical 

cliffs within the biological assessment
1
area. It is known that peregrines forage up and down the coast, up some 

of the major river valleys and over the clearcut blocks, which fall within the biological assessment area. This 

foraging area will not be affected by operations. Logging activities should not negatively impact the birds' ability 

to capture prey. The proposed project will have no effect on Peregrine Falcons. 

Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis). Status: Federal - Threatened (1990). 

An uncommon, permanent resident in suitable habitat. The Northern Spotted Owl primarily inhabits old growth 

forests in the northern part of its range (Canada to southern Oregon) and landscapes with a mix of old and 

younger forest types in the southern part of its range (Klamath region and California) . The species' range is 

the Pacific coast from extreme southern British Columbia to Marin County in northern California. It nests in 

cavities or on platforms in large trees and will use abandoned nests of other species. The Northern Spotted 

Owl is primarily nocturnal. Its diet consists mainly of wood rats (Neotoma sp.) and flying squirrels, although it 

will also eat other small mammals, reptiles, birds and insects. 

One threat to spotted owl populations, at least in the northern part of its range, has been the loss of old-growth 

and mature late-seral forest, which contains large dead trees for nesting and prey habitat, as well as cool, dark 

roosts under the dense overstory canopy. Fragmentation of remaining habitat results from logging and roads, 

and may have increased predation by Great Horned Owls and other species. More recently (since 1960's), a 

related eastern species, the Barred Owl (Strix varia), has invaded the Pacific Northwest. Barred owls are larger, 

more aggressive, and compete for both nest-sites and food. It is believed that Barred Owls occasionally attack 

spotted owls but the evidence for this is sparse. More likely the slightly larger barred owl displaces Spotted 

Owls from their territory. Barred Owls will also mate and h~bridize with spotted owls. Barred Owls in the west 

occur in both young and old forest and are thought to displace spotted owls from their territories in old growth 

and mature forests. Additional threats to Spotted Owls include loss of habitat to wildfire and forest diseases, 

and also the West Nile Virus. 

The habitat typing used in this assessment is consistent with the USF&WS Coastal Northern Spotted Owl 

Habitat Description. 

Nesting-roosting habitat includes: 60% (or greater) canopy cover of trees 11 inches (or larger) diameter 

at breast height. 

Foraging habitat includes: 40% (or greater) canopy cover of trees 11 inches (or larger) diameter at 

breast height. Basal area of 75 (or greater) sq. ft. of trees 11 inches (or larger) diameter at breast 

height. 

The timberland owner is working with Forest Ecosystem Management (FEM) to develop and refine the 

Northern Spotted Owl habitat classification in GIS, which will allow for more accurate habitat mapping and 

analysis. FEM biologists ground truth habitat typing during NSO surveys and Activity Center walk-in visits. 

FEM's preliminary overview finds that company has correctly mapped the NSO habitat, and in some cases is 

more conservative thWi;c~lveD typing. 
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In addition to FEM habitat analysis, Theodore Wooster, former CDF&G biologist for NSO technical assistance 

in this region from 1990 - 1999, completed some ground truthing of Gualala Redwoods' property in January 

2007. 

Priority Ranking of Habitat Retention Areas. 

Tree Species Composition. 

Mixed conifer stands should be selected over pine-dominated stands. 

A. Abiotic Considerations include the following: 

i. Distance to Nest. 
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I. Nesting-roosting and foraging habitat should be located closest to identified nest tree(s), or closest 

to roosting tree(s), if no nesting trees are identified. 

ii. Contiguity. 

I. Nesting-roosting habitat within the 0.5-radius circle around an activity center must be as 

contiguous as possible. 

II. Fragmentation of foraging habitat must be minimized as much as possible. 

iii. Slope Position. 

I. Habitats located on the lower one-third of slopes provide optimal microclimatological conditions 

and an increased potential for the presence of intermittent or year-round water resources. 

iv. Aspect. 

I. Habitats located on northern aspects provide optimal vegetation composition and cooler site 

conditions. 

v. Elevation. 

I. Habitat should be located at elevations of less than 6000 feet, although the elevation of some 

activity centers (primarily east of Interstate 5) may necessitate inclusion of habitat at elevations 

greater than 6000 feet. ' 

Size and Shape of Habitat Patch 

a. Narrow strips of habitat (WLPZs, retention areas between clearcuts, etc.) may contain the characteristics of 

nesting-roosting habitat. However, when these narrow strips of habitat are surrounded by unsuitable or low 

quality habitats, they function as foraging habitat at best. 

b. Narrow strips of habitat ( 1 00 meters or less) provide for a lot of edge habitat and little or no interior habitat. 

Franklin et al (2000) describe interior habitats as the amount of spotted owl habitat ~1 00 meters from an edge. 

They describe edge habitat as edge between spotted owl habitat and all other vegetation types. 

c. Because WLPZs, for example, are 100 meters or less in total width, they are considered edge habitats 

surrounded by unsuitable habitat. Edge habitats do not provide for protection from predators nor do they 

provide the microclimates of interior habitats. 

No take discussion-

The THP as proposed will not 'take' NSOs nor will NSO habitat within the assessment area be reduced below 

threshold levels established by the Forest Practice Rules or guidelines recommended by USFWS. Approval 

of this THP will require the Director to determine there will not be a take of Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) as a 

result of timber operations. This determination will be based on the fact that the plan is in conformance with 

14CCR 919.9 (e) and current guidelines developed by USF&WS specifically to avoid take of NSO. The 

USF&WS guidelines are intentionally ultraconservative to ensure that, if followed, the Director can confidently 

determine no take will occur. THP Section II, Item 32 contains operational actions to avoid take of NSO. THP 
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Section V contains non-operational information such as CNDDB reports, activity center walk-in survey results, 

evening survey results, pre and post harvest habitat maps, a map of survey routes and tables of activity center 

habitat acreage summaries. This non-operational information provides the Director supporting evidence that 

the THP conforms to the USF&WS guidelines and 14CCR 919.9 (e). Methods to avoid take of NSO include 

locating the birds, seasonal restrictions, restrictions based on proximity to NSO activity centers and prohibitions 

on reducing acres of habitat below thresholds determined by USF&W and the Rules of the Board of Forestry. 

Because this THP will not result in take and conforms to USF&WS guidelines, cumulative negative impacts 

are avoided. The effects of the proposed operations cannot accumulate with effects of past or foreseeable 

future projects to negatively impact NSO. Additional information on the Spotted Owl has been attached in 

Section II and Section V of the plan. 

Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus). Status: California - Endangered (1992), Federal -

Threatened (1992). In California the species ranges from the Oregon border south to Santa Cruz County. 

Specific nesting habitat of this species is large, older, sometimes decadent trees (Carter and Erickson 1988, 

and others). Although marbled murrelets have been found nesting in some cases in younger trees, and also 

on the ground, they have primarily been found nesting in over mature coniferous forest throughout most of 

their range (Carter and Erickson 1988, Paton and Ralph 1988, Hamer and Cummins 1990, 1991 . Throughout 

most of the year this species is found in small groupings in near shore coastal waters where they feed on small 

baitfish. Habitat loss, gillnetting, and catastrophic events such as oil spills and wildfire are potential threats to 

this species. 

Department of Fish and Game biologists using radar near where the Annapolis Road crosses the South Fork 

and Wheatfield Fork also suspect that murrelets fly up the Gualala River although at this time murrelets have 

not been visually confirmed. Private biologists working for landowner have conducted extensive surveys 

along the South Fork Gualala River and at the confluence of the North Fork and South Fork. The nearest 

known Murrelets are approximately 5 miles south of the THP area near Clipper Mill Bridge. CDFW 

documented these birds in 1999 and recent information indicates they may still be in that area. 

Surveys for this species were conducted in 2013 and 2014 along the mainstem South Fork Gualala, and 

potential habitat structure was surveyed again in 2017 and 2018 at the confluence of the North Fork and 

South Fork near the Green Bridge. No Murrelets were detected during these surveys and the habitat 

available within the THP area is not conducive to murrelet nesting. 

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus). Status: California- Special Concern. The range of this species in California is 

the northern portion of the state where their nest sites are associated with large fish-bearing bodies of water. 

In the north coast region this species is a common summer resident and breeder; but rare in winter (Harris 

1991 ). Typical habitat consists of large elevated trees or artificial structures for nesting within a few kilometers 

of a fish source (Johnsgard 1990). Although ospreys are most often very tolerant of human activity and often 

nest adjacent to roads and other conspicuous locations, disturbance of nest sites during the nest season (April­

early October) can cause nest abandonment. 

Osprey nests have been continually monitored on landowner's property since at least 1975. There are no 

known nests within the buffer zones given under FPR 919.3b(5) for this species. There are several known 

osprey nests clustered around the mouth of the Gualala River. There are two nests near Unit #1 but are outside 

the normal buffers afforded this species. There are also at least five known nests facing the Pacific Ocean 

either on the German Rancho side of the Gualala or on the north side of the Gualala in China Gulch. None of 

these nests are close to any units of this plan. There have historically been nests along the South Fork Gualala 

River and up Buckeye Creek but at this time there are no known occupied nests. 
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Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias) Status: California - Special concern- In California this species ranges 

throughout most of the state up to approximately 4,900' above sea level, with heronries scattered throughout 

northern California (Zeiner et al. 1990b ). Great blue herons in habit a wide variety of freshwater and salt water 

habitats. Foraging areas include coastal bays, lagoons, tidal flats, mud flats, and rocks along rivers, creeks, 

ponds, and lakes (Yocom and Harris 1975) and also agricultural lands and along watercourses in mountainous 

areas. Their heronries are often found in brush, on rocks and ledges, or on the ground, but they prefer groves 

of trees near feeding areas (Zeiner et al. 1990). Individual large trees are sometimes used by single pairs of 

herons as well. Threats to this species include alteration of habitat through development and harvesting or 

inadvertent destruction of nest trees. 

The birds are often seen foraging along the larger forks of the Gualala River. The main concern with this 

species would be protection of a nesting colony from disturbance although these species are known to nest 

singly as wel l. A heronry or individual heron nest should have been visible during the THP layout and none 

were observed. An individual heron nest is often placed in the largest tree around and since the 13 largest 

trees per acre in the near stream environment are being protected on this plan any possible nest sites will be 

protected. 

Great Egret (Casmerodius albus). Status: California- Special Concern- In California, the range of great egrets 

is widespread throughout the state except at high elevations, and in desert areas (Brown et al. 1986). The 

specific habitat of this species is nearly synonymous with that of the great blue heron, with the two species 

often foraging and breeding in close proximity. After severe population declines around the turn of the century 

due to the harvest of their feathers, populations have rebounded. Alteration or draining of wetlands habitat, as 

well as industrial or residential development are considered threats to the continued well being of this species. 

As with great blue herons, no great egret rookeries are known in the BAA. No egrets or nests were observed. 

Vaux's swift (Chaeturi vauxi)- California species of special concern- The range of this species in California is 

the length of the state in migration, and breeding in a narrow coastal belt from Del Norte County south to Santa 

Cruz County. On the north coast the species is considered a common summer resident and breeder; casual 

in winter (Harris 1991 ). Specific habitat for this species includes hollow trees, snag-tops with cavities, and also 

chimneys for nests and roosts. The removal of old, decadent redwoods and Douglas-firs with hollow snag­

tops can cause loss of nesting habitat for this species. Vaux's swift have been regularly observed over the 

Gualala River. Snags and large decadent trees for roosting or nesting will be protected. No large decadent 

trees or snags will be felled (unless they are a safety hazard) that might provide habitat for this species. Within 

the boundaries of this THP there are no known Vaux's swift nests. 

Purple Martin (Progne subis)- California species of special concern- In California, the range of purple martins 

is throughout the state west of the desert regions from sea level to approximately 6,000' above sea level. 

Purple martins are most commonly observed near coastal lowlands near river mouths. Harris (1991) lists this 

species as an uncommon summer resident and breeder. Specific habitat of this species for breeding is 

abandoned woodpecker cavities in isolated tall trees or snags, man-made martin houses (Allen and Nice 

1952), or on cliffs (Bent 1942). Although apparently once a common breeder in this region, populations have 

decreased due to competition from introduced starlings, removal of snags, and loss of riparian habitat (Remsen 

1978, Zeiner et a l. 1990b). No Purple Martins were observed. Their preferred habitat will be protected by not 

harvesting snags or large decadent trees (live culls). 
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Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) Status-California- Endangered 
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Range in California-Although gray wolves formerly inhabited California, their historic abundance and 

distribution is unclear (Schmidt 1991, Shelton and Weckerly 2007). While there are many anecdotal reports of 

wolves in California, specimens were rarely preserved. The historic range of the wolf in California has been 

reported to include the Sierra Nevada, southern Cascades, Modoc Plateau, Klamath Mountains, and perhaps 

the North Coast Ranges (Stephens 1906; Grinnell et al 1937; Hall1981 ; Paquet and Carbyn 2003). However, 

Schmidt (1991) concluded that wolves also "probably occurred in the Central Valley, the western slope of the 

Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains, and the Coast Ranges of California until the early 1800s, altho1ugh their 

population size is unknown and may have been small." 

Habitat- The gray wolf is a habitat generalist, and can occur in deserts, grasslands, forests and arctic tundra. 

Habitat use by gray wolves is strongly correlated with the abundance of prey, snow conditions, absence or low 

livestock densities, road densities, human presence and topography. Actual dens are usually constructed for 

pups during the summer period. When building dens, females make use of natural shelters such as fissures in 

rocks, cliffs overhanging riverbanks and holes thickly covered by vegetation. Sometimes, the den is the 

appropriated burrow of smaller animals such as foxes, badgers or marmots. An appropriated den is often 

widened and partly remade. On rare occasions, female wolves dig burrows themselves, which are usually 

small and short with 1-3 openings. The den is usually constructed not more than 500 meters away from a 

water source, and typically faces southwards, thus ensuring enough sunlight exposure, keeping the denning 

area relatively snow free. 

A lone wolf, designated OR7, journeyed into northeastern California from Oregon several times since 2011. 

Recently a pair of wolves was discovered to be raising a family at an undisclosed location in Northern 

California. 

There are no known wolves near the THP. Habitat is poor in the vicinity of the THP because of the lack of prey 

species, particularly deer, which would be the main prey species available in California. See Section II for 

protection measures. 

Point Arena Mountain Beaver (Aplodontia rufa nigra)- Federal- Endangered 

This species is found along streams in dense, riparian-deciduous forest and open stages of most forest types 

near water. Needs dense understory vegetation and friable, moist soils for burrowing into. WLPZ measures 

applied properly should protect their food, i.e. herbaceous and deciduous vegetation and the moist. friable soils 

important for denning. 

According to "California's Wildlife" Volume Ill mammals, this THP is south of their range. Their burrows are 

described in the Audubon field Guide as being up to 19" in diameter surrounded by fan shaped earth mounds 

and in wet areas a tent of sticks erected over entrances. No such burrows or structures were observed in the 

WLPZs. This species has never been known to occur on landowner's property. 

Sonoma Tree Vole (Phenacomys longicaudus). Status: California- Special concern. 

The range of this species in California includes coastal forests in the humid fog belt (Jameson and Peters 

1988) south to Sonoma County on the coast and to Mendocino County in the coastal mountains, and east to 

Trinity County (Maser 1966). They have been located at elevations of from 150'-3, 1 00' above sea level (Maser 

1966). The habitat of this species predominantly includes the existence of Douglas-fir trees, with grand fir, 

Sitka spruce, redwood and western hemlock also used (Meiselman 1987, Williams 1986). Some authors have 

suggested that this species is associated with old growth or fairly dense mature forest with large trees (Carey 

et al. 1991 , Williams 1986). However, habitat records reviewed by Maser (1966) suggested that this species 

also uses young second growth Douglas-fir trees 7"-15" DBH, and also habitats described as broken, isolated, 
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and scattered by clearcuts, open grassland, bracken fern and cultivated fields; or 30-50 year old stands with a 

few interspersed older trees, but little evidence of dense forest. It is known from the experience of foresters 

working for GRT that Sonoma Tree Voles also nest in redwood trees, Bay Laurel trees and snags and are 

often found near water on GRT property. There also seems to be an affinity for nesting near waterfalls, perhaps 

because of the higher humidity in the vicinity of a waterfall since this species gets all of its moisture from the 

vegetation it consumes. Numerous tree voles have been documented and protected in the last ten years on 

the landowner's property. 

Several wildlife trees were marked for protection that had structures that may have been red tree vole nests 

although no positive identification was made 

Pacific Fisher (Martes pennanti) 

The range of the Pacific fisher in California is the Pacific coastal range, Siskiyou range and Sierra Nevada 

Mountains. Primarily nocturnal, the pacific fisher is a good climber and swimmer. Its home range on the 

California coast can be up to 3,700 acres for females and 14,000 acres for males. The fisher prefers stands 

with large trees and high canopy closure. Douglas fir and true fir were the preferred forest types in the Coast 

Range. Oaks, especially black oaks appear to be important for denning in some areas. Its main quarry is hares, 

porcupines, squirrels, mice, chipmunks, carrion, fruit and other plants. It dens in hollow trees, logs or rocky 

crevices. It has natal denning areas and once kits are old enough they are moved to maternal denning areas. 

The natal period occurs as early as March 1 and extends to May 15th. Maternal denning occurs from May 16th 

and is usually completed by July 31st. 

Resting areas include large limbs, raptor or squirrel nests, and mistletoe brooms. The fur is especially prized 

which has caused its extirpation in some areas. It requires extensive wilderness, so loss of habitat has also 

depleted populations. One threat to fishers may be the loss of large decadent trees that contain cavities that 

are used for natal and maternal denning. 

No fishers have ever been detected within the GRT ownership. Within the watershed, loss of large decadent 

features that would be used by fishers occurred mostly at the turn of the century and again in the 1950s and 

1960s. 

Pacific Fisher Analysis 

1. Regulatory mechanisms that exist to protect habitat and structural elements for existing fisher populations 

within the planning watershed and the need to provide additional mitigation measures. 

The ASP rules require leaving the 13 largest trees per acre near Class I and large Cass II watercourses. These 

are the trees that are most likely to have features that are most conducive to fisher denning. These areas are 

also equipment exclusion zones which reduces the possibility of disturbance. Both Class I and Class lis have 

zones adjacent to them that are no-harvest zones and these often have the largest trees in the watershed 

which are protected from harvest. Also snags are generally left across the entire landscape unless they create 

a safety concern. GRT will continue a policy of leaving at least two wildlife trees per acre across the property. 

These trees are evaluated by foresters and chosen based on qualities such as cavities, large size, platforms, 

busted tops, large branches, which are many of the same qualities that fishers prefer for denning and for 

resting. GRT will continue to leave hardwoods 24 inches DBH or larger up to four trees per acre and all downed 

large woody debris within WLPZs are left. Most large woody debris outside of WLPZs is also left unless it is 

being used for creek restoration work. 

Measures that have been incorporated in this THP to avoid take include: 

A. leaving of all snags that aren't a safety risk; 
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B. marking of two wildlife trees per acre which are those trees that have the characteristics that fishers 

prefer such as forks, cavities, busted tops, nests, mistletoe brooms or decadent trees with large flat 

branches; and 

C. Leaving all large hardwoods (24" or greater) up to 4 per acre. 

2. The specific requirements for fisher regarding structural elements for denning and resting sites within the 

Plan area. 

As mentioned above the fishers need large trees and snags with cavities, large limbs, downed logs, 

witches' brooms, for both denning and resting. Since this THP is in the redwood belt there exist many 

hollow old growth redwood stumps in addition to decadent Douglas fir trees and large woody debris 

scattered across the plan area. 

3. Existence of large scale habitat plans on or near the proposed Plan area. 

Across the landscape the existence of numerous alluvial flats adjacent to the Class I watercourses on this 

property provide linearly connected habitat corridors where all of the best elements needed by fishers are 

provided for. These elements are contiguous with class II large and standard protection zones which also 

provide habitat and with areas of no-cut or selectively cut zones that provide additional habitat. Even the 

evenaged management units on the property provide habitat in the form of down logs and foraging 

opportunities by supporting a greater number of small mammal prey species. 

4. Anticipated change in fisher habitat quantity and quality within the planning watershed and biological 

assessment area as it relates to possible future projects. 

It is projected that fisher habitat on GRT property will actually improve over time since structural elements 

that fishers prefer are mostly not harvested. There will be some loss of large snags as these deteriorate 

over time however the large redwood snags and goosepens are likely to be present and relatively stable 

for long periods of time into the future. Some snags of existing live trees will develop over time. In addition, 

the stands that exist on alluvial flats, which are quite extensive on this property, will have only light 

harvesting of the smaller trees in the future and the largest and oldest trees will continue to age slowly, 

developing old growth qualities eventually. 

Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendll) 

(note: the following was taken from CWHRS Townsends Big Eared Bat by J . Harris, and updated by pers. 

comm. , M. Baker, Nov. 12, 2015) 

DISTRIBUTION, ABUNDANCE, AND SEASONALITY 

Townsend's big-eared bat is found throughout California, but the details of its distribution are not well known. 

This species is found in all but subalpine and alpine habitats and may be found at any season throughout its 

range. Once considered common, Townsend's big-eared bat now is considered uncommon in California. 

SPECIFIC HABITAT REQUIREMENTS 

Feeding: Small moths are the principal food of this species. Beetles and a variety of soft-bodied insects also 

are taken. Captures their prey in flight using echolocation, or by gleaning from foliage. Flight is slow and 

maneuverable. Capable of hovering. 

Cover: Requires caves, mines, tunnels, buildings, or other human-made structures for roosting. COTO are 

also known to roost in basal hollows of large trees (>42" dbh) or perhaps stumps if the stumps are closed at 

the top. The roost entrance in in buildings, caves, and mines has been reported to be as small as 1 square 

foot in size (Pierson & Rainey 1998). The roost entrance in basal hollows has been reported ranging from 1 to 

5.9 feet wide, and 2. t'E!C~~EUze (Fellers & Pierson 2002). Basal hollow roost entrances greater 
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than 2 square feet that extend 1 foot or more upward into the tree above the top of the entrance to buffer 

changing microclimates and are greater than 3 feet above the ground for protection from predators. The only 

light penetrating the roost area originates from the roost entrances so that the internal roost area remains semi­

dark to dark, however COTO are also known to roost in complete darkness and away from cave and mine 

entrances to roost also. COTO roost in a range of light conditions in anthropogenic structures and in basal 

hollows. 

COTO may use separate sites for night, day, hibernation, or maternity roosts. Hibernation sites are cold, but 

not below freezing. Individuals may move within the hibernaculum to find suitable temperatures. Maternity 

roosts are warm. Roosting sites are the most important limiting resource. Disturbance of roosts Is noted as the 

reason for the species' recorded population declines. 

Reproduction: Maternity roosts are found in caves, tunnels, mines, and buildings. Small clusters or groups 

(usually fewer than 100 individuals) of females and young form the maternity colony. Maternity roosts are in 

relatively warm sites. 

Water: Drinks water. Relatively poor urine-concentrating ability in comparison to other southwestern bats. 

Foraging Pattern: Prefers mesic habitats for foraging . Gleans moths from trees, shrubs, or bushes. COTO 

also feed along habitat edges, including riparian corridors along streams and smaller tributaries, forest edges, 

and occasionally in more open habitat with large shrubs and scattered trees. 

SPECIES LIFE HISTORY 

Activity Patterns: Nocturnal. Hibernates. Peak activity is late in the evening preceded by flights close to the 

roost. Bats at hibernacula from October to April. 

Seasonal Movements/Migration: This relatively sedentary species makes short movements to hibernation 

sites. Of 1500 banded bats, the longest movement was 32.2 km (20 mi) (Pearson et al. 1952). 

Home Range: In early studies it was reported that colonies usually are at least 16-19 km (10-12 mi) apart. A 

density of 1 bat/126 ha (1/310 ac) was reported on Santa Cruz Island (Pearson et al. 1952). The greatest 

traveled distance recorded for a banded individual is 64 kilometers (Kunz 1999). This species shows high site 

fidelity if undisturbed. Territory: Not territorial. Males are solitary in spring and summer. Females form maternity 

colonies. Hibernates singly or in small clusters, usually several dozen or fewer. 

Reproduction: Most mating occurs from November-February, but many females are inseminated before 

hibernation begins. Sperm is stored until ovulation occurs in spring. 

Gestation lasts 56-100 days, depending on temperature, size of the hibernating cluster, and time in hibernation. 

Births occur in May and June, peaking in late May. A single litter of 1 is produced annually but not all females 

reproduce every year. Young are weaned in 6 wk and fly in 2.5-3 wk after birth. Growth rate depends on 

temperature. The maternity group begins to break up in late August. Females mate in their first autumn, males 

in their first or second autumn. About half of young females return to their birth site after their first hibernation. 

Subsequent return rates are 70-80%. Maximum recorded age is 16 years. 

Niche: Forages with many other species. Relatively specialized on moths, and slow, maneuverable flier. 

Gleans, and captures prey in the air by echolocation. Roosting sites may be shared with other species. Rabies 

is found in this species, but incidence is usually less than 1%. 

Comments: This species is extremely sensitive to disturbance of roosting sites. A single visit may result in 

abandonment of the roost. All known nursery colonies in limestone caves in California apparently have been 

abandoned. Numbers reportedly have declined steeply in California. Especially sensitive to injury by wing 

banding (Humphrey and Kunz 1976). 

Specific to this THP-Aithough this THP is within the ~istoric range of the Townsends big-eared bat ( COTO) 

no bats of this species have ever been known to occur on GRT property and there are no caves, mines, or 

abandoned buildings within the THP, which are currently considered the preferred habitat based on available 

literature; however, no tr.:ff:t~f~f:tjys have taken place. Within the THP area there are large old 
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snags and large old growth redwood stumps that could contain hollows sufficient for roosting. During layout of 

the plan no evidence of COTO was found which, given that COTO are widespread, but low-density in California 

and bats are nocturnal and cryptic in general, may be expected outside of targeted survey efforts by bat 

biologists. The entire plan was marked prior to the preharvest inspection and every square foot of the THP has 

been walked through. No suitable roosting hollows (as defined above) were observed. It should be noted that 

the RPF was only aware of the possibility of the COTO listing for the last half of the marking process. On 9/2/15 

and 9/3/15 the balance of the THP was checked for potential habitat and none was observed. One COTO 

occurrence was found in the CNDDB database search, but no occurrences reported in the last twenty years. 

It is important to note that targeted COTO surveys have not been conducted, and negative survey results do 

not appear in the CNDDB. 

Instructions to the L TO were included in Item 3, Section II of the plan. Measures that have been incorporated 

in this THP to avoid take are: 

1. Leaving of all snags and goosepins. 

2. Carefully inspecting basal hollows with red-filtered flashlights or placing guano traps in the base of hollows. 

3. Leaving thirteen largest trees per acre in all flood prone areas and leaving all large hardwoods. 

RECEIVED 
Biological Concerns and Significant Wildlife Features Assessment-

Hardwood Cover-
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Hardwoods are an important component of wildlife habitat, providing suitable opportunities for roosting and 

nesting substrate and food production. Hardwoods are evident throughout the BAA in low to moderate 

concentrations. There are some unique and extensive areas of large Bay Laurel trees on this THP. All of 

these areas will be protected and are usually in no-cut areas of the plan. There are virtually no tanoak on the 

alluvial flats because of the periodic flooding that occurs but there are some areas of red alder. In the selection 

units of this plan only marked trees will be harvested so virtually all of the hardwoods that exist at present will 

remain post harvest since none have been marked for harvest. The only trees that might be affected are ones 

that constitute a safety risk for fa llers or are knocked down by conifers. There is virtually no understory of 

hardwoods. · 

Within the Biological Assessment area there are many areas of dense hardwoods. In recent years, forest 

management activities have become more intensive (planting, pre-commercial thinning and hardwood 

reduction) and have tended to favor the more valuable coniferous species. This has resulted in a gradual 

decrease in the relative percentages of hardwood to conifers within the ownership. Hardwoods throughout the 

ownership may be more prevalent than prior to 1900 when conifers were harvested and hardwoods were left 

for economic reasons. Hardwoods have been preserved in WLPZs throughout the assessment area and 

within protection zones for wildlife species. 

Hardwood cover is important for many species of wildlife and WLPZ protections and other no-cut areas will 

preserve a diversity of tree species. In addition to these set aside areas mature hardwoods will continue to 

exist within uneven aged management areas. Even in the clearcut areas some hardwoods will reproduce 

during the stand rotation period and although large mature hardwoods provide the most mast and the best 

nesting sites, some benefits will be provided by these younger hardwoods that reestablish themselves. The 

landowner makes an effort to leave hardwoods (trees 24" and larger) as wildlife trees, with a minimum retention 

of at least 4 large hardwoods per acre where they exist so that the young conifers will have adequate light to 

grow. W ildlife trees are chosen based on the following qualities when available; conky or defective trees that 
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are likely to become snags; trees with cavities, forked tops, large branches or loose bark; less common species 

such as chinquapin, madrone, maple, bay laurel, dogwood, nutmeg, alder or any oak besides tanoak; trees 

with any type of nest; and hardwood trees with a large diameter. 

Multi-Story Canopy-

The proposed silvicultural prescription is very light selection with extensive no-cut areas. The stands in the 

plan area are relative even aged, single-tiered, and have high canopy retention standards as prescribed by the 

ASP Rules along the streamside no cut Core area and Inner Zone A. This high canopy retention wi ll likely 

result in little or no redwood sprout reproduction occurring following harvest within Inner Zone A. Thus, within 

the FPA it may take several decades to a century or two before a multi-story canopy can be developed. At the 

watershed level there is extensive variability in stand ages, composition, and structure that will provide for 

multi-story development. 

Road Density-

Except for mainline (i.e., designated permanent) roads, the majority roads in use within the BAA are native soil 

surfaced roads. These roads are maintained on an "as needed" basis. Main haul roads are subject to low to 

moderate truck traffic during logging season. The landowner is in the process of refining its road system by 

gradually abandoning a portion of the old roads that parallel near watercourses and on steeper slope areas 

where cable logging can be conducted. Rerouting the system to facilitate cable yarding systems and road 

placement above and away from watercourses will ultimately reduce future potential road impacts. Also a large 

percentage of the road system on GRT's ownership has been made hydrologically invisible over the last fifteen 

years through use of cost share watershed restoration grants. Information on the road upgrading program can 

be found elsewhere in this plan. Many other roads within the BAA over any given year are only subject to 

infrequent use by GRT's forest management staff. During the rainy season much of the assessment area is 

inaccessible and receives no traffic. The effect is a seasonal intrusion upon wildlife during the logging season 

and results in little to no potential impacts over the balance of the year. 

This project will not interact with past, present or future levels of road density, and its use, to cause or create 

a significant adverse impact on animal use patterns in the assessment area, nor is anticipated to cause any 

adverse impacts to wildlife. 

Rock Piles or Cliffs-

There were no cliffs or significant rocky areas in the THP area. Because of the geology of the area cliffs are 

very rare on the landowner's land. 

Ponds and Other Wet Areas-

There are extensive seasonal wet areas within the alluvial flat portions of the plan but because of the sandy 

nature of the soil most of these ponding areas perk and dry up by the spring. Two areas in a normal year 

probably retain enough water to be considered potential red-legged frog habitat and pond turtle habitat and 

are being appropriately protected. 

Woody Debris-

Large woody debris is important for maintaining moisture for amphibians and for providing shelter for other 

small animals and insects. Large woody debris also stabilizes sediment and may provide shelter for young 

trees. The THP does contain large woody debris scattered randomly throughout the units. All large woody 

debris within the WLPZs shall be left. EC IVED 
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Nests- COAST AREA OF 
No nests besides the inevitable squirrel nests were discovered during ipliPOJa~Q)Jlt.~Aa~,sts were 

discovered during plan layout. All fallers shall be informed to leave trees in which nests or nest holes are 

observed. 

Snags and Decadent (live culls) Trees-
Snags have not been numerically tallied and even when pre-harvest numbers are available it is difficult to 

estimate how many snags will survive falling operations. A few large redwood chimneys (hollow snags) exist 

on this plan and will be protected as wildlife trees. Mitigation for this plan is to save all snags and large decadent 

trees (live culls) that don't represent a safety risk. 

Late Successional Forest and Large Tree Analysis-

Individual effects on wildlife and cumulative effects of the loss of late successional forests and individual large 

trees through evenaged management or because of repeated entries from uneven aged management have 

been recognized by the Board of Forestry and addressed by memorandum to RPF's ("Disclosure, Evaluation 

and Protection of large old trees" Duane Shintaku 2005). 

Some of the issues relating to the reduction of large old trees are, 

1) loss of late succession stands and late succession continuity; 

2) loss of decadent and deformed trees that are of special value to wildlife by providing nesting platforms. 

nesting cavities for birds as well as basal cavities for mammals; 

3) loss of high quality downed large woody debris recruitment; 

4) loss of other special habitat elements such as loose bark that provides for bat roosting sites and nest sites 

for smaller birds, perching opportunities for aerial hunters, foraging opportunities for woodpeckers and other 

insect eaters, territorial perches, etc. 

The greatest impact to a late successional and larger tree resource occurred nearly 100 years ago with the 

logging of the old growth in the watersheds associated with this THP. The goal of modern forestry is to maintain 

the elements of this habitat type that remain and recruit additional elements while still harvesting timber 

products. 

No late successional stands remain on the GRT ownership. What does remains of the late seral forest on this 

ownership is scattered old growth trees that have been left for the following reasons; 

1) They are rotten, hollow or busted and previous entries did not take them because of the lack of economic 

value. 

2) They are sound but hanging over Class I or Class II watercourses where the current rules protect them from 

harvesting for the sole intention of eventual LWD recruitment into the stream or river. 

3) They are sound but are on an unstable area or in an area that is inaccessible 

4) They contain a known nest site, have some other significant wildlife value, or are being left as part of a 

wildlife habitat retention area or grouping. 

By far the most common reason for sound late seral trees that are still on the property is that they are hanging 

over watercourses, especially adjacent to the Gualala River but also many of the main tributaries have 

scattered residuals. Indeed, many of the Class II watercourses have scattered old growth trees hanging over 

them. Sound late seral trees that are outside of a WLPZ are very rare. Usually these trees are residual old 

growth that were suppressed and are no larger than the surrounding second growth and have little unique 
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wildlife value. No numbers have been collected regarding the number of residual large old trees per acre 

across the property, but the number is very likely far less than 0.1 per acre (considering conifers only). 

Recruitment of Future Late Seral Elements 

Wildlife agencies are concerned that some trees be recruited over time so that the special habitat elements 

that late seral trees provide do not continue to decrease because of the loss of the existing trees through 

mortality and decay. There are several ways that the rules accomplish this; 

1) The 2009 Salmonid (ASP) rules require the thirteen largest trees per acre within the Class I and large Class 

II watercourse protection zones be left. 

2) The ASP rules also require that the first 30 feet adjacent to a Class I and variable widths adjacent to Class 

II watercourses be no-cut zones. 

3) Large trees on landslides and on the edges of landslides are often left. 

4) Some of the largest trees on the property are in inaccessible areas and although there is no guarantee that 

someday these won't be taken by helicopter, GRT has no plans to yard with helicopters at this time. 

5) Much of the timber on GRT lands is 65 to 105 plus year old second growth which means on the higher site 

areas there are already some very large second growth trees. The biggest of these trees are often Douglas-fir 

and many of these Douglas-fir trees already have conk on them as a result of past logging injury or just as a 

result of natural mortality. Since Douglas fir trees make better wildlife trees than comparably sized redwood 

trees, and because they have lower economic value (and conky ones have zero economic value), these are 

the first trees to get marked as wildlife trees. GRT has an internal policy is to mark a minimum of four trees per 

acre as wildlife trees where feasible. The largest trees with defects are the first to get marked. These trees 

often occur in upslope areas therefore spreading out the benefit away from the WLPZs. 

6) GRT will continue to leave hardwoods (up to 4 per acre) that are 24" or larger. Many hardwoods in this size 

class are late sera! and most of these have high value as wildlife trees. Additionally all hardwoods in WLPZs 

are left. 

Findings- Although late sera! stands as defined by the Forest Practice Rules were eliminated from the GRT 

property almost a century ago (although some may have existed as long as 50-60 years ago in the easternmost 

portions of the property) some late seral conifer elements still remain. These large residuals trees are often 

found adjacent to Class I watercourses or as large decadent residuals scattered widely over the property. Late 

sera! hardwood trees are often found in more upslope areas as well as along the watercourses. 

Present timber harvests generally do not threaten these late sera! remnants, unless they are deemed a safety 

or fire hazard issue. Although large second growth trees are harvested, the Forest Practice Rules regarding 

WLPZ protection and GRT policies regarding wildlife tree retention is ensuring that many large second growth 

trees are being left on a per acre basis as well. As an example, every residual tree that has been left in a 

clearcut, along a designated Class I and Class II watercourse WLPZ and Class Ill watercourse channel zone, 

on landslides, on or within protected archaeological sites, around rare plants and wet areas, or left for any 

number of other reasons will most likely remain until the next schedule harvest entry onto the site. Under a 

selection harvest regime this can be a 15-25 year span, and on areas where even-aged management is 

occurring this is at least 60 years. In each subsequent harvest entry where such structure is being retained 

these residual trees and/or retained structure continues to get taller and older. In addition, GRT land has many 

areas of highly productive timberland 'that have 80-1 00-year old trees. The trees growing on these higher sites 

have attained very large diameters ·and height, and though they don't have all the characteristics of old growth 

they may approach that stature someday. RECEIVED 
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The few late seral type large trees that have been observed in the plan area are adjacent to the Gualala River 

and being retained as wildlife trees and a source of eventual LWD recruitment to the river and flood prone 

area. Instructions have been added to Section II to make sure that fallers attempt to protect these trees when 

falling adjacent timber. 

Note- Although wildlife trees are not normally specifically marked in uneven aged units such as this plan, 

because of a pre-consultation with California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, the landowner has agreed to mark any 

especially good wildlife trees in order to make fallers aware of their location. This marking designation will help 

to protect these retained trees from impacts during falling and harvesting. 

The managed second growth stands, combined with retention of residual later serial forest element, existing 

today within the BAA do provide some functional wildlife habitat for species primarily associated with late seral 

forest, in spite of the fact that previous management activities were not designed to retain any particular 

characteristics. The landowner's THP is designed to retain important functional wildlife habitat elements such 

that they will be present in the future stands. Late sera I structural components are expected to increase within 

the flood prone areas and WLPZs in the BAA. No significant long-term cumulative adverse impacts to the 

functional wildlife habitat of species primarily associated with late seral forest characteristics is likely to occur 

as a result of activities on this proposed THP. 
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Rare Plant Survey and Scoping Process 

Summary of Rare Plant Survey-The rare plant scoping process has been completed for this plan. The rare 

plant survey was completed 06-29-2016 (see Plan Amendment #3 dated 07-07-2016). Any needed follow-up 

survey will be completed prior to start of operations and will be submitted as a minor amendment ten days 

before start of operations. If any rare plants are discovered protection measures will be incorporated into the 

plan. 

Scoping Process-

Much of the following information has been copied directly from Clare Golec's 1997 Rare Plant Assessment 

for Gualala Redwoods Inc. 

Clare's original assessment was modified by her in 2001 . The RPF has since revised and updated the plant 

scoping list to include additional plant listed between 2001 and 2018 to the list of rare, threatened or 

endangered plants using the CNPS database and the California Department of Fish and Game list of protected 

plants. Clare Golec's assessment gives the best overview of the process that was used to arrive at a list of 

Focus Plants (those plants that will be searched for during the actual survey). 

The purpose of this document is to identify rare plant considerations in relation to timber management activities 

for the landowner's ownership and specifically for this THP. These considerations include, the determination 

of pertinent rare plants, occurrence of and potential habitat for rare plants, potential management impacts to 

rare plants, and recommended inventory, protection, mitigation and monitoring measures for rare plants. 

Potential habitat for rare plants will be emphasized in this document as a means to assess rare plants within 

the ownership. Landowner's ownership is located in southwest Mendocino and northwest Sonoma Counties 

in California, and situated biologically in the following geographic subdivisions (based on topography, climate 

and plant communities); the floristic province is the California (CA-FP), the region is the Northwestern California 

(NW), the two subregions are the North Coast (NCo) and North Coast Ranges (NCoR), and the North Coast 

Ranges district is the Outer North Coast Ranges (NCoRO) (Hichan 1993). The landowner's ownership is 

predominately a tree dominated vegetation type of coastal redwood and Douglas-fir. The soils are primarily 

derived from sedimentary rocks of the Coastal Belt Franciscan Formation (sandstone, siltstone and shale), 

with old marine sandstone terraces along the coast. 

Definition of Rare Plant-

The plants designated in this document as "rare" are the vascular plant species currently protected on both 

the federal and state levels. These plants have been derived from the following lists: Federal listed or proposed 

threatened or endangered plants in California, State listed or proposed rare, threatened or endangered plants, 

California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) list 1A (plants presumed extinct in California), CNPS list 18 (plants 

rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere), and CNPS list 2 (plants rare, threatened or 

endangered in California but more common elsewhere). The California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) list 1A, 

18 and 2 plants are included in the interest of being thorough, as their inclusion reflects the current knowledge 

and concerns of the professional and amateur botanists throughout California. In addition, these lists meet the 

criteria for state listing under Sec. 1901, Chapter 10 of the Native Plant Protection Act, or Sees. 2062 and 2067 

(California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of Fish and Game Codes and are probable 

candidates for state listing. The CNPS list 1A, 1 B and 2 plants are to be considered in the preparation of 

documents relating to the California Environmental Quali ty Act. 
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At present the following rare plants have known occurrence within the ownership: swamp harebell (Campanula 

californica}, very common on the German Rancho, fairly rare elsewhere; running pine (Lycopodium clavatum) 

one occurrence; coast lily (Lilium maritimum), very common on the German Rancho, rare elsewhere; Point 

Reyes checkerbloom (Sidalcea calycosa ssp. rhizomata), one unconfirmed occurrence; and thin lobed horkelia 

(Horkelia tenuiloba), at least4 sites with multiple plants in each site. Maple leaved checkerbloom (one known 

site with at least two plants), Bolander's reed grass (quite common in many areas of the ownership) and Usnea 

longisima (fairly common), all are known to occur and are CNPS list 4 species. 

Two categories of rare plants, regional and focus, have been developed based on broad occurrence data and 

available habitat within the ownership. 

Regional Rare Plants-

A regional rare plant is defined as a rare, threatened, or endangered vascular plant (federally listed, state 

listed, and or CNPS list lA, IB & 2) with known occurrence in southwestern Mendocino and/or northwestern 

Sonoma Counties in California, the general locale of the ownership. Regional rare plant occurrence was 

determined by querying the CNPS electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California 

(original August, 1997, updated in 2000 and in December 2007) for the ownership and neighboring USGS 7.5' 

quadrangles. An extensive query area was used to determine regionally appropriate rare plants and to 

augment floristic survey information. The regional quadrangles queried are listed below by name and number 

(in accordance with the quadrangle numbering system utilized by California Dept. of Water Resources). 

Gualala Redwood Inc. Quadrangles: Stewarts Point (520B), McGuire Ridge (536C), Gualala (537D), 

Cazadero (519D), Duncans Mills (503A) 

Regional Quadrangles: Guerneville (518C), Camp Meeker (502B). Valley Ford (502C), Duncans Mills 

(503A), Arched Rock (503B), Bodega Head (503D), Warm Springs Dam (519A), Tombs Creek (5198), Fort 

Ross (519C), Annapolis (520A), Plantation (520D), Big Foot Mtn. (535C), Ornbaun Valley (536A), Zeni Ridge 

(536C), Gube Mountain (536D), Eureka Hill (537A), Point Arena (537B), Saunders Reef (537C), Philo (551C), 

Navarro (552A), Elk (552B), Mallo Pass Creek (552C), Cold Spring (552D), Albion (553A) 
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Regional Rare Plant List - The query of regional quadrangles resulted in 94 regional rare plants, these are 

listed below by scientific name. Note-This number has risen from 54 plants in the 1997 analysis and 76 in the 

2001 analysis. Although these species are the rare plants with known occurrence in the general locale of the 

ownership, many of these species do not have suitable habitat available within the ownership. The general 

habitat affiliations of the plants are presented in the regional rare plants table below. 
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Focus Rare Plant List 
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Regional rare plants with known occurrence, high potential for occurrence, or moderate potential for 

occurrence have been designate as "focus rare plants." This designation was determined by the correlation of 

the ownership habitats with the associated habitats and distribution of regional rare plants. The potential for 

occurrence of regional rare plants in the ownership are presented below, with the potential for occurrence 

defined as: 

known occurrence, species has known occurrence within the ownership and suitable habitat within the THP 

high, suitable habitat within THP and possible occurrence within ownership 

moderate, possible habitat within THP and possible occurrence within ownership 

low, no habitat available within THP, limited habitat available on ownership or localized occurrence 

no potential, no habitat available within ownership 

The rare plants associated with serpentine substrates and with a low potential for occurrence were eliminated. 

The rare plants associated with serpentine substrates are an unlikely concern as habitat (serpentine 

substrates) was not noted on soil maps or during field review. The rare plants with low potential for occurrence 

have questionable or limited habitat available, and/or endemic to a specific area outside the ownership. Many 

of the immediate coastal plants have limited habitat available (coastal dunes, coastal bluff scrub, coastal 

prairie) and are not associated with forested areas, and are not likely to be impacted with timber management 

activities. This does not mean that if any of these plants are detected on the ownership that they will not receive 

consideration, but reflects that they are unlikely to occur within the THP and/or receive adverse impacts from 

timber management activities. 

OWNERSHIP HABITATS 

The vegetation present on the ownership have been grouped Into general habitat types that reflect 

environmental conditions (wetland, mesic or xeric), regional areas (coastal or inland), and vegetative 

components (grass or forest) . These habitat types are in large part based on Holland's (1986) vegetation 

classification system. The habitat types were determined through aerial photograph interpretation and a 

cursory field review of the ownership. The habitats Identified within the ownership are listed and summarized 

below. 

Upland Redwood Forest 'and Douglas~fir Forest The upland redwood forest and Douglas-fir forest are tree 

dominated and are associated with the mesic and upland slopes. These are the primary habitats within the 

ownership and are characterized by coastal redwood, Douglas-fir , grand fir , tanbark oak , evergreen 

huckleberry, red huckleberry, salal, poison-oak , wood rose , California hazelnut,, redwood sorrel , sword fern 

, hairy honeysuckle , yerba de selva , Pacific star flower , vanilla grass , Douglas iris , western trillium , 

evergreen violet , woodland madla , mountain sweet-cicely , wood strawberry , small-flowered alumroot , 

California toothwort , hillside pea , vanilla leaf , Smith's fairy bells , and bead lily . Recent harvested areas and 

roadsides have additional species such as blue blossom , coyote brush , French broom , white-stemmed 

raspberry , toothed coast fireweed , hairy cat's-ear , weedy cudweed , purple cudweed , woolly mullien , 

Spanish clover , wild carrot , common toad rush , self-heal , English plantain , purple-leaved fireweed , 

shamrock clover , white clover , Italian thistle , common velvet grass , sweet vernal grass , Orchard grass , 

creeping bent grass , soft chess , ripgut grass , large rattlesnake grass , small rattlesnake grass , silver 

European hairgrass , annual bluegrass , and tall flat-sedge. 
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The tan-oak forest and mixed evergreen forest are tree dominated habitats associated w~ ~~~~f~il:l slopes. 

These habitats are often along ridgelines and in the inland areas away from coastal influence and are 

characterized by species such as, Douglas-fir , sugar pine , tanbark oak , Pacific madrone , giant chinquapin , 

California-bay , shrub oak , canyon live oak , orange bush monkey flower, spicebush , hoary manzanita , hairy 

manzanita , common manzanita ,buck brush , deer brush , coyote brush , bear grass , California milkwort , 

yerba de selva , Bolander's phacelia , woolly sunflower, star lily , Indian pink, and western bracken fern . 

Bishop Pine Forest/Chaparral 

The Bishop pine forest and chaparral are tree and shrub dominated habitats that frequently intergrade, and 

are found on the sandy and improvised soils associated with maritime ridgelines and terraces. These habitats, 

along with the associated marshy ponds, are floristically unique and have known occurrence and a high 

potential for rare plants. The Bishop pine forest and chaparral can be characterized by species such as, Bishop 

pine , western Labrador tea , wax myrtle , western azalea , hoary manzanita , glossyleaf manzanita , dwarf 

chinquapin , California rose-bay , evergreen huckleberry , coast silk-tassle , salal , dwarf rock-rose , wavyleaf 

ceanothus , California false lupine , bear grass , California fescue , coast lily , grape-fern , western bracken 

fern , goldenback fern , California milkwort , and blrd's-foot lotus. 

Alluvial Redwood Forest and North Coast Riparian Forest 

The alluvial redwood forest and north coast riparian forest are tree dominated habitats associated with the 

mesic low elevation areas adjacent to Class I and II watercourses. This habitat type is characterized by coastal 

redwood , western hemlock , red alder , bigleaf maple , California-bay , Pacific yew , Oregon ash , willows , 

thlmbleberry , salmonberry , Pacific bramble , red elderberry , elk clover , cow parsnip , western coltsfoot , 

toothed monkey flower , hedge-nettle , stinging nettle , coast figwort , small-flowered nemophila, Siberian 

candyflower, coast boykinia , lace flower , leopard li ly , star solomon's seal , trifid bedstraw, wild ginger , slink­

pod, fringed false hellebore, smooth violet, Pacific water-parsley, foxglove, common chickweed, small-flowered 

bulrush, mugwort, poison hemlock, Pacific snakeroot, western buttercup, Kentucky bluegrass, Bolander rush, 

common rush, sedges (Carex spp.), common horsetail, common scouring rush, lady fern, five-fingered fern, 

giant chain fern, and deer fern. 

Marshes, Swamps, and Ponds-

The marshes, swamps, and ponds are herbaceous and shrub dominated wetland habitats with saturated soils, 

standing water, and/or slow moving water. These habitats are associated with low spots and backwaters along 

Class I and II watercourses or depressions in the maritime hardpans of the Bishop pine forest. Marshes, 

swamps, and ponds are characterized by many herbaceous species of the riparian forests with additional 

species such as western Labrador tea, western azalea, slough sedge, broom sedge, bluegrass In the marshy 

areas of the Bishop pine forest and longleaf pondweed in ponds. 

Northern Oak Woodland and Grassland 

The northern oak woodland and grassland are tree and herbaceous dominated habitats that frequently 

intergrade and are limited in occurrence. They occur on portions of the inland ridgelines In the Austin Creek 

tract of the ownership. Isolated grassland habitats, not associated with oak woodlands, also occur sporadically 

throughout the inland areas of the ownership. These habitats are characterized by species such as California 

black oak, coast live oak, Douglas-fir, California buckeye, bracken fern, white hyacinth, lthuriel's spear, blue 

dicks, popcorn flower, common yarrow, blue-eyed grass, western blue flax, California poppy, common 
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fiddleneck, stickseed, common catchfly, cinquefoil , sun cup, large-flowered agoseris, spotted clover, bicolor 

lotus, field bindweed, yellow parentucellia, western buttercup, miniature lupine, sheep sorrel, wild carrot, soap 

plant, hound's-tongue, cut-leaved geranium, common stork's-bill, rattlesnake weed, scarlet pimpernel, English 

plantain, baby stars, wild radish, tomcat clover, spring vetch, goose grass, doveweed, wild oats, hedgehog 

dogtail, large rattlesnake grass, small rattlesnake grass, perennial ryegrass, silver European hairgrass, 

California oatgrass, fescue grass , and purple needlegrass. 

Coastal Prairie 

The coastal prairie is a herbaceous dominated habitat associated with openings and terraces along the coast. 

This habitat has very limited occurrence along western edge of the ownership and was not field reviewed. 

Coastal prairie is characterized by native bunch grasses mixed with other herbaceous plants. However, many 

of these areas now support introduced grasses and herbaceous plants. 

Coastal Dunes, saltwater Marshes, Bluffs, and Scrub 

The coastal dunes, saltwater marshes, bluffs, and scrub habitat types are herbaceous and shrub dominated 

habitats found along the immediate coastline. These habitats occur only in a very limited area of the ownership, 

the mouth of the Gualala River, and were not field reviewed. 

Potential Rare Plant Impacts 

Potential impacts to rare plants within the ownership are addressed in relation to timber management activities. 

Timber harvesting is the principal activity of landowner and has the greatest potential to impact rare plants 

associated in or around forested habitats. The potential impacts to rare plants from timber management 

activities are: 

• direct physical impact, resulting from timber felling and removal, road and skid trail construction, or 

site preparation (such as burning and herbicide spraying) 

• indirect impacts, such as expansion, degradation, or loss of habitat, and invasive plant competition 

• cumulative impacts, resulting from disturbance regimes that favor temporal and pioneer vegetation 

types 

Rare Plant Assessment: 

For an assessment of cumulative impacts on rare plants, a review was made of "Gualala Redwoods Inc. Rare 

Plants Assessment" prepared by Clare Golec, (former) staff botanist for NRM, originally written October 1997 

and updated in 2001 to reflect changes in plant listings. In addition, the CNPS website was accessed, and a 

29 quad search which included Gualala, McGuire Ridge and Stewarts Point 7.5 minute maps was made. From 

this list Table 1 below was created after being modified by using information from Clare Golec's assessment. 

Table 1 was further modified by accessing the following websites: 

http://cnps.site.aplus.net/cqi-bin/inv/inventory.cqi ; & http://www.dfq.ca.gov/bdb/pdfs/SPPiants Changes.pdf; 

and using Information from these sources to include any recently added rare plants that could be in the area 

of this THP. The plants in Table 1 that had habitat requirements similar to the habitat in the plan area were 

extracted into Table 2 below which is the focus plants for the survey. In addition, photos of each of the focus 

plants was obtained and studied to aid in the survey. 

RECEIV· D 
JAN 15 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
Dogwood THP 199 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT Section IV 



~···~~------

Scientific Name mon Name 
~···~~----·· 

··-·-·--·--······----!'--
Abronia 

M-" 

umbellata ssp. pink sand-
breviflora verbe na 

.. -.. ····----
Agrostis Blasd ale's bent 
blasdalei rass ------ ---
Allium 

iscan 

PART OF PLAN 

_ ...... 

CN 
LIS - ·-·'" 

I··~ECEIVED 

JAN 1 5 2Gd 

Blooming Habitat in 
eer!~ th~. T _H_P __ 

1 

n=no 
p=possible 

.. ----···---- ·---- ----------- y::._y_~-~--

!:!.~! _1 8 .1 C~?-~!!l l dun~~--- ·-··-------------·--·---·-··· ~!:ll'.:.9.~---· Q_··-··--·--···-··· 
Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal dunes, 

List 1 B.2 Coa~!~_l_p[~Jr!~----·-------··· .. ····- May_:~L .. n ___ _ 
Cismontane woodland, Valley and 
foothill grassland/clay, volcanic, often peninsulare var. 

franciscan urn 
Alopecurus 

j 8 .2 S~fP~r:!~.'li.~~----·-· ·--·--·-- ~~~l-1..!2_ !J. ___ _ J:~! 

aequalis var. Sono rna 

~nom~n-~l~----- a_lQp~ .. 2.~.f.I:J_S_ 
Amorpha 
californica var. Napa false 

rr~.eensl~---······ indi_g~ ....... _____ 
Arctostaphylos 
bakeri ssp. Bake r's 
bakeri manz ~!)~-
Arctostaphylos 
bakeri ssp. The C edars 
sublaevis manz anita *'"--*--

n 
Arctostaphylos 
stanfordiana ssp. Rinco 
decumbens manz anita 
-·----~_.;,,.M~-·-- ... 

Campanula 

boldt milk-

~·"~-----
I 
dcone 

w-
red 
rnia 

aea 

edars 
lantern 

co as 
---fm~_orn 

tal bluff 
!!.:!.9:.91ory 

californica swam .J?..Darebel_l 

Carex albida white sedqe 

rnia Califo 
~~rex c~!9Jnica sedg e 

Dogwood THP 

List :=: .... 
Marshes and swamps(freshwater), 

1 8 .1 Ri arian scrub 

Broadleafed upland forest(openings), 

~-~=-~-Y.L_ '!..·-····-·- ·---

List .J 8 .2 Cha.P._<!Q'~h_CismJ>!!!.'!D.~ wood_!§D.Q. _____ 6r?.!'.:!!~-Q __________ _ r---

Broadleafed upland forest, 
_.J!!._.1 Qb.§P~rral/often ~~r_eentinite ·····----- f.~b"f.\p..r:_ !J. ___ _ !:!~! 

List r ··-· 

Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
_1 B.2 Cha arral/ser~tinite seees Feb-Ma n -----

Chaparral(rhyolitic), Cismontane 
List 1 8 .1 ~.Q.C?_~ Iang ______ ·--·----·-·--·-- F-~-~:.A..2f_ ~-----· 

Broadleafed upland forest, North 
Coast coniferous forest/openings, 

List J]~1 di~_t.~:~!q~_Q-~re~--------------~.P..t.f.JIJL.. L _ ___ _ F·-····· 

List 2. 3 Norttl_fg_~st co_Qlf~!f>US _fgre_sj_ ________ __ ~P..~:~~g ___ Y 

Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, 
Cismontane woodland, Lower 
montane coniferous forest, Valley and 

List ·- 18.2 footh_!!!_grasslandL'!..<?JCa!JiC ---------·- ~§Y.:!!l!! __ r.l_ _____________ _ 

Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
List J 8.2 Ch~~rrallseree"!!lnite ··-- f!1§Y.:~ll.9_ r.l_ _____ _ 

Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub, North 
List -- 1 8.2 Co~~-co_l]_ifero~~J.Sl!.~g_ _________ ~§Y.:§~e... .. ~--------·-

Bogs and fens, Closed-cone 
coniferous forest, Coastal prairie, 
Meadows and seeps, Marshes and 
swamps(freshwater), North Coast 

_1 B.2 2on1~.rous f~~~Y_'!l_~sic ___________ ______ ~!:li1.:9.2L. .. L _ .. _____ _ ~-L~_t 
Bogs and fens, Marshes and 

List 18.1 ~~Es{freshwat~) ____________ ~~y-Jul ____ ~----·-···· 

Bogs and fens, Closed-cone 
coniferous forest, Coastal prairie, 
Meadows and seeps, Marshes and 

List swamEs{marg_!DE.L _________ ~E..:.~...l!9._ p _____ .....~ 
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·-----
Scientific Name 

Carex comas~-

Carex IYIJ.9.!2Y_~ 

Carex 
saliniformis 
Castilleja 
ambigua ssp. 
humboldtiensis ......... --..--~---

Castil leja 
mendocinensis ------------·-----

Ceanothus 
confusus 

Ceanothus 

l?_l:!!f?.!:Jre':!_~-----
Chlorogalum 
pomeridianum 
var. minus ----M-
Chorizanthe 
cuspidata var. 
cuspiq?!_t.§! 
Chorizanthe 
cuspidata var. 
villosa ------
Chorizanthe 
valid a ---·-----

Cirsium 
and re"Y.~iL 

goptis 1~9J..I:ll~~~ 
Cordylanthus 
maritimus ssp. 
Palustris 
Cordylanthus 
tenuis ssp. 
~~pillarl~---
Cupressus 
goveniana ssp. 
pig mae<:! 

Cuscuta pacifica 
var. pa~llata 

Delphinium 
bakeri ------------
Delphinium 
luteum 

Dogwood THP 

PART OF PLAN 

- ---..----- ··--·--------·---·--·--·----------
CNPS_ 

Com mon Name LIST Natural communities -·-.. --- ----.. ·-- ----
Blooming Habitat in 
per!QQL_ !b~_:_r . ...:..H.:..:..P_--1 

Coastal prairie, Marshes and 
swamps(lake margins), Valley and 

E!j~~ Y...§.~cj_~-- LJ~L? . .:_L f.q2!bi.~l__grassland__ . .. ~..:.~ p'--------t 
bye's Marshes and swamps(brackish or -- -- _ Lyng 

seqg, e Li~!.1d.... fr.~~.~.~~!~!:l---------·----··- ME..:.~li.L. e__ ________ _ 
Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, 

dece 1vmg Meadows and seeps, Marshes and 
sed_g _e ---· Li~t1~_. 2 ~~am_p!.(9oa~~~~lt)/11]_esi~--------~~.!!._ ___ e_ ___ , ____ _ 

Hum boldt Bay 
owl's ---:9.1.9.Y~ L!~t 1 B.~ Ma...r2..bes and swame_~(9oasta l salt) __ ~P!.:t-_l!Q__ !:'J ______ _ 

Men docino Coastal bluff scrub, Closed-cone 
t Indian coniferous forest, Coastal dunes, coas 

!?_§lin! bru;;;..sh;.;..__.r;L;;;.;;i~! 1 B.2 g~~~erairie.~..g_oastal scrub_·----l~er-~~ ~--------­
Closed-cone coniferous forest, 

Rinc on Ridge Chaparral, Cismontane 
cean o~hus __ Li~U.~! woqdland/volcanJ~-9.!:_~entinite __ E_~.P.:-_J._l!.fl __ l]_ .. __________ _ 

-leaved Chaparral, Cismontane holly 
cean ---a thus LL~t1 B.2 WOQs_fJ§.nd/volca_~JS!.2£~----·----·-- .f_eb:~~D-.. '] ______ . ____ . 

dwa -·--rf SO_§l_Qroo!_ ~~~L1E3 -2 ~!:!9.P.2.rral{serP._~D.!ir.!!~1 ____________ fY!ay-A_~JL- n ---·---·I 
San Francisco 
Bay Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal dunes, Apr-

~flower ____ LJ§.U.E3..:.~. C~9.§!~erairie , Q.2astal sc~ub(§..~n~.Y..._ ~l!!~.!d92 __ n SPil')_ __ 

woo II y-headed Coastal dunes, Coastal prairie, May-
spin eflow.;..:..;:.;er __ r-Ll§L1E3.2 Coa.§!~scrub/san9_Y. _______ ~J;..;.;u!~.!d91_ n -·----
Son om a 

~flo~~-~!§!. 1 8.1 Coastal prairie( sandy) ~ein __ 

Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal 
Fran ciscan bluff scrub, Coastal prairie, Coastal 
thistl e ---FL=is! 1 8.2 scrub/mesic som~_!J_r:ne_~~~.!P.~ntJD..!!~.--- ~.§.C:~L ___ ~-·---··-·---
Oreg on Meadows and seeps, North Coast 

9.2l~ hread 1:ist1.2 coniferous forest streambank~mesic M.9.L:~P!.._ !?. ____ _ 

Po in t Reyes 
s-beak bird' Lj~J. B.2 Mars~.~s and swames{coastal_salt) __ ~~.:_Q£L_ !L------t 

Pen nell's bird's- Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
beak -·-------- L)§.t.J.E3..:.~ C h2.£?.!!!.EJ~~.I.P~~-!!~ite ______________ ~.~~-=~~.L. Q. •.. _ .. ________ _ 

Closed-cone coniferous forest( usually 
9!!J.Y...£Y.Press Llst 1 8 .2 od}_QJ:Iike soilL ______ _ PY! 

Men docino • Coastal dunes (interdune 
dodd -·-er 1,!!;.?_, __ de re.~sioi}§L __________ .. __ _ 

Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal 
scrub, Valley and foothill 

Bake r's grassland/decomposed shale, often 
larks --·--p~_r __ Ll~L1 8.1 ~-~~[9 -------·-·----.. ·----... 

Chaparral, Coastal prairie, Coastal 
yello ~ larkspur List__1B.1 scru~/rockyR:ee-E\VE-9----
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·-

Scientific Name ~rnon Name .. ,,., ____ 

Dirca western 
occidental is Ieatherwood ------·· .. --r---·-----
Erigeron narrow-leaved 
an.gustatu.~ daisy __ 

Erigeron serpentine 

~ereer:!~!.l.'::!~----- ~.§ll~L-
Erigeron .§..l!P..J?.Iex SURP.l~ _ _9aisL_ 

Eriogonum Snow Mountain 
nervulosum buckwheat _______ ,,_,, ____ ..;...;.....: _____________ 

Erysimum 
concinnum bluff wallflower _ ............. ~.--.. ---
Erysimum 

" Menzies' menz1es11 ssp. 
!:!lenziesii ______ ~~llfl~~er 

Erythronium 
revolutum coas!. fa~n lily_ 

Fritillaria liliacea frag_r:~nl!riti~ 

Fritillaria Roderick's 
roderickii fritill~!}'-

Gilia capitata 
~- chamissonis dun~ __ g_!lia 

Gilia capitata 

sse:_p_?_~[f!~~------- ~~~f.i_~ _ _g_l!@_ __ 
Gilia capitata woolly-headed 
~e- tomento_E..§l_ gilia ·-··----
Gilia millefoliata dark.::.~Y..ed gilia ------····-····---

American 
GIY.ceria 9!.!!.1J.dis !!l§lnl]_9_grass _ 
Hesperevax 
sparsiflora var. short-leaved 
brevifolia -··-·---~~----------
Hesperocyparis 
gY.gmaea -- 12l9...1!:!i'-Sl::Press _ 

Holocarpha Santa Ctuz 
macraden!~-t~la_nt 

Horkelia Point Reyes 
marinensis horkelia --------·------ :'--'-'-·-···------

Horkelia thin-lobed 
tenuiloba horkelia 

Lasthenia Contra Costa 
conlugens. goldfields 

Dogwood THP 

CN 
LIS 

PS_ 
T 

1 t 1r PI_AN 
·----------··-·------..-------, 

Blooming Habitat in 
Natural communities;__ ________ 1?.~!19.92_ the T __ H_P _ _, 
Broadleafed upland forest, Closed-
cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, 
Cismontane woodland, North Coast 
coniferous forest, Riparian forest, Jan-

List --· _1 B.2 Riearian woodland/mesic -- ~~.(~E!"L y_ ____ _ 

List J 8.2 Chaearral(se~P.~ntL~J.ite or vole~~!£) ___ ~~-S~L_ !i ______ _ 

List 18.3 Q_haQan:_al(serP.._entL~.ite, s_~~~) ______ M.?I.Y.:-~1:!.9._ ___ N ___ _, 

h!~~ J. 8.2 g_oa~!§ll bluff scr!J.~;_g.Q_~sta1J?.r.9..~rie ___ ~~:~.':!! ___ N --···------

List - ···-J. 8.2 9h.~.P~!I_al( sereentin ite }_ __________ ~~~-:~~P. __ ~----·---
Coastal bluff scrub 
• Coastal dunes 

18. ··---· ? ____ : __ gQ~~!~l.er.~ki.~-----·--·-----·--·-··---····-···---- f-~~:~~ly __ t! _______ _ 

List 1 B. 1 Coastal dunes Mar-Jun N ----- ----------··-------·-·---1 
Bogs and fens, Broadleafed upland 
forest, North Coast coniferous Mar-

List --· 11._ !~~~mesic , ~-tr~-~!!lba!}~---·-·--- ~~!{.6!:!.91 __ y_····---·----­
Cismontane woodland, Coastal prairie, 
Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill 

List ----· . .1~~ 9!.?~~1and/oft~IJ. serJ:>.en![nit_~------·-- ~~-~:~P.r.- !:' _________ _ 
Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal prairie, 

List 18.1 Valley and foothill9!assland Mar-May __ ;..;..n _____ 
1 

List , __ , J.~J. g_Qa~!§ll dunes1 Co~~!al scr~...;;.b ____ ~'-Apr-J~- !!..__ ___ _ 
Coastal bluff scrub, 
Chaparral(openings), Coastal prairie, 

bl~~ 1 B.2. Y..~~.Y._.§lnd fo~thill ___ grassland _____ t-er-f.'ug ____ !!..__ ______ _ 

List -·--· J.~ Co~-~!~1 bluff s_q~~-([OCkY. . ...QUtcrQP.~)-~_:Jul --~------
List 1 B.2 9oa.§i!~L<!unes -·-·-- -·--·--~er-J u I -r'l--------

Bogs and fens, Meadows and seeps, 
Marshes and swamps(streambanks 

List - ·-· 2.3 andJ?ke margin_~). ___________ Jun.:f...!:!9.._Y ______ _ 

Coastal bluff scrub( sandy), Coastal 
List 2.2 dunes Mar-Jun n ·---- __ ._........ -------___ , ... ___ ... - .. --.. --

• Closed-cone coniferous forest 
18. --··-· 2 __ US!Jal!y_eodzol-!l~~-~oiiL_ ______ --·--· Q ____ _ 

Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Valley 
List --· . 1 8.1 and _foothillJlrassland/often clay~ane!Y._ Jun-O_& ___ 0 ____ _ 

List ;:;; ___ .. 

List 

List 

Coastal dunes, Coastal prairie, 
1 B.2 Co~~taL~_2_rub/sandY.. ____ May·~-- :...:.n . _____ 1 

Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, 
Valley and foothill grassland/mesic 

1 9.2 qeenings, sandx:._ ~~-Jul _n _____ 
1 

Cismontane woodland, 
Playas(alkaline), Valley and foothill 

1 B. 1 rassland, Ver~i!e~J~ED Mar-Jun ""-n ____ __, 
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PART OF PLAN 
r-----·-· .. ·--···"""'"""' _ .. _____ _ ·--

B looming 
Natural communities ne =--------11::- riods ---· 
Ciosed-cone coniferous 

Lasthenia forest(openings), Coastal scrub, 
macrantha ssp. Baker's Meadows and seeps, Marshes and 
_ba_k_e_ri _ oldfie;:;..;.ld.;;;.;s;;___+L;;;.;.i~. ~ 18.2 swa_rrms ____ ~ 
Lasthenia 

P.X.:Q.~ 

macrantha ssp. perennial 
macrantha oldfields 

Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal dunes, 
List 18 .2 Coastal scrub Ja n-Nov 

·-~-·--·--··--·--
Bogs and fens, Coastal prairie, 

·-... ·--
Coastal scrub, Lower montane 
coniferous forest, Marshes and 

Lathyrus swamps, North Coast coniferous 
~.r:-f.-ug_ __ ealustr!!_ ___ ma_r§_~..Lp..;...ea"---r-Li, st 2.2 forestf.rn_e_s_ic ________ , ___ ,. .. _ . fY1 

Leptosiphon Jepson's Chaparral, Cismontane 
·~sof!l!_ ________ lep_!Q§JJ.?.b..9.!1 ___ . LL~!_1_!3.2_ WOQ9J~nq/us~~t .. Y.s>lca~J£.. ____ ···--~ .r.:~~Y.. 
Leptosiphon rose 

rosa~~!:!~ .......... _ le.e_t9.§.!J.?..hon ___ L.i.~U. B.J Q9.§§!~.L~.Iuft~E.L~-~·----------- r-Jul ........... 
Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub, 

Crystal Springs Valley and foothill Lessingia 
arachnoidea 1~§-~-~~9.~~--- L)~_t.J..~J !:.~-~-~l~!1di~I.J?..~Q!L~.i!~l . .9f~~D .. t.Q~c;!~jde~ .. ~-~ 1-0ct 

"'-'U""' 
Broadleafed upland forest, Closed-
cone coniferous forest, Coastal prairie, 
Coastal scrub, Marshes and 
swamps(freshwater), North Coast 

.§Y.:6~---h!Lium m.~.r:!Q.rnum coa~!Jjly ___ FLL~L 1 B.1 coQjf~EQ.U_s_fo_res!f_::;_o_m_e_tim_~_?_r_s>~_c!..~~~e _ ~ 
Meadows and seeps, Valley and 

Limnanthes Sebastopol foothill grassland, Vernal 
vinculans. __ -tmeadowfoam Li~t 1 8.1 Q_Q9J.slvernally mes""'ic.;;_ ____ , A l?.t .. ~---

Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, 
Lupinus Cobb Mountain Cismontane woodland, Lower 

serl£.<!tus__________ lu !?L~.~-....... ----· L.!~~.J.~~ mqn!~!l~£1J.~~2-l!~ foreL ____ ~ ar-Jun __ w ____ 

Lupinus Tidestrom's 
tldestromii lu ine List 1 B.1 Coastal dunes A P..t .. ~~-........ ---·---·.. ·---·--·-·-... 

Lycopodium 
clavatum 

Microseris 

Lower montane coniferous 
forest(mesic), Marshes and swamps, 
North Coast coniferous 
forest(mesic)/often edges, openings, 

runni!l9:eine L~~t? -3 _ an_c;!.rqad.~~~----------·-- ~.!:! n-~l!9 __ 

marsh pr-

Habitat in 
the THP 
----~----

!?. .... ·--·--· 

n P.:.·---·---

!?.·----·-·--·-· 

n 

n 

n 

p _____ , __ 

n ------· 

n 

n ---·-··-··-·--

I?_ ______ 

Qaludosa -·-·---l.;.;..m:..;.:icroseris 

Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub, A 

Li_~~ 1 8 .2 Valley_~s! foot!J.lll.9!:.~ss land ........ --·--- ~-u _!l~!l __ n 
Broadleafed upland forest(openings), 

Monardella Chaparral(openings), Cismontane 
villosa ssp. robust woodland, Coastal scrub, Valley and 
globosa ......... ------mon_~~_ella L_i.~U B.2 foC?.!bJ!L9f..~SI<!nd ...... ___________ ~.!:l n-Jul 

Pinus contorta Bolander's Closed-cone coniferous forest(podzol-

ssp. bolan~t~xi_ __ ~e~.b ... P.in~-- L[~! 18.2 like -~Q.!D ·--··----·-·--·- __ ----
• Broadleafed upland forest 

White-flowered ·Lower montane coniferous forest 
E!J2eria Ca~dida rein QE.C""'h..;.;.i.;;;.d __ ,_ Lj.§!__1 B_ .. . _2 •_N_Q_Q_h Coast conJ.f~_ro_us_f_or_e~--- _M_ ar-~E!eL 

North Coast Broadleafed upland forest, Meadows 
and seeps, North Coast coniferous Pleuropogon 

hooverianus ;.;;:..__...,, . .;;_ ___ ,,,~.;;L.~t 1 8.1 fore_~t{.open are_§l~L!:Des]£_________ A 
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n 

n -----

Q _______ 

E_ _____ 
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PART OF PLAN 
r---·-···- --··--..-----------· --··--·----- -------···---·--· ·--------

CNPS Blooming Habitat in 
~~~ntifL<2 .. ~§l_me Common Name LIST 1Natur§!_~~omm~!J.~!L~~---------------- p_eriQ.9.~-- th~ _ _THf __ 

Nuttall's ribbon-
Potamogeton leaved Marshes and swamps (assorted 
~~'-=d~ru~..:::s:... ___ --IIIP:..;:IO:.:..:n~dw::.:..::.;ee:::..:d=---·I---··__2£~~]L<?.~--f~~sh~~te.r2. ..... ____________________ ~.Y.D.~:.§.~l. ~-------
Rhynchospora white beaked- Bogs and fens, Meadows and seeps, 
alb_a____________ rush - ----1-=.:.List 2.2 Marsh~s and swamQs(fresh~~ter)_ ____ ~_ul-6.~9- ~-------------

Bogs and fens, Broadleafed upland 
forest, Meadows and seeps, Marshes 
and swamps, North Coast coniferous 

Sanguisorba forest, Riparian forest/often 
officinal~------ 9!~L~~D.~J!.~!).2 -~~nt~:.:..:in.:..::ite::.___ Jui-Oct 
Sidalcea 
calycosa ssp. Point Reyes Marshes and swamps(freshwater, near 
rhizomat~---- checkerbloom L).~_!.._1 B.2 coast.L --------·· ~pr-Se 
Sidalcea 
hickmanii ssp. Marin 
viridis -----·--------~~~~~r-~loor:!:L_~).~!__1 B.3 Ch§!p_~r.ral(sereentinite) ·-rv'@Y.-Jun 
Sidalcea Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal prairie, 
malviflora ssp. Siskiyou North Coast coniferous forest/often 
e~~UIC!_ _______________ ~_9.~_e__r_~loom .,!:!~.!__~ .2 road cuts - --- fY.1~Y.::f.l.~g- !) ____________ _ 
Sidalcea purple-
malviflora ssp. stemmed Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal 
~~_r:_P.urea____ checkerbloom List 1 B.2 erairie···-···--------------------------------- M~t::Jun ___ !]__ ____ _ 
Streptanthus Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
glandulosus var. secund jewel- Valley and foothill grassland( often 
~.,2ffmanJL _ ___ tJ_g.~~r -~~t 1 B.3 se~P.eQ_liQ!!~)lro.2_~.Y __________ , _______ f.Y1.E.~~~-- ~-----i 
Streptanthus 
morrisonii ssp. Three Peaks 
elatus -~Jll:fL~~er ___ J:-_i~U.!?.l Ch_€1_p.§._r:r~_l_( serp~.!l.!~'!!~--------- ~~1)-S~-- n ---------1 

Streptanthus 
morrisonii ssp. Dorr's Cabin Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
hirtiflorus ______ -~-~~J:fL<?.~e.!:..__J:,_L~! . ..:!.§.1 ~hap~rral/~~n~!:lJ~--------·- ~-l£1) ____ 1J_ __ .. _______ ___ _ 

Streptanthus 
morrisonii ssp. Morrison's 
morrlsonii ________ ·ewel-fc.:;lo..;..w...:;_e.;_r -+"L'"'ist 1 B.2 Chaearral(serpenti Q_~~ rockyJ_LaJ!:'.~ M.~Y.:§~_p__ 'l.._ _____ 

1 

beaked Cismontane woodland, Valley and 
Tracyina rostrata tracY,ina L~_t, 1 B.2 foo!.!Jl1Lg!assla.t:~_9_____ -----~~~-un 

Trifolium showy Indian Coastal bluff scrub, Valley and foothill 
~-t!l_<?._~Q_~I] __ _ clover Li§l~ ~!§!~~_@_~_9_(§0~~-~~~~~~erQ_~ntirJ,~~). 

Broadleafed upland forest, 
Trifolium Santa Cruz Cismontane woodland, Coastal 
buckwestiOI}lt'l]_ £!9~~!.----------~-~~U B.1 ~!~/marglQ_~------
Trifolium Marshes and swamps, Valley and 
depauperatum foothill grassland(mesic, alkaline), 
var. hx_~ro_P-hi iUJil_ ~IJ..~-clover LI~.!. 1 B.2~rnal .~qp~---·-----------·---·-~.1?!:}!:1.!!._ ~----

Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Valley 
Triphysaria San Francisco and foothill grassland/usually 
floribunda owl's-clover !-·---'-'-'-'--·--+'..:..; L~! 1 B.2 ~pentinite ------·------ ~P.!":.~_y.!} ___ ~------------
Triquetrella coastal 
9.~1iforQ_[~~------·-i!rl9.Y.~!r~U~.--!:.!~L 1 B.2 Co~!.§! I bluff scr~-~~ Coastal scr~b/sC?l!_ __________ ~----·---

Dogwood THP 20 4 
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PART OF PLAN 

Table 1a - Updated additions to the regional rare plants list as of 06/29/17 (made from a 28 quad 
CNPS search) 

Table updated with additional plants on 12/03/18; see asterisks below 

Scientific Name Common Name CRP 
R 

Bryorla twist ed 16.1 
spiralifera horsehair lichen 

Calamagrostis Thurber's reed 26.1 
crassiglumis grass 

Ceanothus Vine Hill 16.1 
foliosus var. ceanothus 
vineatus 

Fissidens minute pocket 16.2 
pauperculus moss 
Hemizonia congested- 16.2 
congesta ssp. headed hayfield 
congesta tarplant 
Oenothera wolfli Wolf's evening- 16.1 

primrose 

Polemonium Oregon 26.2 
carneum polemonium 

Ramalina angel's hair 26.1 
thrausta lichen 

Thamnolia whiteworm 26.1 
vermicularis lichen 

Trifolium Monterey 16.1 
trichocalyx clover 

*Amslnckia bent-flowered 16.2 
lunarls flddleneck 

* Hypogymnia Island rock 16.3 
schizidiata lichen 

*Silene scouleri Scouter's 26.2 
ssp. scouleri catchfly 

Dogwood THP 

Blooming 
Period 

May-Aug 

Mar-May 

Apr-Nov 

May-Oct 

Apr-Sep 

Apr-Jun 

Mar-Jun 

(Mar-May) 
Jun-Aug 
(Sep) 

205 

Habitat M icro Habitat 

North Coast coniferous Usually on 
forest (immediate coast) conifers 
Coastal scrub (mesic), 
Marshes and swamps 
(freshwater) 

Chaparral 

North Coast coniferous 
forest (damp coastal soi l) 

Valley and foothill sometimes 
grassland roadsides 

Coastal bluff scrub, sandy, usually 
Coastal dunes, Coastal mesic 
prairie, Lower montane 
coniferous forest 

Coastal prairie, Coastal 
scrub, Lower montane 
coniferous forest 
North Coast coniferous On dead twigs 
forest and other lichens 

Chaparral, Valley and On rocks derived 
foothil l grassland from sandstone 

Closed-cone coniferous 
forest (sandy, openings, 
burned areas) 
Coastal bluff scrub, 
Cismontane woodland, 
Valley and foothill 
grassland 

Closed-cone coniferous On bark and 
forest, Chaparral wood of 

hardwoods and 
conifers 

Coastal bluff scrub, 
Coastal prairie, Valley and 
foothill grassland 
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Habitat in 
the THP 
n=no 
p=possible 
y=yes 
n 

n 

n 

p 

n 

n 

n 

Possible on 
douglas fir 
(unit one 
only) 

n 

n 

n 

n 

n 



Plants with habitat in THP area 
Scientific Name 
Alopecurus aequalis var. sonomensis 
Astragalus agnicidus 
Boschniakia hookeri 
Campanula californica 
Carex albida 
Carex californica 
Carex comosa 
Carex lyngbyei 
Carex saliniformis 
Coptis laciniata 

Dirca occidentalis 

Erythronium revolutum 
Glyceria grandis 
Lasthenia macrantha ssp. bakeri 
Lathyrus palustris 
Lilium maritimum 
Lycopodium clavatum 
Piperia Candida 
Pleuropogon hooverianus 
Potamogeton epihydrus 
Rhynchospora alba 

Sanguisorba officinalis 
Sidalcea calycosa ssp. rhizomata 

Dogwood THP 

PART OF PLAN 
Focus List 

Common Name Bloom 
Sonoma alopecurus May-Jul 
Humboldt milk-vetch Apr-Aug 
small groundcone Apr-Aug 
swamp harebell Jun-Oct 
white sedge May-Jul 
California sedge May-Aug 
bristly sedge May-Sep 
Lyngbye's sedge May-Aug 
deceiving sedge Jun 
Oregon goldthread Mar-Apr 

Jan-
western Ieatherwood Mar( Apr) 

Mar-
coast fawn lily Jui(Aug) 
American manna grass Jun-Aug 
Baker's goldfields Mar-Aug 
marsh pea Mar-Aug 
coast lily May-Aug 
running-pine Jun-Aug 
White-flowered rein orchid Mar-Sept 
North Coast semaphore grass Apr-Aug 
Nuttall's ribbon-leaved pondweed June-Sept 
white beaked-rush Jui-Aug 
great burnet Jui-Oct 
Point Reyes checkerbloom Apr-Sep 

RECEIVED 
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potential 
presence 
moderate 
moderate 
moderate 

high 
moderate 

low 
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moderate 
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moderate 

moderate 
moderate 
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moderate 

low 
low 

moderate 
high 

moderate 
moderate 
moderate 
moderate 
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Common Plant species list (to be used and modified during survey) 
THE' name-Dogwood 
Date and time spent-

alder (red) 
alumroot (small-flowered) 
ani se 
Australian fireweed 
Azalea 
baby stars 
Baker's goldfields 
Baker's larkspur 
Bay-Laurel 
beake d tracyina 
bedstraw 
bicolor lotus 
bird's-foot lotus 
Bishop pine 
black oak 
blue blossom 
blue dicks 
blue-eyed grass 
blue flax 
Bolander rush 
Bolander's phacelia 
buck brush 
buckeye 
bulrush (small-flowered) 

buttercup 
calypso orchid 
carrot (wild) 
catchfly 
eat' s ears 
ceanothus (sp.) 
checke rbloom (maple leaved) 
checkerbloom (Point Reyes) 
checkerbloom (purple- stemmed) 
checkorbloom (S i ski you) 
chickweed 
chinquapin (dwarf ) 
chinquapin (giant) 
cinquefoil 
Clintonia (andrews ) bead lily 
clover (Santa Cruz) 
clover (showy Indi an) 
clover (Spa nish) 
clover (spotted) 
clover (white) 
coast boykinia 
fawn lily (coa s t ) 
coast lily 
coastal bluf f morning-glory 
coltsfoot 
coralroot 
corn lily 
cow parsnip 
coyote brush 
creeping cudweed 
cut-leaved geranium 
da ndelion 
Death camas 
deer brush 
Douglas- fir 
doveweed 
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duckweed 
elderberry 
elk clover 
english daisy 
eucalyptus 
English plantain 
fairy bells 
fern (bracken) 
fern (chain) 
fern (deer) 
fern (five-fingered) 
fern (goldenback) 
fern (lady) 
Fern (maiden hair) 
fern (sword) 
fescue 
Fetid adders tongue 
fiddleneck 
field bindweed 
fiqwort (coast) 
forget me not 
foxglove 
fragrant fritillary 
French broom 
fringecups 
fri nged false hellebore 
ginger 
gooseberry 
Grand fir 
grape- fern 
grass (American manna) 
Grass (annual blue) 
Grass (barley) 
grass (bear) 
grass (bolanders reed) 
Grass (cheat) 
grass (creeping bent) 
grass (goose) 
grass (Kentucky blue) 
grass (North Coast semaphore) 
Grass (oat) 
grass (Orchard) 
grass (perennial rye) 
grass (rattlesnake) (large) 
grass (rattlesnake) (small) 
grass (ripgut) 
grass (sweet vernal) 
grass (vanilla) 
grass (velvet) 
great burnet 
groundcone (California) 
groundcone (small) 
hairy honeysuckle 
hazelnut 
hedgehog dogtail 
hedge-nettle 
hemlock 
hill lotus 
Himalayan blackberry 
horsetail 
hound' s-tongue 
huckleberry (california blue) 
huckleberry (red) 
Humboldt milk-vet ch 
hyacinth (whitg) 
Indian p i nk 
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inside-out flower (redwood) 
i ris (Douglas) 
Ithurie l ' s spe ar 
Labrador t e a 
lace !lowe r 
l a rge- flowere d agoseris 
l eopar d l i ly 
littlo pri nc es pine 
l i ve oak (canyon) 
live oak (coast) 
lupine (false) 
lupine (miniature) 
madrone 
mallow 
manzanita (glossyleaf) 
manza n i ta (hairy) 
manzanita (hoary) 
manzanita (Rincon) 
maple (bi g leaf) 
mars h p e a 
milk wort 
minors l e ttuce 
mounta in s we et-cicely 
mugwort 
Napa fals e i ndigo 
na rrow-anthe red Californi a 
brodiaea 
nemophila (small-flowered) 
nutmeg 
oats (wi ld) 
orange monkey flower 
Oregon ash 
Oregon goldthread 
Oregon grape 
Pac ific bramble 
Pampas grass 
p e a (hills ide) 
plantain (rattlesnake) 
p oison he mlock 
poison-oak 
popcorn flower 
poppy 
purple cudwa ed 
purple needlegrass 
purple- leaved firewood 
r adi sh (wild) 
raspberry (white- stemme d) 
rattlesnake wee d 
Redwood ivy 
rodwood 
redwood sorrel 
rhodode ndron 
robust monardella 
roc k - rose (dwarf) 
running-pine 
Rush (whit e beake d) 
rush (c ommon) 
rush (s couring) 
rus h (s preading) 
rus h (toad) 
s a l al 
salmonbe r r y 
scarlet p impe rnel 
s e dge (bris tly) 
sedge (broom) 
sedge (Ca l iforni a) 
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sedge (deceiving) 
Sedge (false nutsedge) 
sedge (Lyngbye'sl 
sedge (slough) 
sedge (tall flat) 
Sedge (white) 
sedges (Carex spp. l 
self-heal 
shasta daisy 
sheep sorrel 
shrub oak 
Siberian candyflower 
silk-tassle 
silver European hairgrass 
slink pod (fetid adders tongue) 
Smith's fairy bells 
snakeroot (Pacific) 
snowbrush 
soap plant 
soft chess 
solomon's seal 
Sonoma alopecurus 
spicebush 
star flower (Pacific) 
star lily 
stickseed 
stinging nettle 
stork's-bill 
strawberry (wood) 
sugar pine 
sun cup 
swamp harebell 
tanbark oak 
tarweed (slender) 
thimbleberry 
thin-lobed horkelia 
thistle (bull) 
thistle (Italian) 
tomcat clover 
toothed coast firewood 
toothwort 
trail plant 
trifid bedstraw 
trillium 
Usnoa longisima 
vanilla leaf 
vetch (spring) 
violot (redwood) 
water-parsley 
wax myrtle PART OF PLAN 
weedy cudweed 
wostorn leatherwood 
wild licorice 
willow 
wood rosa 
woodland madia 
woolly mullion 
woolly sunflower 
yarrow 
yollow parantucellia 
Yerba buena 
yerba de selva 
Yerba santa 
yew 
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Cumulative Impacts Assessment Summary on Rare Plants, Sensitive Natural Plant Communities and Wet Areas 
This THP has been thoroughly vetted through the THP Review process with numerous in-field consultations with 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife {CDFW), the California Geologic Survey,. the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and Cal Fire. These Agency reviews focused on reduction of Impacts to sensitive areas that 
could affect salmonids and other sensitive species. Since 2004 some twenty agency site visits (see THP pages 
441.14-441-16) have occurred as discussions on how best to protect the resources when harvesting In the Flood 
Prone Areas (FPA). These on-site discussions aided In the development of the Anadromous Salmonid Protection 
(ASP) rules by the State agencies and approved by the Board of Forestry in 2010. Three of these on-ground agency 
site visits were specific to Dogwood post development of the ASP rules. See THP pages 441.8-441.13 for a list of 
the field meetings that have taken place showing that plan and associated site conditions have been reviewed 
extensively by the State Agencies. 

A rare plant botanical survey has been conducted for the THP during the applicable blooming periods (see THP 
Amendment #3) for California Natural Diversity Database {CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society {CNPS) List 1 
and 2 species and sensitive State and Federal plants that have been determined to have the potential to be present 
within the operating areas. Surveys found an Isolated occurrence of Campanu/a ca/ifornica (Swamp Harebell) a 
CNPS List 18.2 species and it has been provided protection as outlined in the THP. Also, no 'Sensitive Natural 
Communities' occur as defined by the March 20, 2018 CDFW plant survey protocol. If any additional listed plants 
are found prior to or during operations, an avoidance and/or mitigation strategy will be developed in consultation 
with CDFW as stated on page 45 of the THP. 

The timber operations on this THP are exempt from Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which requires permits for 
the discharge of dredged material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Article 404(f){1) of the Clean 
Water Act is an exemption for established (ongoing) farming, ranching, and silviculture activities such as plowing, 
seeding, cu ltivating, minor drainage, harvesting for the production of food, fiber, and forest products, or upland soil 
and water conservation practices. The timber operations are exempt as they wi ll not represent a new use of the 
water and the activity w ill not cause a reduction In reach or Impairment of flow or circulation of regulated waters, 
includ ing wetlands (reference: https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/exemptions-permit-requlrements). Furthermore, 
no dredged or fill material will be placed in any regulated waters or any other areas w ithin the Inner A and B Zones 
of the Flood Prone Areas. Refer to pages 26 and 27 of t he THP which includes the Preferred Management Practices 
in Inner Zone A and B of flood pone areas. These measures restrict operations and are Intended to avoid sensitive 
areas that could contain rare plants or sensitive plant communities. Also refer to page 47 of the THP which requires 
a pre-operations meeting with the LTO where the RPF will explain the characteristics of wet areas, the location of 
mapped wet areas, and the importance of protecting them. Wet areas and wet meadows as defined in the FPRs 
are being avoided as sensitive areas and no skidding of logs or equipment operations will occur in these areas. Areas 
that are seasonally wet and which could contain wetland dbligate plants or plant communities such as abandoned 
meanders, swa les, oxbow lakes, old channels, and other features that provide off-channel habitat for fish during 
flood flows are being avoided, with the exception of specific mapped stream crossings which require a CDFW 1600 
Agreement consultation that protects or mitigates Impacts to rare plants and wildlife. 

The amount of flood prone area that is being impacted by heavy equipment is minimal as skid trails are all mapped 
and pre-flagged by an RPF with timber operators required to stay on those skid trails within the Inner Zone A and B 
ofthe FPA. Allowable skid trails are shown on THP pages 77.1 to 77.9. It is estimated that less than 5% of the actual 
ground Is expected to be affected by skidding operations and skidding impacts are reduced by t he operators, and 
only 37.5% of the older existing skid trails will be reused as many of those skid trails are not necessary for timber 
harvesting which will limit potential impacts. Additionally, significant portions of the Flood Prone Areas between 
harvest units within the Gualala River corridor owned by GRT are not included in this THP. As evidenced by the 
numerous gaps between harvest units shown on the Operations Maps pages 52 to 56, these intervening areas are 
younger planted redwood stands or are areas of sensitive site conditions and/or areas void of commercial timber 
that that will not be included in future THPs. 

For t hese reasons no cumulative impacts to listed rare plants, special plant communities, or wet areas will occur 
due to operations from this plan. 1 
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Biological Findings: Operations proposed under this THP do not have a reasonable potential to join with the 

impacts of other projects to cause significant cumulative adverse biological impact. This is due to the limited 

impacts of light selection harvesting on the FPA stream protection zones, protection measures for plants and 

listed species built into Section II of the plan, requirements to survey for current and future listed species and 

protection of any species that occur on or near the plan and within the BAA during timber operations. 

D. RECREATION ASSESSMENT­

Past and Future Activities. 

The THP area is privately held timber property that is closed to general public access. However, public 

recreation activities are sometimes allowed that are compatible with the company's management goals. 

Portions of the landowner's property are utilized occasionally by local residents for hiking, riding, bird watching, 

picnicking, bicycling, hunting, and other recreational purposes. All of this activity occurs either as a result of 

trespass or by permit issued by the company. The Gualala River that is accessible by the public is near some 

of the proposed harvest units is utilized for swimming, fishing, drift boat fishing, canoeing and kayaking. The 

THP area is behind locked gates and public access is not allowed without a permit. Potential recreational 

impacts are primarily limited to campground and river users, and those impacts are generally in the form of 

visuals, noise, and traffic which are addressed below. No other impacts to recreational use are expected to 

occur. 

Unit #1 falls within the Coastal Zone Special Treatment Area for visual impacts and therefore has additional 

restrictions on silviculture and yarding. It is also near a publicly owned campground and therefore must be 

considered for impacts relating to recreation. The campground was gifted to the County of Sonoma by the 

previous landowners of GRT for use as a park. The area immediately adjacent to the campground was 

originally included in this THP but prior to plan submission that area was removed by the previous landowners. 

The nearest portion of Unit #1 is 200-300 feet from the actual campground boundary area. There is no 

permissible recreation in the area between the campground and the proposed harvest. 

Wild and Scenic River Special Treatment Area- About % acre of Unit #1 is within 200 feet of the mainstem 

Gualala River which is designated as a Wild and Scenic River specifically for recreation. Silviculture in this 

area is selection under the same stringent constraints as the flood prone areas in the rest of the plan. 

Findings: The assessment area for recreation resources includes the THP area, plus the area within 300 feet 

of the THP boundarfes. The assessment area as described seems appropriate for an assessment of potential 

significant effects to the recreational resources which may occur in the vicinity of the plan area. This area is 

private rural forested property. On such a property, there is an expectation that timber operations wi ll occur 

periodically. This land is not open to the public for recreational use and is behind locked gates. Given the 

property's locale near public road access, the County Regional Park, and that the Gualala is a navigable river, 

trespass is difficult to control. Near and on property public use as described above is limited to 'day use' only, 

and there are no residents or cabins within X mile of the harvest area. Access during falling operations may 

have to be tightly contro lled for safety purposes due to the presence of open gates as logging crews enter and 

leave the property, but nothing else proposed in this THP will significantly affect recreational opportunities. 

Conventional logging operations are not known to have caused any significant adverse impacts to recreation 

resources In the area in the past, therefore, none are anticipated from this THP, either singly or cumulatively. 
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E. VISUAL ASSESSMENT-

Past and Future Activities -See table at beginning of CWE for past activities. 

A small portion of this THP (Unit 1) may be visible from County Road 501 or from the county park road. Also, 

Unit 22 may be slightly visible from the Annapolis Road. Access on the Gualala River is controlled within the 

boundaries of the ownership but if someone were to float the river starting from outside the property they would 

be able to see most of the harvest units. However, since there is a no-cut buffer adjacent to the river the actual 

logging will be unnoticeable. The density of the leave stand (at least 80% canopy) for the first 150 feet adjacent 

to the river means that the harvest will be so light as to be Invisible from outside the plan boundaries. The 

RPF has examined the harvest area from the Gualala River in numerous locations and it is impossible to see 

past the first 50 feet of timber. There will be no visual impact on public using the Gualala River or from public 

roads or by any adjacent landowners. 

Unit #1 is part of the Gualala River Special Treatment Area and was listed specifically as a site of significant 

scenic value. This scenic value will be protected by the chosen silviculture of single tree selection as well as 

a significant visual buffer provided by leaving everything in the flood prone area between Unit #1 and the river 

and everything adjacent to the campground out of the plan. This buffer is 200 to 400 feet wide and is heavily 

timbered and even if it was included in the THP the restrictions required of flood prone areas would leave such 

a thick screen of vegetation that no change in scenic value will occur. 

The road that leads to the Sonoma County campground was separately evaluated for visual Impacts. At its 

closest point it comes within 200 feet of the harvest area. The entire stretch of this road is heavily screened 

except for one 50-foot wide section where a portion of the harvest unit could possibly be seen. Even along 

this section of road only an edge of the unit can be seen, and one will not be able to see any of the actual 

logging impacts except for possibly that one or two trees will be gone from a number of redwood clumps. 

The portion of the THP that falls within the Wild and Scenic River corridor is % acre of Unit #1 . Heavy timber 

along the river will screen this area for there is up to 700 square feet of basal area per acre in the zone 

immediately adjacent to the river. This existing heavy screening will make it so that the logging will not be 

visible from the river or from County Road 501 or the county park. An area adjacent to Dogwood Unit #5, but 

across the river, was recently harvested in 2014 as part of the Kestrel THP (1-11-087 SON). Signs of logging 

and its impact on this area are imperceptible within a few years following harvest. Photographic documentation 

of this has been added as an addendum in Section V of the THP. 

Finding: Given the stated selection silviculture method proposed for the plan there will be no discernable 

visual change to the timbered hillslopes, river corridor, or timbered skyline. Thus, regardless of viewing 

distance there will be no immediate significant adverse impact or cumulative effects relating to visual resources 

with the operation of this harvest plan. 

PART OF PLAN 
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F. TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT­

Past Activities. 

The roads listed at the beginning of this Section under Traffic Assessment Areas have a long history of log 

hauling use going back to the 1940's. Since the advent of the log truck appurtenant public haul roads have 

seen continuous annual use in the transportation of forest products to the present day. 

Vehicular Traffic Impacts: 

The assessment area for traffic is the private road system west or east of the THP to the Annapolis Road and 

from there west to Hwy 1 or east on Annapolis road. Also, the THP will use the same private road system to 

County Road 501 and from there to Old State Hwy and then to Hwy 1. Lastly logs coming off of Unit #1 will 

use a private road system until it reaches the Sonoma county park road (Old Hwy 1) and from there to Hwy 1; 

see appurtenant road map in Section II. These roads have historically been used as haul routes for timber and 

for other agricultural purposes. Annual harvest of timber from landowner's lands and from other timberland 

owners in both Mendocino and Sonoma counties has decreased in the last decade and consequently the log 

truck traffic has also decreased. Tourist traffic and resident traffic has likely increased over the same period. 

Use of the Sonoma County Park Road (Old Hwy 1) to Hwy 1 will receive a minimal amount of traffic since the 

only logs coming off this area is Unit #1, which is just 12 acres. Ant icipated use of this road will be less when 

compared to its use in recent years from adjacent harvest plans by the previous landowner (in 2015 

approximately 300 log truck loads used this Old Highway 1 South access to exit the GRT property). It is likely 

that this will be the only plan being harvested and using this road in the near future. The traffic impact will be 

perhaps 30 loads of logs; 3 or 5 loads per day over a one to two week period. 

Most of the log truck flow off the plan area with enter public roads from one of two location once they leave the 

River Road (i.e., GRT's mainline haul road that parallels the Gualala River from the south at Valley Crossing 

to the Green Bridge in the north). Logs leaving the GRT's River Road to the north will inter onto Gualala Road 

(county paved) at the Green Bridge and will head west to Hwy 1 at the town of Gualala. Trucks leaving GRT's 

River Road south will enter onto Annapolis Road (county paved) at the Wheatfield bridge near Valley Crossing. 

All these public roads have received extensive log truck annually over the last six decades. Harvesting of this 

THP will not alter or measurable change the annual log flow off the property or within the greater Gualala River 

subbasin. 

Finding: This project will not significantly add to the annual truck traffic that leaves the property each harvest 

season. Local log truck traffic created by this project added to local traffic of other types is not expected to 

create a significant adverse cumulative impact to traffic on local public roads. 

PART OF PLAN 
G. NOISE ASSESSMENT-

There is one public campground within a few hundred feet of Unit 1. The north end of Unit 5 is a few hundred 

feet upstream of a beach that is often used by Gualala residents and tourists. Unit 18 and 19 are across the 

river from The Sea Ranch "Hot Spot'' (a green belt area for Sea Ranch residents). Noise from Unit 1 and the 

north end of Unit 5 may be noticeable from the river by swimmers, kayakers and canoeists. Occasionally 

people may float the length of the harvest plan area early in the year when the water is higher. The noise 

impacts from the logging of each of these units on their respective areas will be of short duration. Each area 

will be impacted for a couple of weeks during falling a~~ kidding. VjY vy~) also be impacted from log truck ' . ~ 
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traffic noise mainly on County Road 501 during operations on the north half of the THP for the length of the 

harvest. Log truck traffic noise is a common annual occurrence on all roads to be used for this THP and since 

the annual harvest from this landowner is relatively consistent there is no additive cumulative effect from noise 

resulting from this harvest plan. The noise impact will actually be less in the area adjacent to the county park 

than in the past since log trucks using the county park road are expected to decrease in the next few years 

from what has been occurring annually. This noise impact from falling and skidding in the vicinity of Units 1 

thru 5 is not an annual occurrence but is a common occurrence throughout the watershed as other harvest 

plans within this same vicinity have been logged every few years. 

Potential noise impacts that may occur with harvesting and hauling of logs off this THP will be of short duration 

(6 to 8 weeks) and will not be measurably additive with other ongoing projects that may occurring In the area. 

Harvesting and truck noise is not anticipated to be any more prevalent than what has occurred in past years. 

Finding: No significant and/or cumulative impacts related to noise will occur as a result of this operation. 

H. Global Warming- Climate Change and Forestry Practice 

1. Climate Change in General. 

PART OF PLAN 

The magnitude, causes, and effects of global climate variability are the subject of intense scientific inquiry 

and considerable scientific debate and uncertainty (U.S. Senate 2008). Many scientists and policymakers 

have concluded that the earth's climate is currently warming at a rate that is unprecedented in human 
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history. Their conclusions are based on temperature data, samples of carbon dioxide (C02) content in 

prehistoric ice and sediment, and climate models. 

The scientific view that has gained greatest acceptance in current public policy is that extraordinary 

emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) from human activities are promoting warming of the earth's 

atmosphere. 

While scientific inquiry continues, public policies favor the view that global warming is occurring and is 

driven by extraordinary GHG emissions from human activities. In California, this view is adopted as the 

premise for enactment of California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32, Chapt. 488, 

Statutes of 2006). This statute addresses many items pertaining to global warming, including establishing 

goals and measures for reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. In 2008 the California 

Air Resources Board (CARB) released goals for reduced emissions by economic sector. The CARB goals 

recognized that California's forestlands reduce GHG emissions (specifically C02 emissions) by 

sequestering atmospheric carbon in trees and plants. It is estimated that California's forestlands currently 

have a net annual sequestration of 5 million metric tons of C02 equivalent (BOF 2008). The CARB has 

established this as the goal for forestlands and has requested that the State Board of Forestry and Fire 

Protection undertake a program that maintains this current level of sequestration, and develop 

opportunities to increase the level of sequestration. By maintaining and promoting the process of carbon 

sequestration in California's forests, policy makers hope to reduce or reverse the rate of global warming 

and prevent or mitigate the effects of global warming on the environment. 

2. CEQA Analysis Related to Climate Change 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) is California's legislative effort aimed at 

reducing GHG emissions. Pursuant to AB 32, CARB must develop an implementation program and adopt 

control measures to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG reductions. AB 

32 requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan to achieve reductions in GHG emissions in California. On 

June 26, 2008 CARB staff presented the initial draft of the AB 32 Scoping Plan for Board review. The AB 

32 Scoping Plan contains the key strategies California will use to reduce the GHG emissions that are 

thought to cause climate change. With respect to forestry practice, the Scoping Plan provides: 

The 2020 target for California's forest lands is to achieve a 5MMTC02E reduction through sustainable 

management practices, including reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire, and the avoidance or mitigation 

of land-use changes that reduce carbon storage. California's Board of Forestry and Fire Protection has the 

regulatory authority to implement the Forest Practice Act to provide for sustainable management practices 

and, at a minimum, to maintain current carbon sequestration levels. The federal government must do the 

same for lands under its jurisdiction in California. California forests are now a net carbon sink. The 2020 

target would provide a mechanism to help ensure that this carbon stock is not diminished over time. The 

5MMTC02E emission reduction target is set equal to the current estimate of the net emission reduction 

from California forests. As technical data improve, the target can be recalibrated to reflect new 

Dogwood THP Section IV 

2-l) 



information. 

In addition to legislation aimed at sector-wide GHG emissions reduction, California law also requires that 

an individual project's potential impacts on global climate change from GHG emissions be evaluated 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). To aid in the evaluation of GHG emissions 

and potential climate change impacts, the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued an 

interim technical advisory, which provides that a project's impacts on climate change must be analyzed 

pursuant to CEQA, and that, as with other potential environmental impacts, the CEQA lead agency is 

required to make a finding of significance for the project. OPR's CEQA Advisory recognizes the difficulty in 

establishing a significance threshold and making significance determination for a project's impacts on 

climate change. Nonetheless, OPR advises that each agency must establish its own significance 

threshold or undertake project-by-project analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064. ?(a), a 

significance threshold should be "an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a 

particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will normally be determined 

to be significant by the agency and compliance with which means the effect will normally be determined to 

be less than significant." 

On January 8, 2009, OPR issued "Draft CEQA Guidelines Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions" 

("Draft Guidelines") for public review and comment. Consistent with the Technical Advisory and existing 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7, the Draft Guidelines propose to add section 15064.4, which provides 

that in making a significance determination related to impacts on climate change, a lead agency may 

consider the extent to which the project could help or hinder attainment of the state's goals of reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020 as stated in the Global Warming Solutions Act 

of 2006." 

Because the Board of Forestry has yet to establish a generally applicable significance threshold for 

assessing the impacts on climate change from forestry projects, the required analysis and significance 

determination must be made on a project-by-project basis. For purposes of the Proposed Project, impacts 

on climate change are analyzed using a qualitative threshold that measures a project's impacts on climate 

change by determining whether the project complies with state guidelines or with industry or sector 

reduction targets established by CARB pursuant to AB 32. Several California public agencies, including 

the CARB, the California Energy Commission, and the South Coast Air Quality Management District, have 

endorsed, if not yet adopted, such a qualitative threshold as a component of measuring a project's 

impacts on climate change. 

GARB's Scoping Plan provides that forestry projects should avoid land-use changes that reduce carbon 

storage, or such projects should include mitigation to help to ensure that carbon stocks are not diminished 

over time. The Scoping Plan also establishes a "sector-wide" reduction target of 5 MMTC02E. Applying 

the Scoping Plan to this project, the Proposed Project, including incorporated mitigation, could have a 

significant impact on climate change if it were to significantly reduce carbon storage over time, or it is 

inconsistent with the "sector-wide" reduction target of 5 MMTC02E. The Proposed Project does not have a 

significant effect because it does not implement a land use change or activity that decreases carbon 

storage. Rather, it is part of a forest management plan that increases carbon storage over time, consistent 

with the sector-wide goal. 
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3. The Project: 

The proposed project will result directly and indirectly in carbon sequestration and temporary, insignificant 

C02 emissions. Carbon sequestration is achieved through a repeating cycle of harvesting and growing of 

trees that remove C02 from the atmosphere and store carbon in tree fiber. When a tree is harvested, most 

of the carbon-filled tree fibers become lumber that is sequestered in buildings while a new rotation of trees 

is planted and grown. To the extent these wood building products replace the demand for new concrete or 

steel building components; they reduce substantial C02 emissions that are associated with the 

manufacture of cement and steel. Some of the tree fibers such as branches and tops are left in the forest 

where they are sometimes burned to reduce fire hazard. However, the vast majority of this material is left 

to decay and will emit C02 overtime; but, it also supplements the forest soils and forest duff layer where 

carbon is stored and serves as a substrate and nutrient for more tree growth. 

Applying the draft threshold criteria discussed above, the THP would have a less-than-significant impact 

on the environment because the forestry practices do not implement a land use change and they increase 

carbon storage overtime, consistent with GHG mitigation goals for California's forestry sector. Information 

provided by two of the largest forestland owners in California estimate direct GHG emissions from THP 

operations to be from 0.1050 to 0.1819 metric tons of C02 for every one thousand board feet of harvested 

timber (short log Scribner scale) resulting from equipment emissions related to the logging. It is 

reasonable to expect the proposed project to fall within a similar range. These emissions are insignificant 

relative to global C02 emissions that are thought to affect climate. There is virtually no opportunity to 

reduce these emissions in a manner that would meaningfully benefit the climate because they are already 

miniscule (U.S.E.P.A. 2005). An acre of managed forest is entered with equipment once every 50 years or 

so with emissions measured in hours of equipment operation over those fifty years. Few if any other land 

uses can match the low intensity of C02 emissions over space and time that are associated with 

commercial forestry. In urban areas of California, a typical California household will operate one or more 

vehicles every day for 50 years, and the demands of that household will induce a variety of additional C02 

emissions for other forms of commerce, power production, and consumption. In rural areas, even a typical 

farm acre in California will be subject to equipment operation for several hours or days every year over 50 

years - not once every 50 years. 

The insignificant GHG effects of the Proposed Project are further diminished by the mitigating effects of 

carbon sequestered in the lumber produced from harvest. It is estimated that at the end of 100 years, a 

weighted average of 47 percent of the solid wood products manufactured from the log are still in use, and 

if the wood in stable storage in a landfill is included, that weighted average over the 1 00 year period is 

76% percent (US Dept of Energy- 1605(b) Tables). It is reasonable to expect similar numbers for the 

proposed project. The 1 00-year permanency period is the same as that used by the California Climate 

Action Registry for its analysis of a permanent carbon offset. Accordingly, for every metric ton of C02 

emissions attributed to the operation of timber harvesting and hauling equipment, 13.7 metric tons of C02 

will be sequestered in the wood products produced from the harvest. 

4. State Setting and Area of Assessment. 
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The assessment area for climate effects is the California timberland ownership of the Plan Submitter and 

the public transportation routes for the delivery of the logs to the manufacturing centers. Because the use 

and disposition of manufactured wood products is not under the control of the Plan Submitter after it is 

delivered to the primary manufacturing center, the direct GHG emissions of manufacturing activities are 

not estimated here. However, qualitative consideration of the carbon cycle in wood products is addressed 

as a cumulative effect. 

There are 16.6 million acres of productive public and private timberland (statutorily available for harvest) in 

California (California Department of Forestry 2003). The Plan Submitter owns 29,000 acres in Sonoma 

and Mendocino counties. This represents 0.17% of the total timberland, and 0.4% of the 7.3 million acres 

of the private timberlands in the state. This proposed timber harvesting plan includes 290 acres that are 

actually being partially harvested which represent only 0.0000397% of the total private timberland in the 

state. 

Since 1990 (the State of California's benchmark for achieving GHG reductions) the forest products 

industry has Implemented a significant reduction in harvest levels and the number of sawmills operating in 

the state. Since record keeping started in 1978, timber harvest peaked in 1988 at 4,670 million board feet 

and has continued to decline. In 1997 California harvested 2,400 million board feet and by 2007, the 

harvest level had dropped to 1,626 million board feet (SSE Harvest Tables). This represents a reduction in 

harvest levels of 32 percent over the eleven-year period. During the same time frame, timber growth has 

continued to exceed harvest and tree mortality in California. From 2001 to 2005 (five year period), the 

annualized net change (gross growth minus harvest and mortality) of softwood growing stock was 189,794 

thousand cubic feet (1 ,115 million board feet) for all timberland in California (public and private). For 

privately owned redwood timberlands, the annualized net growth (net of harvest and mortality) for the 

same 2001 to 2005 period was 24,281 thousand cubic feet (142 million board feet) (US Department of 

Agriculture- 2007). These statistics demonstrate that growth has exceeded the combination of harvest and 

mortality. 

During the last two decades, there has also been a reduction in lumber sawmills. In 1990 there were 117 

sawmills in California. As of 2007, there were 39 sawmills (CFA). There has also been a reduction in the 

number of acres harvested over the last 10 years. In 1997 there were 235,000 acres ha~ested , and in 

2007 there was 120,000 acres harvested, representing a reduction of 49% (CDF). 

Since 1990, the reduction of timber harvest in California combined with the reduced number of sawmills 

indicates that the forestry sector has already experienced declining C02 emissions resulting from the 

harvest, transportation and processing of timber. At the same time, a net increase of forest growth on a 

statewide and regional level is indicative that timberlands on a statewide level and a regional level are 

actively sequestering atmospheric carbon thereby reducing GHG. 

LI\N 

5. Carbon Sequestration, Emissions, and Land Use Resulting from Intensive Forest Management 

Forestlands are, in generf l, f-ca~ ~ ~l"(hjre C02 is captured and fixed by the process of 
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photosynthesis, which removes carbon from the atmosphere and sequesters carbon in wood fiber (OFRI 

2006, U.S.E.P.A. 2005). In California, forests in the North Coast, Cascade Northeast and North Sierra 

regions were estimated to produce a net benefit of 7.2 million metric tons of C02 equivalents removed 

from the atmosphere each year (California Energy Commission 2004). Growing forests sequester and 

store more carbon over time until growth stagnates as trees reach a mature age. Older trees sequester 

carbon through new growth at a declining rate, but they remain pools of stored carbon until they decay 

through decline, death, or consumptive use. 

Under a static view of carbon sequestration in forest management, there is a misconception that more 

carbon is sequestered by growing older trees rather than repeated cycles of tree growth under an 

intensive forest management regime. Under this static view, a stand of trees will sequester and store more 

carbon if it is allowed to grow old in comparison to harvest at a younger age. While this is true in a static 

comparison of a stand at two different ages, it ignores the dynamic of carbon sequestration through a 

combination of intensive forest growth and wood products made from harvested timber. Carbon 

sequestration requires a dynamic view that measures carbon sequestration and storage over time. A 

dynamic view of carbon sequestration demonstrates that intensively managed commercial forests are 

more effective in sequestering carbon and mitigating GHG. 

Managed commercial forests make a significant contribution to the sequestration of carbon and mitigation 

of GHG (IPCC 2007; Mader 2007; OFRI 2006; U.S.E.P.A. 2005). Several studies have documented a 

positive net effect of carbon sequestration by commercial timberlands where forests are grown, harvested, 

and processed into wood products (James et al. 2007; Perez-Garcia et al. 2005; Lippke et al. 2004). Even 

when C02 emissions from timberland management, timber harvest, and forest products uses are 

considered, the long-term, sustainable, and intensive management of commercial timberlands to produce 

wood products generates a net carbon sequestration benefit that mitigates GHG (ld). These studies 

investigated timber harvest at various rotation ages relative to no harvest and perpetual old growth stands. 

They found that intensive forest management with a rotation of 50 years or less can produce net positive 

carbon sequestration benefits because carbon is sequestered through repeated cycles of tree growth 

while a substantial percentage of harvested and milled wood is sequestered for decades or centuries in 

buildings. Life cycle assessment studies have shown that wood products have a much smaller carbon 

footprint compared to other building material. Not only is carbon sequestered by trees, but it may be stored 

for long periods of time in wood products. It is estimated that at the end of 100 years, a weighted average 

of 47 percent of the solid wood products manufactured from the log are still in use, and if the wood in 

stable storage in a landfill is included, that weighted average over the 100 year period is 76% percent (US 

Dept of Energy- 1605(b) Tables). 

The net sequestration benefits of an intensively managed forest are further enhanced by the effects of 

substitution. When wood products are used for building materials in lieu of concrete or steel, C02 

emissions are reduced because there is less demand for steel and concrete, which are manufactured with 

large C02 emissions as a byproduct (IPCC 2007; Mader 2007; OFRI 2006; Perez-Garcia et al. 2005; 

Lippke et al. 2004). Further, to the extent that harvested wood is not incorporated into fixed building 

components, wood residues may be used as fuel for energy production in lieu of fossil fuels (ld). When 

wood residues are used in this way, there is no increase in C02 emissions from their combustion because 
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the same emissions will result from the oxidation and decay of wood residue. However, more significant 

C02 emissions from the burning of fossil fuels such as coal or oil can be avoided when wood residue is 

burned to create heat and generate electricity. 

The proposed project is one of numerous past, present, and future timber harvest projects on the Plan 

Submitter's ownership that combines to produce substantial net carbon sequestration benefits over time. 

These timberlands are sustainably managed in accordance with California law such that the harvest of 

timber through past, present, and future projects will not exceed the long term tree growth of the California 

timberlands. Timber harvests are conducted in small patches across the ownership and promptly 

replanted to begin a new cycle of tree growth and carbon sequestration. Harvested timber is converted to 

wood products that sequester carbon as building materials. To some degree, these building products 

substitute for C02 intensive steel and cement building components. 

The cumulative beneficial effects of the proposed project as part of the Plan Submitter's intensive forest 

management are expected to sustain the current timber production land use and reduce the risk of 

wildfire, which are, in turn, beneficial impacts on GHG emissions and carbon sequestration. Land use 

conversion from forestry to other uses has a negative impact on GHG (OFRI 2006). In addition, 

catastrophic wildfires are enormous emitters of C02 and often reduce or destroy the carrying capacity of 

forest soils to regenerate growing forests (ld). Both of these adverse impacts to GHG are prevented with 

successful intensive management of forestland for timber production. The project and similar, past, 

present, and future projects on the Plan Submitter's timberlands are essential to successful intensive 

forest management that prevents land use conversion. 

6. Effects of Climate Change on Timberlands 

Regardless of the benefits that the project and similar past, present, and future projects will have on 

diminishing GHG emissions and promoting carbon sequestration, climate change is likely to occur. The 

rate and direction of climate change remains very uncertain (IPCC 2007). It is a certainty that the earth's 

climate has changed in the past with variable cooling and warming trends, but no models exist to reliably 

predict the rate and direction of climate change or the regional or localized effects on temperatures, 

precipitation, growing seasons, drought, vegetation, and wildlife (IPCC 2007). 

In the face of uncertainty, the impacts of climate change must be assessed in terms of the resilience of 

the Plan Submitters timberlands should climate changes occur. There are several indications that these 

timberlands have been and continue to be resilient. After more than a century of timber harvest, most of 

which occurred without the benefits of modern forest practices regulations and best management 

practices, these timberlands remain among the most productive forest lands in the world. A key tree 

species on these timberlands is the California redwood (Sequoia sempervirons), which is the epitome of 

resilience, having persisted for millennia in the coastal climate of northern California. The redwood tree is 

not expected to be threatened by pests that might be advantaged by global warming, and it is expected to 

persist at the southern end of its range even if climate change brings higher temperatures and less 

precipitation (Battle 2006). The redwood tree also benefits from coppice regeneration, which means that it 

regenerates from the stump after a tree has been harvested. As such, much of the living root system of 
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redwood trees persists and the genetic diversity of each individual tree is preserved on the landscape as 

cut trees are replaced by genetically identical sprouts that grow from the same root system. For the same 

reason, the regeneration and growth of redwood forests after harvest occurs quickly and with more 

certainty because young trees have the benefit of mature root systems. The resilience of these lasting 

forests is also supplemented by required planting of seedlings to promote healthy stocking levels on every 

harvested area. 

In addition to redwood, these timberlands grow hearty and resilient species such as Douglas-fir, a species 

that thrives in open stands following even age harvest. Douglas-fir grows in a variety of climates 

throughout western North America and is believed to have rapidly colonized areas that are now vast 

forestlands following the end of the last Ice Age. Through its substantial and continuous investment in 

reforestation and productive regeneration of forest stands, the Plan Submitter has a strong incentive to 

nurture healthy and resilient forest stands on its property. 

In summary, both the IPCC and U.S. EPA have recognized the positive effects that forests and forest 

products have on the world's climate. The above qualitative discussion demonstrates that the proposed 

project as presented and mitigated, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

probable future projects will not cause, or add to significant cumulative GHG impacts within the 

assessment area. Following is a project specific quantitative analysis which further demonstrates the 

proposed operations will result in a net sequestration of green house gases. 
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Project Specific Greenhouse Gas Analysis 

Note: In the following pages the total acres adds up to approx. 369. This is because it does not 

include 33 acres that are non-timber and on which no harvesting will take place. It does include 39 

acres that are various core zones which are timberland but are also no-cut zones and as such 

have been analyzed. 
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Dogwood THP (Core Zone) Summar 

Beginning Stocks Ending Stocks 

Emissions 
Meblc Tonnes C02 Equivalent 

Source/Sink/Reservoir Per Acre Basis 

Live Trees 
(Conifers and Hardwoods) 

804.75 1481.39 

Wood Products 
I 0.00 

I 
Site Preparation Emissions 

0.00 

I 

Non-biological emissions associated 
with harvesting 

0.00 

Non-biological emissions associated I 
with milling 

0.00 

Sum of Net Emissions/Sequestration 
over Identified Harvest Cycles (C02 

I metric tonnes) 676.64 

Project Summary 

Project Acres Step 17- Insert the acres that are par1 of the 
l\arves1 area. 

33 

Total Project Sequestration over defined 
Harvesting Periods (C02 metric tonnes) 22,329 

Years until Carbon Stocks are Recouped from 
Initial Harvest (Includes Carbon in Live Trees, 

Harvested Wood Products, and Landfill) 

1 Years 
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Dogwood THP Core zone Project Carbon Accounting: Inventory, Growth, and Harvest 
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Project Carbon Accounting: Harvesting Emissions 

This wol1cshoet addresses tho non-biologio;d omissions a~ated with the project ~·s horvosting activities. Complete tho Input for Stops 9- 14 on this worksheet 

Harvest Periods Falling Oper;dions 
Production per Emissions Assoe~d with Yarders Emissions Associated with Tractors 

Emissions Associated with Hlli copters 
Day and LoadetS and Slciddors 

-&25- a $ ............. ,.,..,.,.,._.., 
_ .,..._ .............. -~ _ ..,._jll ............... ~ 

~ .... ---= -joO-)Y- ......... f2~cwbcllllfg11Dn)'2ZI5»~» =.:.&.~U7~~=~ 
.......,.., .... ~,~)t22D5-...,...~ _ ......... _,..._ .-:c IOI'I'IIII.Q'tl::tf' U1•CICMIII'I: 111 n*E a-r. C02 .... CII'tm( 111•~-....-~~~rnsc:oz 

_ .. _ 
~:rrrttperiCR~ - .. Oor - .. o.r ......... .,. :Soc-.pwO., 

---~-r-..... (T ..... _ .......... ~~ - _ .. 
"- - -tL 

.,__ - ..... -~T\bWCOZ~pr ....... 
£.--~ ·-... v.-.n Etur-t.ol T_. ... y,_,. e.._ .. - -= ....,_,., 

a.-.~--- ........ _ .-eo> .-.em 
piil!cts.cf ..... in -= &1iidtnC02 

_ .. _ -= -.. -~---~-- k'luupw.,b --- .. - '-5*..., .. -" -- -... iuaeJII" .. fet -- --Appoll.tol/6&pecill;'4itlllfw' .... --- --) -- -- (~a.-} -- --- -- "'-l --- -> --> 
0 - 0 D 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0,00 

15 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 
JO 0 0 0.00 0 0,00 0.00 0 0,00 0.00 

4 5 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 
60 0 0 0 .00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 
75 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 
90 - 0 0 0 .00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 

105 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 O.DO 
0 0 0 0 .00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 

Sum Emissions 0.00 0..00 0,00 0..00 

Landing~ _ .... __ .... --5.31~-.. ....-..WZ25l5(~1D-..ft 
anes.r J.Q~ocn."t•lnlft; 
--.s.o:::a~peracre 
~~b .. ..-c-
~~otnc:t. 

-lMdr.;l s.s C02 tq:;l'llllln -lc::N ---
0.00 

o.oo 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
000 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

Trvcking Emissions 

-R:=l.ftdTftP~-.(hiiW..to~t. -·--·f.12-~'2205~1111.-...::~~ 
~--=-c::.t~andade........-:J 

~1land14 bolow ..... 
-E-\.oool 
~..,lrru:Jt ...... 
&a<-

RalrdT•Hatn ...... 

·-
I 

0 w 
> -w 
(.) 
lU 
0:: 

-~....-.:r-
C0211,.~«:R 

.. ___ 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0..00 

.. 5 co ;::; ::;E s -:i:t5 
N ::5!"0 
00 l5~ ::x:;-

1 <:!. 1:.! 
-c.:" 
'tn a: 

~<:::: ::::l 
< s~ 

~ 

00 --....... 
n 
r{ 

--..... 
c-l 

1 
~ 

cL 

"-.SS 

rl 
r1 



Project Carbon Accounting: Harvested Wood Products and Processing Emissions 
This worl<sheet addresses the non-biological emissions associated with the project area's haNesting activities. Complete the Input for Steps 15-16 on this worl<sheet. 

Harvest Periods Quantity of Forest Carbon Delivered to Mills Non-Biological Emissions Quantity of Forest Carbon Remaining 
Associated with Mills Immediately After Milling (Mill Efficiency) 
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Long-Tenn Sequestration in Wood Products 
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Dogwood THP {Inner Zone A) Summary (single tree selection/tractor) 

Beginning Stoeks Ending Stoeks 

Emissions 
Metric Tonnos C02 Equivalent 

Source/Sink/Reservoir Per Acre Basis 

Live Trees 
(Conifers and Hardwoods) 

675.05 839.71 

Wood Products 
131.97 

' 

Site Preparation Emissions I 
0.00 

Non-biological emissions associated 
with harvesting 

-6.32 

Non-biological emissions associated 
with milling -2.40 

Sum of Net Emissions/Sequestration 
over Identified Harvest Cycles (C02 

metric tonnes) 237.41 

Project Summary 

Project Acres Step 17- Insert the acres that are par1 of the 
harvest area 

81 

Total Project Sequestration over defined 
Harvesting Periods (C02 metric tonnes) 

23,280 

Years until Carbon Stocks are Recouped from 
lnitiail Harvest {Includes Carbon in Live Trees, 

Harvested Wood Products, and Landfill) 

7 Years 
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Dogwood THP (Inner Zone A) Proj ect Carbon Accounting: Invento ry, Growth, and Harvest 

This wort<sheet addresses the sequestation and .,misS;ons ar.soc:iated wltl11he project area's ~l<l.nce or harvest. inventory, ond growth plus any emissions associated with site P"'P""'tiOfL Co~t~plete the input for Steps o- 8 on this worksl>eeL 
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Project Carbon Accounting: Harvesting Emissions 

ln.is worksheet addresses tho "missions associ .ted with tho Dt"Oi&et .a"'a's harvesting activities. Complete the in:J>ut for StoPS 9- 14 on this wol1<sheet. 
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Project Carbon Accounting: Harvested Wood Products and Processing Emissions ! 

' 
This worksheet addresses the non-biological emissions associated with the project area's harvesting activities. Complete the input for Steps 15- 16 on this worksheet. 

Harvest Periods Quantity of Forest Carbon Delivered to Mills Non-Biological Emissions Quantity of Forest Carbon Remaining 
Associated with Mills Immediately After Milling (Mill Efficiency) 

As ..... ption. - Comer C02e DoM!<od lo Mls Hot_ C02_,_ 20.......,..( .. ..,..sw..,.ll(-f Computed. C<>mpubod. 

Cori5o<P-- P...-Det.ered I ADo Dohweclb>Mis I ADo -~·c.osmmc ~C02 ..pvalent .tt.< RemanlgCOZ~afta-

~ .. - loMlls 
_ _, _ rdlf ll'ocesoed 

...... ElficienoylorCom ... 1at9 Eflic:ioneyfor Hardwoods 

COmpW.d: 
t::e~.~and 

c..,.~: Tho-portion 
Thodilfmnce betweenca<bondetlefediO..., and <3bon 

~Page (Trne r:tfliaMts: :;Rp 15. step 16. Tho--portion deternlined bylle 
.....uqaiW~ioassunedb>be...-illed~ 

- yursfrcm pro;ea ~ 
- ... poroedoge - ... pereortage 

~by ... ~ 
"""""""'fac:bn 

of corifor ~- of- ladofs (Sompson. 2002) an.,. 
(Sa-. 2002) on llle ~-

IIM!r*lry. Cl<oodl. and- Thoe02e ~-p<oc:ossJnsl 
bllvesled ""' • • -"'- wurksheelThisio~by 

~. QOW1h.lr!d 
the lo$J$ 2t tM mill 

~ lla\afe~ Harw:5l wcwt::sheet. Dis is Tho.-.., rD~g twn.,.. n The elfidoncy l3li:lg &om .,..., 
doMnd .. sowmils <Wmedtosowmils !be-doiYerod b> ,.. .. ~by lhe pera<1l c.~~oma 1s on (OOE 1151JSb) catlania is .5 (DOE 160&>) lor reledh corbcndeMrodlo deitered m lrillk m r!'led loroori!on ""'--- lhe carbon......,..,"' ...... 

0 100% 0~ 39.82 0.00 ~-27 25.68 0.00 
15 100% or. 41.30 0.00 ~.28 21.67 0.00 
30 100% or. 42.n 0.00 ~.29 28.66 0.00 
45 100% 0% 43 .88 0.00 ~-30 29AO 0.00 
80 100% 0% 44.98 0.00 ~~31 30.14 0.00 
75 100% 0% 46.09 0.00 ~.31 30.88 0.00 
90 100% O'l> 46.83 0.00 .(1_32 31.37 0.00 

105 100% 0% 47.93 0.00 ~.33 3212 0.00 
0 100% 0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 100% 0~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 100% O'llo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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J, 
..... 

Years until Carbon Stocks are Recouped from 
Dogwood THP (Inner Zone B Summarv (single tree selection/tractor) Initial Harvest (Includes Carbon in Live Trees, 

Harvested Wood Products, and Landfill) 
~ THP {lnneT Zone B) Summary {single tree selectior Beginning Stocks Ending Stoe>ks 

Emissions 
Metric Tonnas C02 Equivalent 

Source/Sink/Reservoir Pw AcTa Basis 14 Years 

Uve Trees 
(Conifers and Hardwoods) 

~.01 524.12 

Wood Products 
I 180,43 Q 

I 

.L: ffi 
Site Preparation Emissions UJ $! ~~ 

> c::;) ;.L- c 
0.00 "" c !":; 

I 

- 00 .'5~ Non-biological emissions associated w :r ~1.!.!' 
with harvesting () -t..: 

-8.96 c:: ·;;a: 
·~ .:=; 

I w ·< ::.o ' Non-biological emissions associated ~ :_)ffl 
with milling cr a: I -3.15 

Sum of Net Emissions/Sequestration 
over Identified Harvest Cycles (C02 

I mebic tonnes) 159 .. 43 

Project Summary 

Project Acres Step 17- Insert the ae>ras that are part of the 
harvest oTGa 

171 

Total Project Sequestration over defined 
Harvesting Periods (C02 metric tonnes) 27.271 



Dogwood THP (Inner Zone B) Project Carbon Accounting : Inventory,. Growth, and Harvest 

This worksheet addresses the sequestation and emissions associated wTt:h the project area's balance of h-arvest. inventory. and growth plus any emiulons associated with site prepantion~ Complete the input ror Steps ()... 8 on thl$ worbheet. 

Fo~stType Harvest PeriodS IJM!'ntoty Growlll R.l12s H•rvest Volume 

~ID&:!:ni:ll!ltcr..:nlcnvs;.a.cBF Ccr6ri.JwreTte.~ 
H~ LMTcwVabne(SA Coollor-- -~- Ccrllw twv.l: V:&m. --· -2lXII rrmd~u--stm~~~ 

(UBFJAcrll). Pro t:l H:ww.t 
.squwe ,..,kn) - Prior~ 

()tEIFiaoto} 
Truc.d ~Ana - BfiAc::el'f• BN/Oao/Y- (BAIAa>) 

IIUI!ipiorr..m 
_ .. _ .. _ .. 

Poonls -~ 
_ .. 

~b .... ~...-..,... 
-~ 

'Ed•h~CV'Artwvd.cl -·· _ .. 
C<tic:FHt &t•lhe........, .... ~~,....~ ~tt.~~ &twbatftDI:I~ 

danillln.~~bD-'- lnMil.-a;. ...... ptrbfcgii:!OJII'IIOid~w- ,...a&-c....C.-dt.nno..n.. ---Typo 
_ ... _ ,_, Cotbonp« ~.-..a:......,....;.,.......,..-... ~~~., ~t-.a~-,.,~ ...cimi.ICip:VI'Q._~I*r'-IF ~-.Ga.t ......... ~ill~ .... n..-..:ttoM ... -...- ---~fi<Mftilnly Cubic Fool - ~-ilfb'b..,._ 

~-~¥'Uo ll'bb:l ~Job!IIM~W_. - ~--............... ~,.-
....._~e. ....... 10 Totll Biomass -- --.:cydt......., ...... -·-~UI;Iel!-to1~ ... ,.., , ..... ' .. ,, 

'""' 
,. , 0 - ""' 

,.,. 11A7 15 
,.. 22.S '""' 

,. 
" 0 - '"' .... 12.!C. " 

,.. 
"' 

,., ,. 
" e 

y,_~ "" ..... n..u .. ,. 315 '""' " " e -- '-"" ,..,. U~mu:sle«tef .. ,. .. '"' " 15 e .............. _.,.... ... 
" 

,. .,_, 
"'" " 15 ' earr..ni:nrla:ar.IFMbCUK,.... 0.1~ """ 2JO< too run-~ .. .. "' '""' 

,. 
" • 

""""' 
,_.. Xtaasttblee ., ,. <15 """ " 

,, c ~blo&*rwkTCitll~ 
• lib)' Cjde$. 

T~.,.,..., ...-. 1.05 ' . . 0 0 ' c 

~·&tils..u~ Conifer 1.110 0 . . 0 0 0 0 
eart.t r-. per.,. 

HaMNOOds .... ' . ' ' 0 0 0 

Harvest lnventoty Convenion to carbon (prior to Inventory Conversion to Carbon DioXide 
Site Prep3ration 

Periods h<orvest) Equiv~lent (prior to harvest) 

CcrirlrU...Tt•T<n"'tS ~l.fr4oTr.es Coritwi" ..... T, .. TCDlei!I(C0: ~t.iweT~TC!OfMo(CO: 
Slc:P>8.e:...U..-.flllt.oli4ib'...:tlhii!WISiqaftN:~~tt.Lb~ 

(CC.) Ta'lniii.Cfac:a) -- ..,_., 
~-.......,~b~aN« 

K&ny- 50S or•:. clll»;l$cl._ b~wib~~ .-..:!a FM.ds.bo {' ~01--..----~~~&..0.-r.:tcn-.sc:trl..-

... -...er-r~~ KN...~---. ........ 2-'c: ..... caz...-..... 
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<--"' "-"""' MiedbB-~:zsos. 6)11 dlhl poailel.- illcarwtd .. bn&h an.:! llllm;Md-,.., cit li:t 

pa'!Ciild~ 
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N .... ~ 
~anwMIDIEf)" ~ 

o.r-w..r~-c:o,~ ~-~•<::o.OR..-. ~~-II:Jb:a..s.::...ct•2:!21l4Crks-CCZ•~·a:n.~.u*"t 

.... to;as:.,a. b!aBCCR ,_ ,eaen.~ CCZp.- l .._c.tw:o!t ~·1-tC:IC.t=--pw_,. 

~_.zs,..t.u.,.,..,.,.._ ... ....,....u.~.,.,._.....,_.'*' ..... c ~~~...-..-~~.m---.:a.-CCQ~e,_-..~........_ 

~-.s~~:-ICII!t.-

llclnl-~sb~!t~d 

c ,., 7 ,. . ._ ' " 
,., , - , ...... c ,. 
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" - ,. ..... c 
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Project Carbon Accounting: Harvesting Emissions 

This wotbi>Nt addru.sos tho non~iological ..,;ss;ons auoc:iat.d with tho project oroa's 1\atvosting aetivities. Compl-'• tho input for Stops 9· 14 on this worksheet. 

Harvest Periods Falling Opor.rtions 
Production por Emissions Assoc<ated with Yarders Emissions Associated with Tractors 

Emissions Assocm.d With Horocopters 
Day and Load•rs and Skiddars 

~~s.x ---...... _ .. _ 1!55 __ ,_...,,._ .. 
_£1:11_)1< ................ 

-~""-·-
~·&.12'p:!lldl~/fllon)'Z2DS•CCftllllrl• q.~pecre· &.l:Z~c.t:cftl,..)t'l2DI5taCOI'NIIlt_~ .....,..·s,..,.cn.J,.....)"ZZZS•_... .. ~ --.. _ .. ,_, 
tNe'lt ~~ 1C711:1ccn.\11:1 ~s::m.CQ2 .-.:a-...==b,~;~tamaCOJ ..._m"taf" lR•....c .. .-k-...CCZ 

~-..oit e:;Jh::AIOP f 1 ... Dlrr -qp ....... ""' __,~,_ .... -..... 
r=:;t~ 
.,....ttam~~ - _ ... .,_ - ...,1L - c-. ..... 1 .. ,__ 

~T-002~F*'" ...... .... _ .. -- y_ .... ..... _ .. r .... ..., r-. ... ..... .-.. ~ -= -- Etwltlt~'IICIQfle ...... ~~~ ..-C02 .-C02 
pieolsfl ........ -= ~C02 

_ .. _ -= - ... -ckhtr!ldbbiDirQi'tl .............. - -.. ---jW'.,. b-=*' ............., -.. .. .... ,., ..... - --~-·...-........ ..... --- (INM: ...... ) -- -- ---· -- --- ·-- - l - .. - _ , [INIO-o<-J 

0 10.051 45 1 .0.01 -0.17 3 .O.D4 -0.7& 0 0 .00 0 .00 

15 (1).00] •s 1 -0.01 -0.12 3 .().D4 -0..511 0 000 0.00 
30 0.031 45 1 .0.01 -0.12 3 .O.D4 .().56 0 0.00 0 .00 

45 10.031 45 1 .0.01 .().12 3 .().D4 .().56 0 000 0.00 
eo .001 45 1 .0.01 .().12 3 .0.114 -0.56 0 0.00 0.00 
75 10.001 45 1 -0.01 .().12 3 .().114 .().56 0 o_oo 0 .00 
SIO 10-001 45 1 -O.o1 -0.12 3 -0.114 .().56 0 0.00 0.00 

1115 10.001 45 1 .().D1 .().12 3 .().04 -0.56 0 0 .00 0_00 
0 . 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 
0 . 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Sum Emissions ~1.211 ·1.00 -4..71 0.00 

Landing Saws 

- ···--.. --5.33~-.. ~'='~ 
lalrel.)'l.Qbca.rt•.ntll: 
lenl"'eSC02~per-
~~b·..-=-

llblcbltt.awsatd Of*'-

.,__ 
.... S..C02~~Ar:ft ---

-0.03 

-0.02 
-0.02 

-0.02 
-O.D2 
-0.02 
-O.D2 
.().D2 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.11 

Trucking Emissions 

-Rai'CT.~--.;t~~(k!r:et.e..llt~l::a - C5--'L12-~~---= .... ~51 
~t:lfl'llh:lln.acr..cn ... ~ 
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Project Carbon Accounting: Harvested Wood Products and Processing Emissions 
This workshei!t addresses the non•biological emission.s associated with the projed area's harvesting acfivities. Complete the input for Steps 15-16 on this wori<sheet. 

Ha.rvest Periods Quantity of Forest Carbon Delivered to Mills Non..Siological Emissions Quantity of Forest Carbon Remaining 
Long-Tenn Sequestration in Wood Products 

Associated with Mills Immediately Afte.- Milling (Mill Efficiency) 
Assumption. C<>mpule4. 

Cam~ - Cooiler CO'a ~to- -002~ 
2ntwst.....( .. ""'V''.-)J(.ombl Caq>uled. ~. C02 Eq;jtalerol 1011100$ .. 

C02 E.pv.lod Tomes 01 
c....-r..~ P-o.tv.n<l I/J.£n Qolvon,d to ... , Am --"t...l"(.osmmc RemiHigC02 ~alto< Rocnai"ingC02~- CO<!ile<Wood l'locb:ls i> Use Hant.woodWocdl'l<>clJdobU... 
~to- to,_ tomes.\whoc:lj . rrbt pn>«SSed -.g Ellkioncy for Ccxiloos wa.ge-..yrar- 100YU1\'I,qc.edA-1 

100 YarW<V*d A,.,.ge I hn 
Ar:se and a...-

Campulzd: ~. Estirnooe. 
Compuood: n.-.rabel'NoonCOital-..edoo.-.m-. Tbo...qted-- Tho~ ..... ""-................. -a>d The-- pcr1ion --portion remari'tg ~er~ is assumed to be~ inmeda!Et.f ~'ftus:e8t:year1.00k remai'il.g n l.l'i8: at ye:ar 1CIO is Karw:=st.P~[T~mec'~ S11ep1S. S11ep16. dmmW!edbyllle 

as~hmpoject~ ....., ... ~ .....,.,.peroentoge delemi1odbyl>o- -- 46-3% 23.D% 
-(Sampsa~.2002)oolho c.bllaW. 

o4 ccrifer Wees 
.,_ 

............,. Growth...SiiaM!ot (Sampson. 2002) on lho TheC02.e_,_wilh.......,.sli>g 

~--
~mnated 

-llWsis.......,by ........,.. Growltl.aod lllelog• ..... mlll ~ 
~ ~ lholare~ ... pel<*ll-edlo-.. --tThsi5 The ettic:ienqro&lg frorn rnJI!; b the e.'fidllney rri-1; ton> - .. Thoea<bonln_at.,... 

ThetofbonOI-al'fNI'lOO deilllndlo- deW!ndto- r&lle<:tll>ecalban-to 
~by.,. p<IQifO Cal6:imia is0.67 (DOE 1S05b) Call'onSa is .5 (DOE 16091) for 100is29.4'lloai118QIOI 

is 29.8% of lhe r.ilial c.t.c... d<Mfed .. - to reled lorcxxil<rs - carl>oapro<U:edbwood ..... pn>clJced inwoo6proclds. ... calbandofoorod to mils. proclds. 

0 1~ 0% n .43 0.00 ~.53 51.88 0.00 39.48 0.00 
15 100% 0% 55.31 0.00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
30 100% 0% 55.31 0.00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
45 1~ ~ 55.31 0 .00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
60 100'11 0% 55.31 0.00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
75 100% ~ 55.31 0.00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
90 100'(, 0% 55.31 0.00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 

105 100'1. 0% 55.31 0.00 ~.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
0 0'1i (}% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0'1i 0% 0.00 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0'1. ~ 0.00 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Sum ol emissions associat" Yoith orocessiM of h.rnbe< -3.15 SUm of 002 eooiva!efll in W<>O<! ll<Oduds 180.48 0.00 fC\ 
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Conifer Hardwood Total Jo 
Amol.rC C02..e fndon ~ .,Usc C02-e Fnd:lcn 002'.. <::02-e ccxz... y~., ~ 

~ 
. ~ 9~- e.tm.a 002 .,.,.. .,...._ of002 002 .. eomono - - -. P"""" 002 Oocor .,...,. a002 002 .. """"'"'" ., ., ., ....., on.,.. -

~Stvti"Q = Jian'est ~ dC02 d002 "7:" ~ = I\3IIYesa eq/NUr. i:1 dC02• SbJrtr1Q hwt.:lry Hirw::st ~ dC02 dC02 d eq.:iv:6n O..W:CII harvs•l~ r. dC024 ~ ftrlotQ hi"ar*ri ~ ~ b ~ 
lhrferGq {C02 {N3~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t Wood dwood t bnl:lls. in heri:ty C02-e (BAlAae ~ - - H3rws:r: t Wood dwood t l...andSs k'l ~ d W!>:ld es ao:!b 002 • Soeques:lr Gn::lwch J\ 

~ r- :::t- ~ n t :rar:s::ea - prcdJc:s. "~ (ll.eaic la:dls (aNJrae (Me* th t Oek:md ~ ~ ~ ceiMi'i1 (Vebfc. ~...~o::Ds e$ ~ ~ ~" .xn ~ ..- ' 
T~ col • (\(_r} ~ ~ ~-ed eell:ll:llhc = (NC'i'l:> gil lr~ andb- ) T~ ) (BN~Cte ~ ~ !:oJI_. edtDthle {Conifel') IMrtic 9D T~ :atdb- (Mdne CMeb::: d \"lood f«est ~ ~ ct 
~ e (Mdlil: diht=ai! ~ d(bole t"'} T~ lilrdls crt) use ae) (l(.etJ1e dn10':3f ~ d(b* {Jik1'j: TOmesiA ~ ere) I.M Ol'l"'e$lA T~ Pr'CdJtt5. ~ CIWOOif '-

Tonnnr.t. I:IH ~ en\ ,., IMn'e ~~ ~ ~ ~,. ere f'ill) (~ crtl crt) fMci: C02• Prod..t::ls ct~ 
335 130 UJO"Jit 71 Q.ISS .52 O.a2 1.39 53.69 l 8 1 8 Cl'% 4~0.28 .66 101 14. 
•111 o.e.c 4.3 o.oc 2.7t $2.03 15 e ClS3 <L02 4 115..1ii.C ~OJ 4=2 101 
401!1 Q.B) .4: 0. 16 9 0.4~ .Q3 ~~ ~~ -~-

•u- Cl.57 4.4 O.fiT 5,19 4SAI 17 t ~45 0..05 
6 4& 17 9 Cl44 .0!1 

C2S Q5l .co 0.09 7.28 47.62 18 8 Q..4 t 0..01 
C32 :s 0.11 8 46..85 1:5 10 0,39 
~ o..ca 37 0.12 9.21 C0.23 19 10 Q.l7 0-09 
445 o....e: 35 0.13 10..07 ..s.;:s 19 10 Q.25 0.10 
451 Q4t 3C. 0.1<C tG.B2 c.t.99 2D 10 0.33 0.11 
457 Q..Q 33 0'.1-5 11.69 44.5:2 20 11 D..32 0.12 
453 0.41 l2 0..16 12..47 44.35 21 11 Q.Z2 0.12 
4611 0,40 31 0.17 13,\G 44.10 21 1.1 Q_:J2 0.12 
41e Q.39 'XI 0.1! 1:1.71 41 8 22 t2 Q.32 0.12 
'82 o.J3 29 0.1-9 1C.C8 Q.5,J Z2 1'2 0...."2 .1 
JiS iJ M D.3l5 r.s o.1'il uun a-1.e n 1"2 D..2B 0.1• 
4!11 m: 0 17.58 !!0. 23 12 11.26 0.1-4 
400 0,.3:5, 6:1 G21 19.00 79.11 24 l3 0.215 0.1-' 
4u Q.3C: sa o.zz 20.35 18.24 2.&- t'l o.2S o.u. 
C20 o..33 56 0.22 21.57 77..44 2S 1'3 
C26 0.32 54 0".23 22.85 75.68 25 u Q_22 0 .16 
•:a OJ32 52 0.23 24.G4 1S.n ~ 1.-' o.zz 0.16 
431 0..31 50 D.24 25.09 7~57 215 1.-4 1122 0.1ei 

"" " ,. u. Q.22 1 
4.51 0.3:1 .v 025 li.\5 7 4 ~ 1-C Q.22 0.115 
457 46 0.26 .'\0 4.\6 21 15 0..1g; 0.1 
463 0.29 ~ 02\i 21-.98 73.64 28 15 0..19 0.17 
4$9 Q.28 44 Q.2!S :29:.84 13..1'5 29 tS Q.19 0.17 61.87 
416 CJ.2I!, c 021 30.60 73.42 '1S 16 0.19 0.17 !iOC.$5 
.vr? nn n n?J "t''.£1'.1 t.:O 30 16 .... _... ... . ... ...._ -... 

-

-
I g__ul 

6. 111 I :;;I 
,. ... 11.10 .. . ... 111 ... 131.71 .. 23 
n C6 11.18 62 0.34 68-.81 131.23 ... 2< 
7a .... 11.10 61 ·~ 10'1 131.53 45 ,.. 

15 .. 395 ., 36 11.17 .., 0.35 72.1'9 169.32 .. 2< 

~- ""' nn ~ n,o;; TI. Dn tlt"J G,'II - ~ 

-.. 4215 0.15 .. 0.35 80,33 154.00 4& ,. 
• <32 0.16 "" 0.35 .,.. 1153.17 .. 2S 

71 ... 0.1'!J_ 110 1).35 02.16 162..3!5 .. '" 11.110 021 
_., 1&2.35 627 01 

49 2S ~08 021 493.!7 1St.S2 6!2 .. 
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Years 

7l 
15 ,. 
n ,. ,.. 
90 ., 
82 

"' .. 
"' .. 
r7 .. 
!19 .. 
91 
92 
93 

"" SIS 
96 
01 .. .. 

100 

-';.;:! 
e) 

---(C02 .. ~ .... r...- •) 

'"'' 
,. 

'" 

- esoon.-.. - dCOO 

&&no:. -In (llBFIK= -• I -r...-• 70 482 .. ... . .. ""' ... .. •2<1 
69 •2'5 
10 432 
7'1 4311 
n "' J • 1 
74 "' 5 -76 ... 
77 "" 78 <82 .. ... 
• ""' .. ... 
67 ... .. "'" ail "'" 
71 .... 
n ... ... 
" 
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Dogwood THP (Outer Area and ref ular selection) Summary (single tree selection/tractor) 

'Beginning Stocks Ending Stocks 

Emissions 
Source/Sink/Reservoir 

Metric Tonnes C02 Equivalent 
Per Aero Basis 

Live Trees 
(Conifers and Hardwoods) 

S33.01 561.17 

Wood Products 
I 16'3.20 

Site Preparation Emissions 
I 0.00 

I 

Non-biological emissions associated 
with harvesting 

-8.53 

Non-biological emissions associated I 

with milling 
-3.00 

Sum of Net Emissions/Sequestration 
over Identified Harvest Cycles (C02 

I metric tonnes) 185.83 

Project Summary 

Project Acres Step 17-lnsert the acres that are part of tho 

harvast "'"a. 
38 

Total Project Sequestration over defined 
Harvesting Periods (C02 metric tonnes) 

7,062 

Years until Carbon Stocks are Recouped from 
Initial Harvest (Includes Carbon in Live Trees, 

Harvested Wood P,roducts, and Landfill) 

10 Years 
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Dogwood THP (Outer Area) Project Carbon Accounting: Inventory, Growth, and Harvest 

This wt><ksheet addnsses the ..,questa lion and emissions associated with the projec1 area's baJonce of ha rYest, inventory, • nd growth plus an emission$ auoci:ated with site prepua1ion. Complete the input ror Steps 0- l on this WO<ksheet. 
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I This worksh.Nt aclcfnssfi the 

Harvest Periods I Falling Opor.:rtions 
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Project Carbon Accounting: Harvesting Emissions > 
emissions associatvd with the project area's harvesting activities. Complete the input for Steps 9- 14 on this worksheet 
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6o 
Project Carbon Accounting: Harvested Wood Products and Processing Emissions r 

This worksheet addresses the non•biological emissions associated with the project area's harvesting activities. Complete the input for Steps 15-16 on this worksheet. 

Ha.rvest Periods Quantity of Forest Carbon Delivered to Mills Non-Biological Emissions Quantity of Forest Ca.rbon Remaining 
Long-Tenn Sequestration in Wood Products 

Associated with Mills Immediately After Milling (Mill Efficiency) 
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0 1001'. Oi(, 55.31 0.00 -o.38 37.06 0 .00 28.20 0.00 
15 100% 014 55.31 0.00 -o.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
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60 10014 0'4 55.31 0.00 -o.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 
75 100'~ Oi(, 55.31 0.00 -o.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0 .00 
90 1001/o 0% 55.31 0.00 -o.38 37.06 0.00 28.20 0.00 

105 100'4 0'1. 55.31 0.00 -o.38 37.06 0 .00 28.20 0.00 
0 ()'!, 014 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 ,00 0.00 
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Sources Of Information: 

The following sources of information or persons were consulted for preparation of the Cumulative Impact 

Assessment. 

A. Watershed Resources: 
Thalweg profile analysis, Gualala river watershed assessment & cooperative monitoring program 
(O'Connor and Rosser 2006) 

GRWC Monitoring Plan Report 2000-2005, Kathleen Morgan , 2006 

Gualala River Watershed Technical Support Document by North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, 2001 

Gualala River Watershed Assessment Report. North Coast Watershed Assessment Program, Klamt, 

Robert R.C. LeDoux-Bioom, J. Clements, M. Fuller, D. Morse, and M. Scruggs (multidisciplinary team 

leads). 2002. Appendices. California Resources Agency, and California Environmental Protection Agency, 

Sacramento, California. 

A Study Evaluating the Effectiveness of Riparian Buffers in Minimizing Impacts of Clearcut Timber Harvest 
Operations on Shade-Producing Canopy Cover, Microclimate, and Water Temperature along a Headwater 
Stream in Northern California, Cajun Elaine James 2003 

Regional Assessment of Stream Temperatures Across Northern California and their Relationship to 

Various Landscape-Level and Site Specific Attributes, Lewis et al. 2000, Forest Science Project, HSUF 

Arcata, CA 

Dawson, T. E. 1996. The use of fog precipitation by plants in coastal redwood forests. Pages 90-93 in J. 

LeBlanc, editor. Proceedings of the conference on coast redwood forest ecology and management. University 

of California, Cooperative Extension, Forestry. 

Lewis, J., S. Mori, E. Keppeler, and R. Ziemer. 2001 . Impacts of logging on storm peak flows, flow volumes and 

suspended sediment loads in Caspar Creek, California. Pages 85-125 in: M. S. Wigmosta and Steven J. 

Burges editors. Land Use and Watersheds: Human Influence on Hydrology and Geomorphology In Urban and 

Forest Areas. Water Science and Application Volume 2, American Geophysical Union, Washington, D.C. 

Gualala River Watershed Literature Search And Assimilation By Patrick Higgins 791 Eighth Street, Suite 

N, Arcata, CA 95521 707-822-9428 

California Dept. Of Fish And Game, Stream Report Archives, Yountville, CA 

Gualala Redwoods Inc. Stream Reports For The Years 1995 To 2013 

Geo Hazard Maps Created By Tim Best, C.E.G. 
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USGS 7.5 min map Stewarts Point and McGuire Ridge 

Aerial Photographs- 2004 color photos and NAIP imagery 

Lidar imagery of the Gualala River 

Google Earth 
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B. Soil Productivity: 

GRI's geographic information system maps 

Soil Veg Maps- Dave Devries at Mesa Technical2630 Hilgard Berkeley, CA 94709 

Soil descriptions from the Soil Conservation Service 

Aerial Photographs- 2004 color photos 

C. Biological Resources: 

Sources Of Information: 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2002. Recovery Plan for the California Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora 
draytonii). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. viii+ 173 pp. 

California Red Legged Frog Movement and Habitat Use , Dr. Gary Fellers, Western Ecology Research 
Center, July 2007 

CNPS web site 2013 

California Natural Diversity Data Base, March 1, 2014. 

Raptors of California, Hans and Pam Peeters, 2005 University of California Press 

The Audubon Society Field Guide to North American Bird, John Whitaker, Alfred Knopf Inc 1992 

The Audubon Society Field Guide to North American Bird, Bebler and King, Alfred Knopf Inc 1992 

California Mammals, E.W. Jameson and Hans Peeters, University of California Press, Berkeley, 1988. 

California's Wildlife, Vol. I - Amphibians and Reptiles, California Statewide Wildlife Habitat Relationships 
System, May 2, 1988. 

California's Wildlife, Vol. II - Birds, California Statewide Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, November, 
1990. 

California's Wildlife, Vol. Ill - Mammals, California Statewide Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, April, 
1990. 

Field Guide to the Birds of North America, National Geographic Society, 1987. 

Scats and Tracks of the Pacific Coast, James Halfpenny, 1999 Falcon Publish 

The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California, James C. Hickman, editor. University of California Press, 

Berkeley, 1993. 

FRAP Multi-source Land Cover Data v02_2 (FVEG02_2, 2002) 

CA Resources Agency Ownership Data (GOVLANDS, July 2002) 

NCWAP North Coast Watershed Assessment Program, March 2003 
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Gualala Redwoods Inc. Stream Reports For The Years 1995 To 2013 

Gualala River Watershed Technical Support Document by North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 2001 

TMDL by the EPA 2002 

GRI Westside THP Fisheries Report by Dennis Halligan NRM 1434 Third St. Eureka, CA 95501 

Gualala River Watershed Literature Search And Assimilation By Patrick Higgins 791 Eighth Street, Suite 

N, Arcata, CA 95521 707-822·9428 

Pam Town, Biologist, Billings Montana 

California's Wildlife Volume I, II and Ill, Published by CDFG, April1990 

Gualala Redwoods Database On Fish Habitat-GRI Gualala CA 

GRI property wide Rare Plant Assessment by Clare Golec, updated 2001 

Nest Site Selection And Breeding Status Of Ospreys In The Gualala Redwoods, HJW 

Wildlife Species With Special Status That May Be Present On Gualala Redwoods Or Other HJW 

Managed Properties By Lawrence Kobernus 1995 Updated By Troy Leopardo 1999 

CDF Guidelines For Species Surveys. RPF Mass Mailing July 1999 

Northwest Weeds, Ronald Taylor, Mountain Press Publishing 1990 

Pacific Coast Berry Finder , Gleen Keator, Natural Study Guild 1978 

Additional Persons contacted for Information on cumulative Impacts analysis-

John Bennett- forester for GRT 

Phil Chidlaw-ex-GIS specialist for GRI 

Henry Alden- forester for GRT 

Konrad Pehl- ex-forester for GRI 
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