SECTION IV

Cumulative Impact Assessment
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Statutory and Regunlatory Framework Discussion

Forest Practice Act and Forest Praclice Rules

The Z’berpg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (FPA) establishes a comprehensive system for
regulating limber harvesting on private lands. (See Pub. Resources Code [PRC] § 4311 et seq.) This
regulatory regime is implemented through the Forest Practice Rules (FPRs), developed and adopted
by the State Board of Forestry and administered by CalFire. The FP'Rs impose detailed requirements
that control all aspects of timber harvesting, The 2023 FPRs span nearly 400 pages. The FTPA requires
landowners to submit a THP prepared by a Registered Professional Forester (RPF) before harvesting,
CalFire works with a multi-agency “Review Team™ to evaluate, revise, and refine the THP. (Sce PRC
§§ 4581-4583.5; 14 Cal. Code Regs. [CCR] §§ 1037- 1037.1) CDFW and the Regional Waler
Boards—the agencies with primary responsibility for protecting the State’s fish, wildlife and water
resources—atre Review ‘l'eam members, as is the California Geological Survey (CGS), which
scrutinizes THPy for slope stability (PRC § 4582.6; 14 CCIL § 1037.3.). CalFire next circulates the
THP for public comment along with rafts of supporting technical information. Trs “Official
Response” responds to the public comments and sets forth its decision whether to approve or deny
the THP. (Sce PRC §§ 4582.6-4582.7; 14 CCR §§ 1037.1, 1037.8.)

CalFire cannot approve a T'HP if “[{lmplementation of the plan as proposed would cause a violation

of any requirement of an applicable water quality control plan adopted or approved by the State
Water Resources Control Board.” (14 CCR § 898.2, subd. (h).) Nor can Caltire approve a THP ifits
implementation may result in “take™ or cause significant harm to a listed specics under state or
federal law, c.z., the federal Endangered Species Act. The FPRs have an article that imposes
requirements to ensure harvesting activities, road or landing construction, and other timber operations
have no adverse effects on water quality, aquatic and riparian species, or riparian ecological
functions, including {rom sediment and temperature. (See 14 CCR §§ 936-936.12 [Water Course and
Lake Protection].} The designation ol a watercourse class is dependent on the presence or potential
presence of fish or the capability to support other aquatic life, or to transport sediment to fish-bearing
walers, The Board of Forestry has continuously updated the FPRs to make them more protective of
the environment. In 2009, it adopted the Anadromous Salmonid Protection (AS1) Rules (sec 14 CCR
§ 936.9), and in 2014 adopted the “Road Rules,” a set of regulations to incrcase sediment control
requirements. {See 14 CCR § 943 st seq.)

Cumulative Impacts Analysis under CEQA and the FPRs

The THP review and approval process is a certified regulatory program Tor the purposes of CEQA
(PRC § 21080.5; 14 CCR. § 15251, subd. (a)), and a THP is decemed to comply with CEQA’s
requirements for preparation of an EIR. (Ebbetts Puass 11, supra, 43 CalAth at 943-44.) Although a
THP differs from an EIR due to the prescriptive requirements of the FPRs, a THP still must include
an evaluation of the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts. (See 14 CCR. §§ 898,
©32.9; sce also Kast Bay Mun, Uil Dist. v. Dep’t of Forestry & Fire Prot. (1996) 43 Cal.App.4th
1113, 1127 (EBMUIN) The FPRs require those impacts to “be assessed based upon the methodology
described in Board Technical Rule Addendum Number 2 “Cumulative Impacts Assessment™] ...
[and] be guided by standards of practicality and rcasonableness.” (Ebbetts Pass 11, supra, 43 Cal.4th
at 944 jquoting 14 CCR § 8981.) The FPRs limit the asscssment “lo closely related past, present and
Reasonably Foresceable Probable Fulure Projects within the same ownership and to matters of public
record.” (14 CCR § 898.) CallFire must also “supplement the information provided by the . . . Plan
submitter when necessary to ensure thal all relevant information is considered.” (1d.) “{ CalFire], as
lead agency, shall make the final determination regarding assessment sutticiency and the presence or
absence of significant adverse Cumulative Tmpacts . . . based on a review of all sources of
information provided and developed during review of the Plan,” (14 CCR § 932.9, Add. 2.) Technical
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Rule Addendum No. 2 (TRA 2) provides a comprehensive checklist that RPFs must follow for the
cumudative impacts assessment. First, the THP must “establish and briefly describe the assessment
area within or surrounding the Plan for cach resource subject {to be assessed] and shall briefly
explain the rationale for establishing the resouree arca.” (14 CCR § 932.9, Add, 2; see 14 CCR §
898.) The eight mandatory resource subjects to be evaluated range from Watershed o Biological 1o
Greenhouse (Gases to Wild{ire Risk and Tazard. (14 CCR §932.9, subd. {c}.) The planning watershed
maps distributed by CalFire must be used fo evaluate impacts absent explicit approval by the
Director, (14 CCR § 895.1 {defining “Planning Watershed™].) The THP must identify and briefly
describe “past, present, and Reasonably Foresceable Probable Future Projects,” and describe “any
continuing significant adverse impacts {rom past land use activities within the assessment area(s) that
may add to the impacts of the proposed project.” (14 CCR § 932.9.3 inally, the Appendix lo TRA 2
provides extensive guidelines for the RPF’s evaluation of whether the THEP will “cause or add to
significant adverse Cumaulative Impacts.”
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9 Cumnlali : 3 fte :
(a) Do the assessment area(s) of resources that may be affecied by the proposed projeci contain
any past, present, or reasonably foresceable probable future projects?
Yes X No

If the answer is yes, identify the project(s) and affected resource subjeci(s).

Pust, present and [uture projects are contained within the Watershed Assessinent Area and Biological
Assessment Area, being the largest of the assessment areas, Notably, past projects include residential
development and subdivision, town development ((Gualala, CA) and highway construction,
recreation, logging, ranching, and timber harvest prior 1o the Vorest Practice Rules, as well as afler
the FPRs and today. Future projects within these larger assessment areas include ongoing THP and
NTMP harvesting, ranching and grazing aclivities, forest fire prevention work, recreation
development, highway maintenance, residential building and expansion, and eity maintenance and
development.

“Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects™ is defined by the I'orest Practice Regulations to
mean: “projects with activities that may add to or lessen impact(s) of'the proposed THP including but
not limited to: 1) ifthe project is a THP on land which is controlled by the 'THP submitter, the TP is
currently expected to commence within but not limited to, 5 vears or, 2) if the proiect is a THP on
Jand which is not under the control of the TIHP submitter the THP has been submitted or on-the-
ground work including THY preparation has materially commenced, or 3) if the project is not a THP,
and a permit {s required from a public agency, and the project is under environmental review by the
public agency, or 4) if the project is one which is under taken by a public agency, the agency has
made a public announcement of the intent Lo carry out the project.

(b) Are there any confinuing, significant adverse impacts from pastland use activities that may
add to the impacts of the proposed project?

Yes X No

If the answer is yes, identify the project(s) and affecied resource subjcet(s).

Inthe Wild{irc Risk and Havard and Noise Assessment Areas, continuing signiticant adverse impacts
from past land use activities, prior to the FPRs and after the FPRs, and from potential future land use
and development, within and adjacent to the TP area, may exist for the Wildfire Risk and Hazard
and Noise Resource Subjects, specifically regarding fuel loading and proximity to residential arcas.

(¢} Will the proposcd project as presented, in combination with pasi, present, and reasonable
foreseeable probable future projects identified in items (1) and (2} above, have a reasonable
potential to canse or add to significant cumulative impacts in any of the following resource
subjects?

No reasonably

potential
Yes after No after siznificant
mitigation (1) niitigation (2) effects (3)
A. Watershed X
B. Soil Productivity X
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C. Biological X
D. Recreation - - X
E. Visual - - X
F. Traffic - S X
G. Greenhouse Gases (GHG) - - X
H. Wildfire Risk and Hazard X

I. Other (Noise) - X -

1) “Yes, after mitigation” means that potential significant adverse Cumulative Impacts are left after
application of the Rules and mitigations or alternatives proposed by the Plan Submitter.

2) “No after mitigation” means that any potential for the proposed timber operation to cause or add
to significant adverse impacts by itself or in combination with other projects has been reduced to
insignificance or avoided by mitigation measures or alternatives proposed in the Plan and application
of the Rules.

3) “No reasonable potential significant adverse impacts” means 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.

NOTE: Guidance on evaluating Impacts to resource subjects are provided within the Appendix to
Technical Rule Addendum No. 2.

(d) If column (1) is checked in (c) 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 (2) is checked in (c) above describe what mitigation measures or
alternatives have been selected which will substantially reduce or avoid reasonably potential
significant adverse Cumulative Impacts.

“No, after Mitigation”

(H): WILDFIRE RISK AND HAZARD — The RPF has disclosed that impacts related to wildfire risk and
hazard are possible given the close proximity of timber operations to the community of Sea Ranch and
other residential and public areas within 300’ of the THP. Timber harvesting can result in increased surface
fuel loading for a period of time following active operations. With time this woody material decomposes
and is reincorporated into the forest floor/soil, however before decomposition occurs, surface fuel loads can
be heightened. Specific mitigations have been proposed by the RPF and described in Sections II and IV.
Mitigations for wildfire risk and hazard impacts include:

- Logging slash will be treated within 100 feet of the property line shared with the Sea Ranch
community.

-Slash will be treated using the lop-and-scatter method and/or crushed with equipment to a low
height (<30”). The treatment, in combination with Selection and STA silvicultural methods proposed along
the property line, is expected to reduce the risk of wildfire spreading or contributing to high intensity
wildfires and improve current stand and fuel loading conditions.

Alternative Mitigations Considered but Not Selected: The fuelbreak/ defensible space prescription was
considered by the timberland owner and RPF to reduce the potential impacts, however Single- Tree
Selection with the slash treatment was chosen instead. This prescription has a higher basal area retention
than the fuel break prescription, and is better suited to meet the objectives of the timberland owner which
is to increase conifer growth from all age classes, thin the stand in a selective manner to create fire resilience,
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PART OF PLAN

B. Soil Productivity

The soil assessment areas are confined to the soils within the timber harvesting area.

Rationale:

Soils outside of this area are unlikely to be significantly impacted by operations. As a result, this best
represents the area in which potential adverse impacts may be detected. Soils outside these areas should be
left undamaged and untouched by this timber harvest.
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C. Biological

The Biological Assessment area (BAA) comprises all the area within 0.7 miles of the plan boundary. The
6,143 acre BAA is portrayed on the WAA and BAA Maps located at the end of this Section.

Rationale:

Terrestrial plants and animals further away from the harvest area will be less affected by the disturbance
than those within the plan area. Aquatic species downstream from the THP area may be affected by water
temperatures and sedimentation moving downstream. In addition, this assessment area was chosen because
it coincides with the survey area for the Northern Spotted Owl set forth in the Forest Practice Rules.

D. Recreational

The recreational resource assessment area includes the harvest area plus 300 feet surrounding the harvest
area.

Rationale:
Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 Cumulative Impact Assessment.

E. Visual

Visual resource assessment area includes those areas within a three-mile radius of the harvest area from
which significant numbers of the general public may view the proposed operation.

Rationale:
Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 Cumulative Impact Assessment.

F. Traffic

The traffic assessment area includes the first roads not part of the logging area on which logging traffic
must travel and those roads commonly used by logging traffic.

Rationale:

The only roads that will be affected are those used by logging trucks and trucks hauling equipment to and
from the operation. The roads outside the plan submitter’s ownership include unnamed public roads leading
to California State Route 1 from the Gualala Point Regional Park area and northern Sea Ranch community,
and the Middlegate Road leading to California State Route 1 past the Sea Ranch Dog Park. The most
southern access point to the project is at California State Route 1.

G. Greenhouse Gases (GHG):

The Greenhouse Gases (GHG) Assessment Area is that area within the THP boundary and all roads located
outside the boundary that will be used as part of harvest operations on this THP.

Rationale:

While all carbon sequestration is limited to the plan area, this is true for most but not all emissions generated
by the proposed project. Those emissions associated with the project but not created within the plan
boundary, log delivery, and processing at the mill, are accounted for in the GHG Calculator.
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H. Wildfire Risk Assessment:

The majority of the plan arca is within a High Fire Severity Zone, with some very high and moderate
areas according to the FRAP map titled Sonoma County STATH RESPONSIBILITY AREA FIRIE
HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES (June 15, 2023).

The assessment area includes the THP, and all ofthe surrounding area in the vicinity within 300 feet,
including the residential homes and dweilings.

Rationale:

Modification to the vertical and horizontal distribution ol forest fuels and the use of internal
combustion tools or vehicles that can affect wildfire risk or hazard associated with the proposed
timber operations is limited to the plan areda. The assessment area includes the entire plan boundary
plus 300 feet outside of the plan boundary, This allows for assessment of possible ignition sources
and forest fuel loading not associated with the propesed project but could combine to produce a
cumulative increase in wildlire risk and hazard,

I. Other (Noise): The noisc assessment area includes the area within 0.3 miles of the project
boundary.

Rationale:

This is the greater of known distance for noise disturbance from timber operations for some listed
wildlife species {FPRs, 14CCR 919.3(¢c)). For people, this distance should be equally acceptable.
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grants from the State Water Resouree Confrofl Board (State WRCB)Y 319(h) program and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDEG) SB271 program.

The GRWCMPR and NC WAL 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. NCWADP was developed through cooperative
cfforts with landowners, government agencies and public cooperators.

The Cualala River Watershed Technical Support Document (GRWTSD) prepared by the Water
Qualily Control Board in 2001 as supporting documentation for the TMDL analysis by the EPA was
also reviewced 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 erpsion control mcaswre prioritization and
implementation.

Additional references are THP reports prepared for GRI by fisherics experts, in particular a report by
fisheries biologist Dennis IHalligan 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 Departiment of Fish and Witdlife have
previously been examined for information regarding the Gualala River and most of that infonmation
was summarized in the NCWAP report.

Watershed work and analysis is continually 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 salimonids. GRWC crews
have been annually monitoring stream reaches since the two reports cited above were published in
2003. GRT is continuing these monitoring programs on its property in the Gualala River Watershed.
‘The most comprehensive study to date, The North Coast Watershed Assessment Program
(NCWAP), has been extensively reviewed and cited s a pertinent source of watershed conditions
in this harvest plan assessment area, Additional information is laken from reporis written for
previous harvest plas such as the report by consulting Fisheries Biologist Dennis Halligan of
Natural Resources Management Corporation (Halligan 2003). Mr. Halligan®s report contained
valuable analysis ol the availabie information and some ol 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 Crualala 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 Walershed Technical Support Document ({GRWTSD) prepared by the Water
Quality Control Beard 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 thosc sources and {o provide
information for non-point source assessment, project planning, and implementation.

The North Coast Walershed Assessment Program (NCWAP) provides a description of the South
Fork Gualala River.

“Downstream of the confluence with Wheatfield Fork, the South Fork Gualala consists of
un aggraded channel leading to the estuary. Substrate in the flood plain iy almost
completely gravel, with some pockets of sand and silt. During low supmmer flow, the
active chaniel up (o 23 feer wide shifts to each side of the gravel basin over 200 feet wide
in some areas. Pools greater than 2 fi. In depth between Wheatfleld Fork and Big
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Pepperwood Creek comprise less than 10% totad survey lengih. Photos fronr 1936 and
1942 show this same pattern with over 80% of the watershed in an old growih,
undisturbed condifion af this time. This firther substantiates a basic finding of the study
thet geologic processes define habitat condifions (at least in the lower Gualala River).
The basin is fifled with probably more than 10 feet of alfuvivm deposited probably over
many thousands of years, presumably in-sfepr with sea fevel rises since the last Iee Age.
The estimated thickness of the alluvium is collaborated in places with drillers logy 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 recches of the South Fork. Major disruptions afong the San
Andreas Fault and (ributary faulis bisecting the South Fork subbasin basically define
sediment sources over geologic time. Sediment Sizes in the lower busin reaches are
largefy controlled by declining stream gradieni. This decline in gradient vecurs as the
Gualala River encouniers deep altivial valley fiffs that hove been deposited vver geologic
tirme in response 1o rising sea Jevels ™

“Two land use eras characterize the Lower South Fork (1) steant donkey, redhwood old
growth harvesting between 1868 and 1911, and (2) tractorseable harvesting 199/ to
present. Most of the entive Lower South Pork basin (downstream of the Wheatfield
confluence) was cleared of old growth timber by [9/1, After this time, the Lower South
Forkwas inactive up to the late [980s. Mid-century tractor operations mostly avoided
the area. This minimized overall construction of in stream landings and streamside roads
in this part of the waiershed”,

The NCWAP report is a significant amount of data collected and analyzed by qualilied licensed
professionals. NCWAP was published in March 2003 and contains the most comprehensive and
scientifically valid information to dafe in regard to the existing conditions and how it relates to
past fand 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) Mast of the Gualala River Watershed has improved from 1984 to 1999/2000, based on acrial
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 10 a degree discernable in
199972000 aerial phaotos.

2) Pool habitat, cscape 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 channe! is low throughout the walershed. Increasing the instream habitat
complexity is the top recommendation category for all of the sub-basins.

3y 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.

3) Harvest of coastal redwood and Douglas-fir aclively oceurs today, but with substantially
improved practices. While some arcas of the watershed experienced more improvement than
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others during this period, an overall trend fowards improvement in the transport reaches was
observed.

Also gecording to NCWAP-
Based on the information available for the Gualala River Watershed, salmonid populations are
currently being limited by:

1- (ieneral watershed-wide lack of instream habitat complexity;

2- Instream sediment conditions in some areas;

3- Hich summer water temperatures in the mainstems; and

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- Fvaluate and address non-road sediment sources,

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

were imiting)

b- Protect high quality habitat from degradation.

7- Reduce livestock and feral pig entry.

8- Evaluate fish rescue aciivities,

G- Continug in-channel characteristics and stream flow monitoring,

10- Expand aerial phioto interpretation of channel characteristics.

11- Fxpand temperature monitoring into eastern portions of watershed.

Historically, the Big Pepperwood Creck, Maouth of Gualala and Black Point watersheds were logged
for old growth at the turn ol the last century, and it wasn’t until afier the depression that the middle to
upper watershed areas were entered. These areas which are mostly upstream of the watershed which
is the focus of this analysis were heavily impacted in the period between 1952 and 1968 according to
aerial photo analysis by NCWAP. Road construction was intense and heavily impacted the
watercourscs since roads were built close 1o watercourses and often destabilized the adjacent steep
slopes.

Because of the geology of the area the landslide potential is high and this intense period of harvesting
and road building over a short period of time created numerous lailures that reached the
watcrcourses, particularly in the middle and upper watershed drainages. Canopy closure on all
watersheds was significantly reduced affecting stream femperatures and it has taken several decades
for streamside canopy to recover.

Alter a period of relative inactivity in the 70s and 80s lighter entrics occurred in the 90s removing
residuals that were lefl from the original stands. in the Big Pepperwood watershed, the history of
carlicr lopging has resulted in stands that are approximately 90 to 110 vears old while in the middle
and upper reaches of the above listed drainages the stands are now around 60 vears old, Canopy
closure has slowly improved, scdiment has slowly flushed through the system and old roads have
slowly revegetated, been improved, or been abandoned. In the mid 2000°s NCWQUE asked that
GR17s predecessor GRI to limit activities in these watsrsheds to allow for further improvement in
conditions and as a result of this informal agreement very little aclivity has taken place in this
watershed in the last decade or more.
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Along the Gualala River there are extensive alluvial terrace deposits that are covered with second
growth redwood forest, These alluvial flats act as a bufler between the stecper upslope arcas, from
which sediment is migraling, and the major watercourses. Sediment that is carried from transport
reaches steep Class 1, 1T and [T walercourses at the headwaters of the watershed units drop out of
suspension as they cross the lower gradient storage reaches that occur adjacent 1o the river. Also,
Class 111 watercourses that feed directly into the alluvial {lats disappear into the sandy soil without
contributing their sediment [oad directly to higher order watercourses, Numerous low spots within the
flats along these watercourses also act as sediment catch basins when they periodically overflow their
banks, The side slopes are vegetated with redwood, Douglas-fir, sugar pine, tan oak, madrone, and
several other hardwood species in small amounts.

The South Fork of the Gualala follows the San Andreas TFault in a 100-200-foot-wide aggraded
alluvial channel with less than 1% gradient. The summer low flow wetted ehannel is approximately
25 feet wide. The substrate is composed exclusively of smalk gravel and sand. The stream banks are
10-30 feet high and have a 30% slope prior (o transitioning onto the terrace. The riparian zone is
composed of densely spaced 2™ growth redwoods in the 12-10-40-inch dbh size classes, Due to
channel width, the effective shade canopy is low even though the adjacent forest can be as high as
180 feet. Lack of bank erosion and evidence from historic aerial photography indicates litlle or no
active channel migration. The narrow-wetted channel does meander within the wider channel zone
but appears to be amazingly consistent in its location over the last forty years.

The floodplains @t the bottom of the Big Pepperwood Creck and Mouth of Gualala watersheds
considered in the watershed analysis, in its lower subbasin, and adjacent to the Gualala River are
sediment deposilion arcas, not source arcas. (R has documented an increasc in floodplain elevation
between 1953 and 1986 of approximately 3.5 (eet in some parts ol the flood prone arcas adjacent to
the Gualala River,

The watershed resources that are affected by potential adverse fmpacts of this project are the
beneficial uses of waler in the Gualala River which are designaled in the Water Quality Control Plan
for the North Coast Region (Scction 2, Table 2-1) as: municipal supply and domestic supply,
agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial process supply, groundwater recharge,
freshwater replenishment, navigation, hydropower generation, water contact recreation, non-water
contact recreation, commercial and sport fishing, warm freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitar,
wildlife habital, rare, threatened, or endangered species, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning,
estuarine habitat, aquaculfure, and subsisience fishing. “The following table indicates sstimated cubic
feet per sccond (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 Uscs in the Goalala River Watershed
Water Use Estimated Maximum

Lser Withdrawal Rate (cfs)
SWRCR appropriative rights » I _ 8
Vincyards irrigation and frost _ 27-100
| Rural Residential _ ) 2.5
North Gualala Water Company i 2

Seam Donkey Thuber Harvest Plan

168



Sea Ranch _ 28
Potential total diversion amount . ) 42,3 -115.3

1. Watershed Effects

a. Sediment Effects:

Sediment-induced cumulative watershed effects oceur when carth materials transported by surface or
mass wasting erosion enter a watercourse system at separate localions and are then combined at a
downslream location to produce a change in water quality or channel condition. The WA A lies within
the greater Gualala River Watershed which is listed as 303(d) for Aluminum, Temperaturc and
Sedimentation/Siltation Impairment. Within the Black Point, Mouth of (Gualala and Big Pepperwood
Creek Planning Watersheds, primary historical and present activilies include the development of the
town of Gualala, road and watercourse crossing construction, timber harvesting, milling and lumber
production, agricultural production, water and sewage treatment, livestock grazing, wildland burning,
residential building and subdivisions, and recreation. The Sea Ranch was established in 1964, and
prior 1o this was a large [amily-owned ranch, the Rancho Del Mar. [nland and cast of this ranch,
where the project area lies, was owned, managed and harvested by Gualala Redwood, Ine (GRI) since
1948, and became part of the Gualala Redwood Timber, LLC ownership in 2015, Amongst these
activities, the primary drivers of increased sedimentation to downstream resources include road
building, deferred road maintenance, road failurcs, natural erosion processes, floeding of the Gualala
River and agricultural operations upslope and directly adjacent to watercourses. Increased sediment is
primarily responsible for poot filling and gravel embeddedness resulling in a decreasc in available
habitat for spawning and rearing salmonids. Increased sediment also can contribute to increased
temperature due to pool filling.

Within both the WAA and the project area, logging conducted in the 1850s to the 1960s placed an
enormous amount of sediment and large woody debris (1. WD) within the watercourses. Much ofthe
LWD was buried in the deposiled scdiment. The morphology of the channels were also abered
through widening and flatiening, The Giualala River Watershed experienced infensive harvest activity
beginning with oxen logging to the tumn of the 20" Century. Usc of steam donkeys and railroad
logging followed this era and usc of watercourse channels continued to be used as logging roads, skid
trails, oxen tratls, and railroad access. The watercourses are now showing some evidence of down
cutting through the sediment and buricd I.WD is emerging, Where the watercourses have cut through
the sediment, steepencd banks exist. The sediment in the over sicepened banks is being slowly
rcleased into the streams during high flow events, Tractor logging aud logging truck use began inthe
1940s in the Gualala arca.

The California Coastal Commission established the Coastal Commission Zone in 1972, which most
of the plan lies within, and eslablished Special Treatment Arcas. I'wo ol these areas are localed
partially within the THP: The Gualala River STA and The Sea Ranch Area STA. The former was
established for the values of “sites of significant scenic value™ and for “wetlands, lagoons, sireams,
estuaries, and marine cnvironments™; the latter was established for the value of “scenic view
corridor”, These STAs have been harvested more than one time within the Plan Submitter’s
ownership at & low intensity of harvest following the guidelines in the FI'Rs.

liffects ol past activitics can be secn today in some arcas within the WA A, where sediment was once
delivered to the watercourse in mass wasting, skid trails, and walercourse crossings.

The landowner is involved in an ongoing project o evaluate and rehabilitate their entire road system
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. Town and Residential Development: The human population levels of the area have
steadily increased over time. The development of the town of (Gualala began in the 1860s as a mill
town. During this time and decades after, the town supported the workers and families of the logging
and mill industries. In the more recent past, the town supports residential citizens, landowners,
travelers, and tourism. With the development of The Sea Ranch in the 1960s and the construction of
California State Route 1, the WAA has scen a steady inercasc in visitors and residential building and
development,
Currently there are many residences located throughout the watershed mainly localed on semi-rural
land (neighborhoods nestied into undeveloped areas) near the ocean and chistered around The Sea
Ranch, California State Route 1 and the town of Gualala, The eastern part of the WAA s
mountainous and forested, with significantly less development than the west side, owned by the plan
submitier and other larger industrial and non-industrial landowners. Whenever there is human
activity, there is polential for adverse effects on the environment. Human population growth affects
all resources, either directly or indircctly, and incrcased pressure upon rural settings is a
manifestation of those impacts. Accelerated evosion can oceur from access roads and home sites
through the diversion of natural watercourse patterns. Chemical and biological pollutants can enter
waterways Trom septic systems, gardens, and roads. The increasing human population reduccs the
inventory of productive soils and disrupts wildiife. [t reduces wildland reereational opportunities and
disrupts the visual resources. The county/stale controls almost all land use activities with regulations
designed to prevent significant adverse impacts. The Sea Ranch alse has community rules and
guidelines for homeowners and residents that arc built around their sthics regarding the environment.

+ Road Building: Road building is associated with all the other past land uses discussed
hers.

The sedimentation of watercourses from far past projects (before the FI'Rs and early logging) is
perhaps the greatest past and continuing impact within the watershed and a major contributing factor
to that would be the consiruction and use of forest and ranch roads. Several sources including the
Handbook for Forest and Ranch Roads (Weaver, Weppner and Hagans, 2015} and the Klamath
Resource Information System (KRIS) indicate that road failures can contribute both fine and course
sediment to streams, and accumulated road failures in large storm events can have catastrophic
effects, such as filling in pools und reducing habitat complexity. Studies cited within KRIS show that
roads can contribute 50 to 80% of the sediment that enters streams and the amount of sediment
delivered from forests with roads can be more than 300 times greater than from undisturbed forest
land. Roads on ranch lands and those leading to rural and suburban parcels also coniribute to
sediment problems in a watershed. Surface erosion {rom roads can produce chronic sources of fine
sediment, which can diminish salmon and steelhead spawning success. Roads constructed next to
streamns are chronic contributors of fine sediment, particularly if they are used in winter months.
Winter logging on seasonal road exacerbates this problem because the truck wheels pump fines from
within the roadbed to the surfacc, Fine sediment from roads that enters streams (ills interstitial spaces
in gravel streambeds, reducing survival of salmon and steelhead eggs and aquatic insecls.

Road construction in the past was nol regulated as it is now and resources such as the Handbook for
Forest and Ranch Roads were not available to private landowners. State and county roads nex! 1o
watercourses are there because of historic uses associated with livestock watering needs and gentle
gradients. Roads for timber harvest were constructed within and next to streams and were commonly
used during wet winter periods. There are historic logging roads within the WAA that arc located
within the floodplain of the Gualala River, under the ownership of the Plan submitter. These roads
have been in good condition for decades and are actively maintained by the landowner. Mid-siope
road construction from early logging altered drainage patterns of the watershed assessment area and
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proper watercourse crossings were not installed, This fikely caused impacts and were addressed as
necessary, but proper upgrades were not installed until more recent limber harvest plans (last 30
years). Much of the property has been addressed in the more recent past and has been monitored and
maintained for multiple decades without major failure or sediment delivery. Recognition of road and
crosion problems in the Gualala River walcrshed has led to several road improvenent and erosion
control projects in reeent years. There are however many small landowners that continue to use road
systems during wel periods and who conduet Jittle or no upgrades to their road systems.

o Timber Harvesting: Before the implementation of the Forest Practice Act ol 1973, carly and
historic

topging activitics did not take into consideration hydrology, erosion, mass wasting or the watercourse
proteetion issues that forest harvesting focuses on today. Although there is evidence of this within
watercourse channels and WLPZ s through filled in channels, widened valleys and skid trails, these
cffects are older and wealhered due to the {act that many of these facilitics have not been used in
multiple past projects. The facilities that have been recently reused in multiple enirics are upslope,
mostly on gentle flat ground with little construction, and have intact waterbars at appropriate spacing.
The last harvest entry on the TTTP area was in 2010 as an uneven aged, single-tree selective harvest of
redwood and Douglas-{ir. All previous modern day past projects within the THP area were also
harvested as Seloction, The recent 2017 THP upslope of the plan utilized the even aged management
sysiem of clear-cut regeneration harvest in 10-30 acre, spaced-out blocks on gentle, ridge-top ground,
This THF focused on resetting stands o shift the imbalance of species back to redwood dominated
(versus pine and brush dominated). These projects used ground-based methods for the removal of
timber. Initial skid trail patterns that feed to landings and roads were not always designed with
walgrcourses or the watershed in mind, rather they used the morphology of the landscape to their
advantage, no matter the impact. Seme of these systens can he used in reverse or in a way that
avoids the impacty of the past.

[n the historic pasl, roads and skid trails were construeted either directly in or adjacent to
walercourscs resulting in sedimentation of the waterconrses and reduction of shade canopy. Large
increases in large weody debris and inercased sediment inputs resulted in the storage of large
amounts ol sediment, As the woody debris begins to decay, stored sediment is moving through the
watershed. Furthermore, lack of adeguate crosion control on skid trails, roads and watercourse
crossings resulted in the deposition of sediment and organic debris into the watercourse channels,
Overall impacts itom past timber management, however, appear to have been beneficial, The lands
remain forested with various levels of regeneration dependent upon location.  Incidental adverse
impacts to watershed resources are more likely associated with past skidding palterns, road
maintenance or primary log transport using watercourses rather than harvesting per se. After the
FPRs, all past projects in the WAA did not usce the skid trails that are directly located inside of major
watercourse drainages, therefore these sireams are sill recovering from the initial and pre-FPR
harvests and yarding methods.

Sediment Effects-Quantitative Analysis of Past Projects — 10 Year

‘The majority of the past projects approved or harvested within the WAA in the last 10 years were the
above mentioned 2017 THP, the approval ol 4 Non-industrial Timber Management Plan NTO
(Notice of Timber Operations) in 2013, and all or portions of 13 other THPs, all including no harvest
arcas; ~12% of the WAA. The largest singular approved project in the last 10 years in the Big
Pepperwood Creck Watershed is portions of TP 1-23-00073-MEN at 299 acres; in the Mouth of
Cualala Watershed is 1-20-00144-SON at 252 acres; and in the Black Point Watershed is TTIP 1-17-
049-SON at 139 acres. All 3 of these projects are under the plan submitter’s control.
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A query of Calfire-GIS THP and NTMP/NTO data has indicated there has been regular approval of
Timber Harvests (T'HDPs and NTMPs) within the asscssment area during the past 10 vears. See WAA
and BAA harvest history maps at the end of this section fer an indication of silvicullural category,
Jocation within the watershed, and THP and N'TMP number. All of the past THP projects on the
ownership have been completed and meet stocking. Approximately 12% of ihe watershed assessment
area has had timber harvest activity within the last 10 years.
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Past, Present and Future Timber Harvest and Project Activity 2013 to 2023

THP: Steam Donkey

CDFPWS Name:

Big Pepperwood Creek
CALWNUM: 1113.850201

Harvest Year

2013

2013

2015

2017

2019

2020

2023
2023

2023

Harvest Plan Number

Harvest Plans

1-08NTMP-009 NTO4  Group Selection

1-13-061 MEN

1-15-042-SON

1-17-104-SON

1-19-00197-MEN

1-20-00003-SON

1-22-0042 SON
1-22-00043-SON

1-23-00073-MEN

Clearcut
Selection
No Harvest
Clearcut
Selection

Shelterwood Removal

Variable Retention
Transition
Clearcut
Transition

Group Selection
No Harvest
Selection

Variable Retention
Selection

No harvest

Total:

Silviculture

Acres

54.05
37
14.5
116.74
77
57
24.3
14.6
29
9.6
40.6
1.9
355
239
52
8
817.79

Past, Present and Future Timber Harvest and Project Activity 2013 to 2023

THP: Steam Donkey

CDFPWS Name:

Mouth of Gualala

CALWNUM: 1113.850202

Harvest Plans

Harvest Year THP Number Silviculture Acres
2015 1-15-033 SON Clearcut 89.5
No Harvest 16.3
Selection 15.41
2015 1-15-042 SON No Harvest 6.25
Selection 99.35
2016 1-16-047 SON Clearcut 85.5
No Harvest 15
Selection 99.1
2017 1-17-049 SON Selection 0.78
2019 1-19-00051 SON Selection 78.46
2020 1-20-00144 SON Group Selection 252.28
2021 1-21-00076-SON No Harvest 33
Selection 52.1
2023 1-22-00042-SON Clearcut 22
Group Selection 105.5
Selection 15.5
2001 1-0INTMP-048-SON  Selection 89.4
2005 1-0SNTMP-013-SON  Selection 45.5
Total: 1091.23

Past, Present and Future Timber Harvest and Project Activity 2013 to 2023

THP: Steam Donkey

CDFPWS Name:

Black Point

CALWNUM: 1113.850304

Harvest Plans

Harvest Year THP Number Silviculture Acres
2017 1-17-049 SON Clearcut 126.45
Selection’ 12.29
Total: 138.74
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