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14 CCR 1034 (gg) General Site Description 

Introduction 

The plan area is located on private property.  Access to the plan area is via Tin Barn Road.  The harvest area 
drains into the South Fork of the Gualala River which is a tributary of the Gualala River.  The harvest area is 
located in part of the Middle South Fork of the Gualala River watershed.  The proposed harvest will occur mostly 
on west, south and north facing slopes with ground elevations within the plan area varying from 200 feet to 1280 
feet above mean sea level.  The THP is situated on a gently sloping hillside with side slopes that varying from (5-
90%).  This property has been managed for timber production for the last 100 years.  The last entry appears to 
have been in the 1970’s and the 1980’s through Dead, Dying, and Diseased Exemptions.  The harvest objectives 
of the property owners are as follows: 

1) To provide good stewardship for the land.
2) To maintain stand structure.
3) To gain more sunlight on the property.
4) To maintain and improve the road and fire trail system along with reducing surrounding fire

hazards.
5) To increase the aesthetic appeal of the forest around future possible residential spaces and

recreational potential of the property.
6) To continue the growth and harvest of premium wood products through an unevenaged harvest

regime.
7) To encourage and protect wildlife opportunities on the property.
8) To achieve a modest economic return from the property.
9) To meet certain fixed costs of ownership including, but not limited to, taxes, insurance ect.

Background 

Although there seems to be no record, it is estimated that the area was originally harvested and burned around the late 
1800’s early 1900’s and has been harvested more recently in the 1970’s and 1980’s. 

Richardson Ranch LLC (RRLLC) has been a family run ownership led by the stewardship of Harold Richardson.  His 
leadership conserved the McCapin Ranch old growth leading to the transfer of property and protection of the 730 acre 
Harold Richardson Redwood Reserve in partnership with Save the Redwoods League. The property is 30% larger than 
Muir Woods and 40% more old growth redwood.  There are more than 300 old growth redwoods standing over 200 feet 
tall with many over 300 feet tall. The oldest and widest Old Growth Redwood in Sonoma county was discovered on the 
property. The Reserve was a section of the 8,000-acre Richardson Ranch established by Harold Richardson’s pioneering 
grandfather in 1876, and this 730-acre section was added to the larger ranch in the 1920s. The Richardson’s harvest their 
forest selectively, rather than clearcutting, contributing to the remarkable health of the redwood forest on the ranch. 
Harold Richardson had a particular fondness for the old-growth forest on the 730-acre Reserve and he did not harvest the 
old-growth despite having the legal right to do so.  When Harold Richardson passed away in 2016 at age 96, he left the 
nearly pristine 730 acres of ancient giants, within the larger family ranch, to his heirs, who in turn have worked with Save 
the Redwoods League to protect it for future generations. 

RRLLC has over 1000 acres of land under conservation easements including the Rocky Point easement and the Stewarts 
Point Ranch easement. These easements include many protections to the land and forests including restrictions against 
over harvesting of timber and prohibiting subdivision or new building construction. 

RRLLC were integral in discovering and protecting the Clipper Mill/60 Best MAMU habitat areas. Initial detection of 
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Marbled Murrelets at the Clipper Mill bridge and upstream along the South Fork were made by Daniel Falk in 2007.  
Over 140 acres of MAMU habitat have been protected forever on the property. RRLLC has contracted surveys for 
MAMU in the South Fork Gualala River watershed every breeding season to monitor and search for other potential 
habitat on the ownership.  

Important biology assessments have been conducted in the watershed due to the continued and proposed operations on the 
ownership.  

• NSO surveys and monitoring of barred owls every year since 2005.
• MAMU surveys since 2007.
• Botanical surveys since 2007 and the discovery of populations of Campanula california and Usnea logisima, and

many CNPS list 4 species.
• Class I stream assessments for pools, flatwater, and riffles.
• Sonoma Tree Vole surveys.
• Red legged frog surveys.
• Western Pond turtle surveys.
• Discovery and protection of raptor nests including Osprey.
• Preservation of historic and prehistoric archaeological sites.

The Lucas Point THP is Selection Silviculture with all harvest trees marked. Additionally wildlife trees have been marked 
for retention in orange or with large ‘W’s. These trees are either associated with the MAMU habitat areas, unstable 
geological areas for stocking retention, or retained because they are exhibiting one or more of the following 
characteristics: 

• Large lateral branches: A branch equal to or greater than 6-in in diameter located just outside of the branch collar.
• Cavities: Trees with cavities greater than 3-in and 10-ft or more above the ground.
• Hollow: trees with  “goose pen ” boles (basal cavities) extending 3-ft or more above ground level and extend at

least 6-in vertically inside the cavity from the topmost point of the entrance hole.
• Evidence of Decay: Extensive decayed wood as evidenced by large and/or extensive fungal fruiting bodies (conk),

cavity entrances, and sloughing wood and/or bark.
• Trees with multiple tops, broken tops, or snag tops, all minimum 12-in dbh, with a minimum 6-in dbh at the break

or separation into multiple leaders.
• Old growth redwood trees and stand-alone Douglas-fir trees with “wolfy ” branching structure, including large,

spreading limbs and/or a large crown.
• Redwoods with boles having at least 75% defect, trees with vegetative deformities, high presence of lichens or

moss, deeply fissured, cracked bark or loose slabs of flaking bark.
• Trees with known raptor nests.
• Stand-alone granary trees having at least 100 small holes on the tree that are either filled with acorns or capable of

containing acorns.

Local neighboring landowners including Odiyan Buddhist Retreat Center, Kashia Band of Pomo, and RPF Matt Greene 
who works in the South Fork Gualala River watershed, were consulted during review of the Lucas Point THP. Issues 
discussed related to noise disturbance, operations, and past forest practice by Daniel Falk on the Richardson Ranch. All 
parties related a positive relationship and support for the stewardship of Daniel Falk, Falk Forestry Inc. and the 
Richardson Ranch LLC.  

The Lucas Point THP was prepared not only by the RPF of record Daniel Falk, but with assistance of outside third party 
consultants. 

• Elliott Brooks RPF#2910, and Zachary Jones RPF#2814 helped with layout and plan preparation.
• Engineering Geologist Elias Stienbuck #2669 was consulted for landslides and geology related issues.
• Elliott Brooks and supervised designee Gabby Tapia assisted Daniel Falk with NSO surveys.
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 • Elliott Brooks assisted Daniel Falk in MAMU surveys and NCRM helped to prepare the pre-consultation of 
potential MAMU habitat with DFW.  The resulting consultation letter is included in Section V of this THP. 
“Marbled Murrelet Post-Survey Consultation for the Lucas Point Timber Harvest Plan (Not Yet Filed), 
Gualala River Watershed, Sonoma County” 

 • Elliott Brooks performed Botanical surveys and Steam Surveys for the plan area.  
 • Wildlife retention trees were selected by Gabby Tapia, Elliott Brooks, and Daniel Falk.  
 • Archaeological surveys and Section VI Confidential Archaeological Addendum was prepared by Elliott Brooks 

and Daniel Falk. A pre-consultation field inspection with the Kashia Band of Pomo Indians Stewarts Point 
Rancheria Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Anthony Macias, and Calfire’s Associate State Archaeologist 
Benjamin Harris, M.A. occurred on May 26th, 2021 with RPF Daniel Falk. 

• Kate Cahill (RPF #3031) with NCRM, Inc. provided THP Maps, some THP writing, guidance on conformance 
with the Forest Practice Rules and the Cumulative Impacts Analysis, and consultation with CAL FIRE regarding 
Plan submission.  

 
RRLLC LTO#C530 was transferred in 2012 when Harold Richardson established his ownership as an LLC. Prior to that 
the LTO#C530 for Harold Richardson’s personal logging operations on his property were assigned to him for decades. A 
reflection of significantly long standing operation experience shows in how low the license number is in relation to when 
the state began issuing LTO licenses. A review of the license history will show its record of operations and lack of 
violations. The class C LTO license is specifically assigned by Calfire to landowners to do timber operations on their own 
property. Daniel Falk, owner of Falk Forestry Inc (FFI), also has a class A LTO license #A011951. 
 
Stocking records for previous THPs in the past 10 years of the Cumulative Impacts Assessment Area show that on 
average the minimum stocking standard retained was at least double. Stands within the South Fork Gualala River 
Watershed #1113.850103 show marked improvement and growth in their 10 year Period Annual Increments, and an 
increase in QMD across all stands where harvesting has occurred. All THPs for over the past 10 years have only proposed 
unevenaged silviculture methods, primarily utilizing the Single Tree Selection Silviculture method. The ownership is not 
bound by any legal restriction to utilize unevenaged management (except parcels of the ownership that have Conservation 
Easements). All decisions to maintain unevenaged Silvicultural practices have been made by the owners for the highest 
standard of stewardship for the watershed.  
 
The THP proposes no harvest along the Watercourse Lake Protection Zone of the South Fork Gualala River. The THP 
boundary has been established beyond the standard WLPZ buffer and extends from the edge of the Watercourse Lake 
Transition Line of the Class I watercourse 100-400 feet. The landowner has voluntarily chosen to make this a No Harvest 
area (32 acres) to protect the aesthetic view along the river, and to maintain the stewardship goals and wishes of Harold 
Richardson. 
 
RRLLC has planted over 120,000 redwood trees in the past 17 years, though planting was not required by the FPR’s for 
stocking. The ownership’s silviculture improvement program has purchased and planted these redwood seedlings to 
improve long term species composition and forest health. 
 
RRLLC continues to maintain ownership-wide fire breaks built by Harold Richardson in the 20th century to protect 
timberland, watershed values, structures, power line right of ways, and adjacent properties. FFI maintains a fleet of 
dozers, excavators, water tenders, and fire trucks to respond to wildfire threats on the ownership and adjacent properties. 
FFI is often the closest equipment to respond to a wildfire threat, as was most recently utilized in August 2020 during a 
lightning event when a D6 cat was used to extinguish a lightning strike on an adjacent landowner. FFI owns a Biochar 
Timbercat 6050 Carbonator that is utilized for the conversion of un-merchantable material from logging operations into 
biochar. This biochar both sequesters carbon, minimizes logging slash fuels, and creates a destination for dead tanoak 
trees killed by Sudden Oak Death.   
 
Daniel Falk is a 5th Generation ranch and timberland steward in the Richardson Family. His 25 years of mentored work 

98



Section III, Support Documentation.  Lucas Point THP  

 
    

under Harold Richardson established a continuity of stewardship principles sent down by Harold Richardson and his 
forebears. The evidence of the quality management is readily seen throughout the ownership, within the established 
Conservation Easements, and by virtue of the preservation of the Harold Richardson Redwood Reserve.  
Topography and Soils Information 
 
Slope gradients on the THP area range from 5% to 90%.  Elevations on the THP area range from approximately 200 feet to 
1280 feet above mean sea level.  The climate in the region is typical of a Mediterranean climate, with cool wet winters, and 
warm dry summers.  A majority of the precipitation is generated from October to April by a westerly flow of moist air off 
the Pacific Ocean.  Snow provides an insignificant contribution to the hydrologic budget in the region. 
 
Soils present within the plan area include: Hugo Atwell complex 50 to 75%, Josephine loam 9 to 30%, Mendocino Sandy 
Clay loam 9-30% and Mendocino Empire Complex 0-50% slopes.  The THP area contains Moderate Erosion Hazard 
Ratings.   
 
Vegetation and Forest Stand Conditions 
 
The timber is a variable stand of second growth timber with a Timber site of Site Class II throughout the plan area.  
Douglas-fir and redwood are the dominant conifer species.  The overstory component of the timber stand is estimated to 
average 40 to 100 plus years in age.  The harvest area is stocked with approximately 25,000 to 35,000 board feet per acre 
of conifer or 150-320 sqft of basal area per acre. Hardwood stocking is not a significant component of the stand, with 
average stocking ranging from 15-40 sqft of basal area per acre. Please see Section III Addendum to Item 14 for more 
specific stand information.  
 
 Species present include, but are not limited to: Coast Redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga 
menziesii),) Tan Oak (Lithocarpus densiflorus) Pacific Madrone (Arbutus menziesii), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum) 
and Red Alder (Alnus rubra) are the dominant species.  Elderberry (Sambucus callicarpa), rhododendron 
(Rhodondendron macrophyllum), wax myrtle (Myrica californica), evergreen huckleberry (Vaccinium ovatum), red 
huckleberry (Vaccinium parvifolium), salal (Gaultheria shallon) and sword fern (Polystichum munitum) are also present 
within the plan area and make up the understory along with small conifers. 
 
The majority of the plan area has a dominant overstory canopy, with mostly younger conifers, huckleberry and tanoak 
making up the understory.  The hardwood composition is small and does not pose a threat to post harvest stand 
occupancy.  Canopy closure is typically 80 – 100% with a few openings. 
 
Watershed and Stream Conditions 
 
The harvest area drains into the South Fork of the Gualala River which is a tributary of the Gualala River.  The harvest area 
is located in part of the Middle South Fork of the Gualala River watershed.  The main watercourse adjacent to the THP area 
is the South Fork of the Gualala River.  This watercourse is a Class I fish bearing stream.  Current shade canopy levels along 
these streams range from near 90% to higher.  Within the plan boundary are Class II-L and Class II-S watercourses and 
multiple Class III watercourses. The watercourses on the plan area were walked, classed and checked for erosion, channel 
stability, canopy cover, LWD and aquatic habitat.  A majority of the tributary Class II watercourses have moderately steep 
gradients (>25%), which limit their use to non-fish aquatic species. Shade canopy along the Class II watercourses is provided 
by a dense canopy of 50 to 100 plus year old second growth redwood and Douglas-fir timber. Large Woody Debris (L.W.D.) 
is present in moderate amounts in most streamside and in-channel areas of Class II watercourses.  Channels consist primarily 
of natural soil, bedrock, gravels and large woody debris.  Large Organic Debris (L.O.D.) is also present in the THP area.   
 
As stated above the THP proposes no harvest along the Watercourse Lake Protection Zone of the South Fork Gualala River. 
The THP boundary has been established beyond the standard WLPZ buffer and extends from the edge of the Watercourse 
Lake Transition Line of the Class I watercourse 100-400 feet. 
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The Gualala River watershed was listed in 1993 on the federal USEPA 303(d) list of the Clean Water Act by the state of 
California due to declines in anadromous salmonids from excessive sedimentation. The 303(d) listing was updated in 2003, 
as water temperatures in the basin were considered impaired as well. This list describes water bodies that do not fully support 
all beneficial uses or are not meeting water quality objectives. It also describes the pollutant(s) for each water body that 
limit(s) its use or prevent(s) attainment of its water quality objectives. As required by Section 303(d), a TMDL must be 
developed for water bodies on the 303(d) list. For the Gualala River watershed, an updated TMDL has been projected to be 
released sometime soon. 
 
The primary adverse effects associated with excessive sediment in Gualala River pertain to the anadromous salmonid 
fishery. The water quality conditions do not adequately support several anadromous salmonid species present in Gualala 
River and its tributaries, which has contributed to severe population declines. The populations of coho salmon 
(Oncorhynchus kisutch) in this watershed are listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species act, and steelhead 
trout (O. mykiss) in this watershed are listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act. Historic anecdotal 
information also indicates that Chinook salmon (Onorhynchus tsawytscha) may have been found in the mainstem reaches, 
although this has never been confirmed. 
 
The beneficial uses and water quality objectives for the Gualala River are contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the North Coast Region (Basin Plan) as amended in 1996 (NCRWQCB 1996). The beneficial uses impaired by excessive 
sediment in the Gualala River are primarily those associated with the Gualala River’s salmonid fishery, specifically: 
Commercial or Sport Fishing (COMM); Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD); Estuarine Habitat (EST); Migration of Aquatic 
Organisms (MIGR); and Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development (SPWN). 
 
As per 14 CCR 916.4 a field evaluation was conducted of all watercourses within the vicinity of the project area and 
additional information concerning the watershed and stream conditions is contained within the Watershed Assessment 
portion on the Cumulative Impacts Assessment (Section IV). 
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ANALYSIS OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As a Certified Regulatory Program under CEQA, CalFire’s THP process is exempt from the requirement to prepare 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs); a THP is a “functional equivalent” document.  However, like an EIR, a THP must 
include “a description of the proposed activity with alternatives to the activity, and mitigation measures to minimize any 
significant adverse effect on the environment of the activity.” PRC § 21080.5(d)(3)(A); 14 CCR §§ 15250-15253. 

Cal Fire has informed RPFs that they must submit an alternative analysis with proposed THPs and has given RPFs 
guidance in preparing that analysis, based on the CEQA guidelines that control the alternatives analysis in EIRs.  14 CCR 
§ 15126.6. 

The THP process functions to ensure a THP will be designed to avoid significant environmental effects or to mitigate such 
effects to the point where no significant effects will occur. The THP process is based on the Forest Practice Rules 
(promulgated by the Board of Forestry), which require a layer and level of analysis not utilized in the typical EIR process, 
and the requirements of CEQA. 14 Cal. Code Regs. 895 et seq.  (The Board of Forestry’s rulemaking program – pursuant 
to which the Forest Practice Rules are promulgated -- is itself a CEQA functional equivalent program, so that the 
rulemaking file serves as the functional equivalent of an EIR, and ensures that those Rules, if properly implemented, will 
not result in significant environmental impacts.)  The Forest Practice Rules are programmatic prescriptions and best 
management practices designed to avoid or mitigate significant impacts of timber harvesting, road building and other 
timber operations that are applied by the Registered Professional Forester (RPF) in preparing a THP. In addition to 
requiring RPFs to apply these prescriptions in preparing THPs, the Forest Practice Rules require plan submitters to 
conduct a site-specific analysis of potentially significant individual and cumulative effects that may not have been avoided 
or mitigated to less-than-significant by application of the prescriptions contained in the Forest Practice Rules alone. The 
RPF must incorporate feasible measures in the THP to avoid such effects or mitigate to a less-than-significant level.  In 
only the rarest of cases will CalFire adopt a statement of overriding considerations to approve a THP that has any impacts 
that have not been mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

In preparing this THP, the RPF has applied the highly prescriptive standards of the Forest Practice Rules, including those 
applicable to flood prone areas in watersheds with salmonids.  These include the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone 
(WLPZ) Rules, special regulations designed to “maintain, protect, and contribute towards the restoration of” water quality 
and beneficial uses and aquatic and riparian habitat.  14 Cal. Code Regs. 916.2(a).   In addition, the THP is subject to the 
Anadromous Salmonid Protection (ASP) Rules, an even more specialized subset of regulations applicable to logging in 
watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids to ensure that timber operations are “planned and conducted to protect, 
maintain, and contribute to restoration of Properly Functioning Salmonid Habitat and listed salmonid Species.”  14 Cal. 
Code Regs. 916.9.  In addition, the RPF has adopted additional measures in the plan as necessary to avoid or mitigate to a 
less-than-significant level potentially significant site-specific individual and cumulative effects identified during THP 
preparation. Accordingly, the RPF has submitted a THP that already serves CEQA’s objective of avoiding environmental 
effects or reducing them to a less-than-significant level. 

The RPF has analyzed alternatives which could avoid or substantially lessen environmental effects that are typically 
identified in the preparation and review of THPs. The RPF has used the CEQA Guidelines as well as Cal Fire’s guidance 
(dated June 10, 1997) for addressing alternatives in the THP process. 
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CEQA requires neither any fixed number of alternatives, nor inclusion of every conceivable alternative. 14 CCR 
15126.6(a)(c). Further, CEQA does not require the consideration of alternatives whose effect cannot reasonably be 
ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Instead, the CEQA guidelines provide that a “reasonable 
range” of alternatives must be selected for discussion, applying a rule of reason. 14 CCR 15126.6(f). In accordance with 
CEQA and its guidelines, the alternatives selected for detailed examination in this THP are limited to ones that could 
avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the project (if any) and that could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project. Finally, under CEQA, the alternatives considered need only relate to the project as a whole, not 
to its various parts.  This Analysis describes the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed, including an 
explanation of why some alternatives were considered but not selected for detailed discussion in the THP. 
 
 
I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION, PURPOSE AND NEED  
 

A legal description of the THP area can be found in Section I “General Information” under Item 7 of this THP. In short, 
the plan proposes utilizing Selection silviculture methods. Tractor and Cable yarding is proposed for the logging methods. 
The existing seasonal roads within the plan area will be generally maintained or upgraded from previous conditions. The 
overall objectives of the project are to effectively manage the proposed THP area for timber production using sound forest 
practices, with due consideration for the protection of biological and watershed resources. The Timberland Productivity 
Act of 1982 restricts the use of lands zoned Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) exclusively to the growing and harvesting 
of timber and compatible uses; it also establishes a presumption that timber harvesting is expected to and will occur on 
such lands.  All of the lands included in the THP are TPZ lands which have timber production as the primary use.   
 
The operations on this project will ensure that watershed and biological resources will be protected, with the added 
emphasis of achieving a properly functioning condition over time.  Specifically, the purposes and needs of the landowners 
include: 

 
1) To provide good stewardship for the land. 
2) To refine and enhance un-evenaged stands by selectively harvesting trees which will promote an 

all-aged, structurally sound forest while improving stand vigor and to gain more sunlight on the 
property. 

3) To correct on-going sediment production areas and upgrade road systems to alleviate sediment 
concerns while maintaining the investment in roads within the THP area and appurtenant roads in a 
watershed with historic sediment problems 

4) To maintain and improve the road and fire trail system along with reducing surrounding fire 
hazards. 

5) To increase the aesthetic appeal of the forest around future possible residential spaces and 
recreational potential of the property. 

6) To continue the growth and harvest of premium wood products through an unevenaged harvest 
regime. 

7) To encourage and protect wildlife opportunities on the property. 
8) To achieve a modest economic return from the property. 
9) To meet certain fixed costs of ownership including, but not limited to, taxes, insurance and debt 

service payments on loans 
 
These landowners’ goals (purposes and needs)  are consistent with the historic use of the property.  Further, 
implementation of this plan will meet significant environmental improvement objectives for the plan area, such as road 
improvements.  
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II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS 
 
The RPF considered five alternatives for inclusion in the THP: 

1. The project as proposed. 
2. No project. 
3. Alternative harvest approaches. 
4. Alternative project location. 
5. Alternative timing of project 
 
II.  ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR DETAILED EXAMINATION 
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(1) Project as Proposed: 

The project as proposed consists of 289 acres, which includes 257 acres of Single Tree Selection, and 32 acres of No 
Harvest which meets the purposes, needs and objectives set forth above. Potentially significant impacts on the 
environment, including to wildlife habitat and cold-water fisheries, which could result from harvest operations such as 
these have been analyzed and avoided or mitigated to insignificance by the practices and measures included in the plan.  
Forest roads, skid roads, and landings are located to minimize the amount of sediment generation that could impact 
watercourses. The harvest level in the single tree selection is very “light” and operations will not occur directly adjacent to 
the Class I or Class II-L watercourses downslope of the Plan area.  The plan’s silvicultural prescriptions are designed to 
improve forest stocking and health over time, while protecting and restoring salmonid habitat within the watercourse 
protection zones. The timber harvest will generate income for the landowners and supply raw materials to local mills. 
Operations in accordance with the provisions of THP will not result in significant effects to environmental resources. 

(2) No Project Alternative: 

As explained above, this parcel is zoned as a TPZ, and is therefore dedicated to the sustainable production of forest 
products. The No Project Alternative is inconsistent with the zoning of the land. Under the Forest Practice Act (FPA), 
Maximum Sustained Production of High-Quality Timber Products (MSP) must be achieved on such lands, and such 
production cannot be achieved without harvest. Landowners are taxed at rates consistent with the expectation that they 
will achieve the MSP on their property, and to eliminate a harvest is to reduce revenues to Sonoma County generated by 
yield taxes. The No Project Alternative would reduce both the local employment base as logging and rehabilitation efforts 
will employ residents for extended periods of time. It would not decrease the need for forest products but could negatively 
impact the supply by reducing harvestable acres. This could potentially be offset by relying on timber harvest from areas 
outside of California, where significant environmental effects are not required to be comprehensively addressed and 
considered.   

The No Project Alternative could avoid potential environmental impacts that might occur in connection with the proposed 
timber operations. However, this alternative would indefinitely delay or preclude the landowners from improving forest 
growth and health in the THP area. It would neither improve stocking, nor achieve maximum sustained production of 
forest products, or improve tractor road drainage throughout  the THP area.  Overstocked stands are more susceptible to 
mortality due to competition for resources such as water and soil nutrients, and the additional stress of a drought will lead 
to increased stress induced mortality. Dense forest stands are also likely to experience increased fuel loading over time, 
and combined with drought induced mortality, fire risk in this landscape only stands to increase year over year.  Leaving 
the stand without treatment would slow the recovery of the greater Gualala River watershed in reaching the ASP Rules’ 
intended goal of a restored forest stand and structure that benefits anadromous salmonids. 

In accordance with the CEQA guidelines, the existing conditions have been considered, as well as what would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans. 14 CCR § 
15126.6 (e) and the alternative prescription of No Project has not been chosen.  

(3) Alternative Harvest Approaches: 

This alternative would involve harvesting the THP area in a manner different from that proposed in the THP.  Alternatives 
here could include different silvicultural prescriptions, different yarding methods, and/or reduction in the project 
footprint/size. 

Even aged silvicultures such as shelterwood systems, and other similar silvicultures like clearcut regeneration were 
considered for this project but were ultimately determined to not meet the landowner’s objectives for management in this 
THP nor for future management of the property after this THP.  
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Clearcutting is an alternative silviculture that was considered for this harvest plan. Clearcuts create opportunity for the 
replacement of an entire stand, allowing the regeneration and tending of a new cohort. Clearcuts have some similarities 
with stand replacing natural disturbances and provide areas with high availability of resources such as sunlight and soil 
nutrients to support a new young stand. Due to the presence of unstable areas, moderate EHR ratings, and the objectives 
of the landowner to implement unevenaged management, clearcutting was deemed to be a suboptimal silviculture in this 
stand.  
 
Seed Tree and Shelterwood are alternative silvicultures that were considered for this harvest plan. The existing stand is 
comprised in large part of coast redwood. Redwood is not typically a reliable seed producer. Furthermore, the landowner 
(as described above) wishes to employ unevenaged silvicultural prescriptions in this portion of the ownership for a variety 
of reasons (wildlife, aesthetics, water quality, etc.) therefore this alternative was rejected because other silvicultural 
prescriptions are better suited to maintaining an unevenaged structure within this stand, keeping with the gals of the 
landowner. 
 
Special Prescription silvicultures such as rehabilitation of understocked areas, variable retention, and fuelbreak/defensible 
space are alternative silvicultures that were considered for this harvest plan but were ultimately determined to not meet the 
landowner’s objectives for management in this THP nor for future management of the property after this THP 
 
Rehabilitation of understocked areas (rehab) is an alternative silviculture that was not seriously considered for this harvest 
plan. Rehab is used as a procedure for restoring and enhancing the productivity of commercial Timberlands which do not 
meet the stocking standards defined in the FPRs (912.7). This condition does not exist in the THP area, as the stands 
present are well-stocked. Due to the stand conditions and the level of stand stocking across the proposed project area, 
rehab was deemed to be a suboptimal silviculture for this THP.  
 
Variable Retention retains between 10% to 40% or more of the original stand in both rolling and permanent pockets of 
untouched trees and critical refugia, composed of redwood, Douglas-fir, and other hardwood and conifer species specific 
to the site. This silviculture is often used in the north coast to restore hardwood dominated stands to conifer through post-
harvest planting. This THP is already heavily dominated by conifer, therefore the need to utilize variable retention to help 
restore the stand is not in line with the current stand conditions nor the landowners long-term goals. 
 
The Fuelbreak/defensible space silvicultural treatment is an alternative that was considered for this harvest plan. 
Fuelbreak treatments result in the removal of some trees and vegetation to create or maintain a shaded fuelbreak or 
defensible space in an area to reduce the potential for wildfires and the damage that they could cause. The residual 
stocking using this silviculture is lower than the standards for selection, which could lead to more light hitting the forest 
floor, resulting in more understory brush growth and heightened ladder fuel loading over time. While this treatment type 
could be beneficial in some portions of the plan area, the RPF has chosen to utilize other silvicultural prescriptions to meet 
management goals. 
 
Intermediate Treatments such as commercial thinning and sanitation salvage were not seriously considered for this harvest 
plan. The commercial thinning prescription is inconsistent with the landowner’s goal of developing and/or maintaining an 
unevenaged stand structure. Additionally, animal damage, disease, and insects have not been identified as seriously 
impacting the forest stand proposed for harvest under this THP, therefore sanitation salvage is not relevant at this time. 
 
Unevevenaged silvicultures such as Transition and Group Selection were considered, but ultimately were not chosen for a 
few specific reasons. Transition is used to develop an unevenaged stand from an evenaged stand. Many of the stands 
present in this THP already have three or more age classes, therefore Transition is not relevant. Furthermore, the pre-
harvest stand stocking (basal area per acre) is too high to implement a Transition per the FPRs. Group Selection was not 
chosen due to the presence of unstable features throughout the Plan area as well as the desire to maintain aesthetics 
throughout.  
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The RPF weighed all possible silvicultural treatments and ultimately selected those that would best achieve long-term 
productivity, low environmental impact, and adherence with regulations. The RPF also used his best professional 
evaluation of the health of the timber, the condition of the regeneration, the age of the timber, the stocking condition and 
basal area of the timber, the site class of the area, the erosion hazard rating of the area, site stability, aesthetic issues, 
wildlife habitat concerns, and cumulative impacts when selecting the silvicultural treatments of the THP. The RPF has 
concluded that after considering the current stand configuration the proposed silvicultural treatments are the ones best 
suited for the project area.  

Other Yarding Methods: 

Various yarding methods were considered by the RPF during preparation of the THP -- tractor/ground-based, cable 
(ground and aerial), and helicopter. Tractor yarding and Cable Yarding were chosen as the least damaging alternatives for 
removing logs.   
 
Tractor yarding was chosen as an optimal yarding option in areas of the THP that have relatively gentle slopes (ie the 
northern portion of the THP area). There is an existing network of stable skid trails that can be reused that feed into the 
existing road or proposed seasonal road. Operational limitations for ground-based yarding required by the FPRs, including 
the ASP Rules, have been incorporated into the plan and ensure no significant adverse or cumulative effect on watershed 
resources.   

Cable ground-based long-lining from the main haul roads is a feasible option that was considered, due to the fact that 
there are several portions of the Plan with blind leads, poor deflection, and long corners. This yarding method would 
entail pulling a cable out from a skidder placed on the main haul road and dragging logs to the road along the ground. This 
yarding method is inferior to the use of tractors as it creates more disturbance.   Also, cable long-lining will result in more 
damage to the residual forest stand from logs rubbing against and/or bouncing off the boles of the residual stand and 
tearing bark off the trees as logs will need to be pulled in a straight line to existing roads over longer distances than would 
be the case with tractor skidding.  Instead, this Plan proposes an area of cable/tractor assist as depicted on the Operations 
Map. This portion of the THP area is within the area designated for cable yarding, however the topography (trending 
ridges with gentle slopes, that lead to much steeper terrain above watercourses) is ideal for ground-based operations to 
bunch the logs, which can then be flown out of the unit. The tractor assist area has pre-flagged and mapped skid trails as 
well as pre-flagged and mapped boundaries within which a feller buncher may operate off-trail. Appropriate protection 
measures as well as a mitigation measure (waterbarring tractor assist roads to Extreme EHR standards) are included in 
Section II of this THP. 
 
Skyline cable (aerial) yarding will be used in the steeper areas of the THP, generally slopes greater than 60%. Cable 
yarding will minimize ground damage in areas that have moderate erosion hazard ratings in order to reduce soil 
disturbance on slopes that drain into class I and II watercourses. 
 
Helicopter yarding is a feasible option.  However, it would greatly increase noise levels at the yarding and landing sites.  
Residences exist adjacent to the THP area, and numerous noise complaints would be expected to be received due to this 
type of operation.  Furthermore, occupied MAMU habitat exists northwest of the THP area, and helicopter operations 
could potentially be very disruptive to birds. Helicopters require unusually large landings of up to one and a half acres for 
safely delivering and loading logs, which would increase the area affected by soil disturbance and reduce the shade 
canopy in the vicinity of the landings. Other impacts of helicopter yarding include those to safety of wildlife and their 
habitats.  While most all timber harvesting operations present dangers to workers harvesting trees, as well as to workers 
yarding and loading logs, helicopter yarding presents a markedly greater risk to human health and safety because of the 
high potential for falling debris.  In addition, many of the dangers of helicopter yarding to workers – logs knocking into 
other trees and their branches while being picked up and carried, logs falling altogether while being carried, and the 
“blowdown” from helicopters taking off that disturbs the forest canopy and sends debris flying – potentially can harm 
birds and their nests and displace birds.  Moreover, and in any event, at present there are only a few known helicopter 
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firms working in California or within the greater Pacific Northwest that would be available to log, and it is very difficult 
to find helicopter logging contractors that are willing to work on smaller total volume projects such as this one. The 
largest helicopters available would be needed to lift the larger second growth logs, and these contract helicopters are more 
difficult to find.  In addition, many helicopter firms have stopped logging in favor of other more lucrative lift projects and 
fire suppression work.  As a result, logger availability is becoming more of an issue with this harvest method. 
 
Size Reduction of the Harvest Area:  
 
This is a feasible alternative, but it would not further reduce potential adverse impacts or cumulative effects.  With proper 
implementation of the ASP Rules, there should be no measurable project or cumulative impacts to watershed, biological, 
or soil resources, regardless of harvest area size.   The THP area has been specifically chosen to avoid potentially 
hazardous unstable areas, extremely steep slopes above Class I watercourses, and areas of low conifer stocking. THPs are 
valid for five (5) years, with an available two-year extension.  There is no measured difference in effects to resources of 
producing, for example, three 100-acre plans or one 300-acre plan over this time frame. Potential cumulative impacts are 
likely higher on numerous smaller plans because of the need to reopen the appurtenant haul roads every year for the 
smaller plans, rather than opening them once for the larger plans. In the meantime, the landowners, the agency, and the 
interested public benefits from the economy of scale afforded by a single plan versus three separate plans. Size reduction 
of upslope harvest areas could be made, but that would only result in different upslope areas being harvested sooner 
pursuant to other THPs. The sizes of upslope areas are determined mostly by the topography, the location of roads, and 
the location of watercourses. 
 

(4) Alternative Project Location: 
 
This alternative would involve carrying out the harvesting proposed in the THP at a different location on the landowners’ 
property.  
 
Sustainable management of timberlands requires timing harvests to when it is most biologically and economically 
effective for stand development.  Stands are chosen for harvest based on a variety of parameters including age, stocking 
levels, and current growth rate.  Harvest entries are planned ahead of time and areas such as the proposed THP area have 
been selected for harvest because they are more suitable for harvest at this time, in comparison to other areas of the 
property which may have been harvested more recently and are re-growing to full site capacity.  Adverse impacts of 
timber operations in this THP area are not greater than impacts that may occur should planned timber operations be 
carried out at some alternative location on the property. In fact, due to the very low impact nature of the harvest in terms 
of canopy removal and ground disturbance, selective harvests, are among some of the lightest impact operations.  
Moreover, and in any event, continued dislocation and delay of timber harvesting not only frustrates proper (indeed, 
legally required) management of lands zoned exclusively for timber production, but delays and disrupts restoration of 
flood prone areas pursuant to the ASP Rules for the benefit of salmonids. 
 
The timing of harvests on upslope areas is determined mostly by homogenous vegetation types, slope stability, existing 
infrastructure condition and layout, and the age and/or health of the stands. 
 
The landowners have a goal of managing their ownership for timber production, while at the same time giving full 
consideration to protection of other resources and the environment.  Each stand is at different stages in growth and 
production, and each THP area and watershed present different challenges in terms of protecting the resources and the 
environment.  Over the years, each THP involves a further investment in the long-term growth and productivity of the 
particular timber stands within the THP area, as well as producing timber products to generate income and finance 
initiatives to stabilize roads, improve conifer stocking, improve watercourse crossings and outdated road infrastructure, 
and enhance fish and wildlife habitat. 
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Even if the landowners were able to generate income by harvesting elsewhere on the property, the primary objectives of 
this THP can no more be met under the Alternative Project Location alternative than under the No Project alternative. 
Commercial timber management needed to properly maintain production from these stands can only occur with a THP. 
Selection of the Alternative Project Location alternative would essentially mean that these lands and these timber stands 
would be taken out of production. For that reason, the Alternative Project Location is inconsistent with the primary 
objectives of this landowner in owning timber lands and is inconsistent with the project area land use zoning (Timberland 
Production Zone). 
 
CEQA recognizes that, particularly with projects involving natural resources, alternative locations may not be feasible. 14 
CCR § 15126.6 (f)(2)(A)(B). Further, the key question in analyzing alternative locations is whether any of the significant 
effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations 
that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion. The 
proposed THP area does not include any particularly sensitive environmental features, such as flood prone areas, old 
growth groves, or sensitive habitat. The ownership is relatively homogenous in stand structure, and any sensitive 
resources that are encountered (i.e. cultural/historical resources, unstable areas, etc.) are avoided and/or protected pursuant 
to the FPRs and ASP rules. The landowner is not willing to refrain from lawful and responsible management of its 
timberlands, including the area proposed in this THP.  Indeed, the landowner must manage those timberlands for 
Maximum Sustained Production (MSP) (14 CCR § 913.11), as required by the Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice 
Rules, subject to the highly prescriptive constraints imposed by the Forest Practice Rules, and the WLPZ and ASP Rules 
in particular. Moreover, by harvesting elsewhere potential impacts associated with this THP would not be avoided, but 
rather would merely be shifted to another area of the timberlands. Some potential impacts would be exacerbated.  
Harvesting at other locations would require many of the same measures to avoid or substantially lessen such impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 
  
 

(5) Alternative Timing of the Project: 
 
This alternative would involve carrying out the project as proposed, except at a future time.  Delaying the project for a 
number of years, say 5 to 10 years, was examined as a potential alternative.  This alternative would attain many of the 
landowner’s objectives by allowing the landowner to manage the parcel for eventual timber production, even though 
postponing the operations would delay the Landowner/RPF from maximizing the productivity of the stands in the THP 
area, as required by the Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules.  Such postponement would also delay 
implementation of the management techniques that will lead to a reduction in hazardous fuel loading adjacent to many 
property owners.  

Altering the timing of operations such that some other area of the property is entered and harvested now, so that this area 
can be entered at a later point in time, would not have the effect of mitigating or avoiding potential significant adverse or 
cumulative impacts associated with harvesting the proposed stands.  Rather, it might result in lowering the area’s mean 
annual growth and reduce the property’s overall growth to achieving MSP, contrary to the mandate of the Forest Practice 
Act and the Forest Practice Rules.  Additionally, potential significant adverse impacts of proposed timber operations will 
not be eliminated, but merely deferred to a later point in time.  Accordingly, this alternative was not considered further 
because it is inconsistent with the requirement to maximize sustained productivity of timber stands while complying with 
all applicable laws and regulations, and meeting the purposes, needs and objectives of the THP. 
 
Effectively managing timberland requires harvesting timber when it is most effective to do so.  Stands are chosen for harvest 
based on a variety of parameters including age, stocking levels, past silviculture and current growth rate.  Harvest entries 
are planned ahead of time and areas, such as the proposed THP area, have been selected for harvest because they are more 
suitable for harvest at this time, in comparison to other areas of the property.  Adverse impacts that may occur on this THP 
area, in connection with the proposed timber operations, are not materially distinguishable from impacts that may occur, 
should the planned timber operations be carried out at some alternative location on the property.   
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Richardson Ranch LLC (RRLLC) manages each acre of its land and each timber stand with the purpose of managing those 
acres and timber stands for timber production, while at the same time giving full consideration to protection of other 
resources and the environment. Each stand is at different stages in growth and production and each THP area and watershed 
presents different challenges in terms of protecting the soil, other resources and the environment.  Over the years, each THP 
in the watershed area involves a further investment in the long-term growth and productivity of the particular timber stands, 
as well as producing timber products to generate income and finance (RRLLC) initiatives. 
 
Although the timberland owner did not plant the original timber stand, the objective of managing that stand and the land 
underlying it is similar to the farmer’s. The farmer invests money to protect the soil and cultivate the land, gain access to 
the area, manage the crop and harvest at various times.  When it comes time to harvest, the farmer’s investment in a particular 
parcel of land and in growing the crop makes it infeasible and unreasonable to consider not harvesting the crop and not 
continuing to cultivate that land to protect the investment -- even though the farmer might be able to harvest that same type 
of crop or another crop, and make money on that alternative, at another location on the farm. To fail to harvest and continue 
management of the crop would be to take that land out of production and lose the investment in the land and the crop.  As 
discussed above, this THP is one of many ongoing steps in the process of harvesting to produce logs and a source of income 
and, at the same time, continually investing in the THP area to ensure that regeneration will occur, trees left unharvested 
will grow productively, the soil will be protected to ensure long term productivity of the site and other resources, such as 
water, fish and wildlife, and other environmental values will be protected. 
 
Accordingly, even if (RRLLC) were able to provide logs to the market and generate income by harvesting elsewhere, the 
primary objectives of this THP would not be satisfied if no THP were planned and carried out in the THP area, either under 
the No Project alternative or the Alternative Site.  Both alternatives involve no THP for the THP area, and because no 
ongoing commercial timber production can occur without a THP, selection of such an alternative would essentially mean 
that these lands and these timber stands would be taken out of production.  For that reason, the No Project Alternative and 
the Alternative Location are inconsistent with the primary objectives of this THP.  CEQA recognizes that, particularly with 
projects involving natural resources, alternative locations may not be feasible. 14 CCR § 15126(f)(2)(A),(B). Further, the 
key question in analyzing alternative locations is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or 
substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion.  In this case, the THP in this area has no unique 
potential impacts that would not also typically be potential impacts at other locations. Accordingly, any potential impacts 
associated with this THP would not be altogether avoided, but would be shifted to another location. Harvesting at other 
locations would require many of the same measures to avoid or substantially lessen such impacts.   
 

IV.  COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The project as described in the THP is preferred over the project alternatives for the following reasons: 
 
No Project:  
This alternative does eliminate all possible adverse impacts associated with timber harvesting.  However, it is not 
consistent with the purpose of the project and does not address the need for the project.  Additionally, it is likely to result 
in significant adverse impacts, both environmental and economic. This THP is part of a much larger working forest, which 
the landowners have been managing since 1876. If the no project alternative applies here, then it would apply to the entire 
property. This would most likely promote non-maintenance, or poor maintenance, of many of the road systems, as roads 
for forest management would be unnecessary, possibly leading to adverse effects to the environment. Specifically, the No-
Project Alternative would lead to deferred maintenance of logging roads and trails as well as delayed treatment of 
overstocked stands in a warming climate. 
Alternative Harvest Approaches: 
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Other harvest approaches as discussed are neither feasible nor necessary given the THP’s robust impact avoidance and 
compliance with the CA Forest Practice Rules. The RPF has exercised professional judgment and has demonstrated 
proper justification for the silvicultural prescriptions chosen.  The already restrictive single tree selection silvicultural 
prescription comprises 89% of the plan with the remaining 11% being a No Harvest area. An even lesser intensity of 
harvest would not be financially viable, as the landowner is choosing to employ the mitigation of not harvesting adjacent 
to Class I and II-L watercourses, which typically grow high quality timber.  Helicopter yarding would be cost prohibitive, 
present human and wildlife safety concerns, and may not be possible, in any event, because of the limited availability 
and/or the willingness of such companies to take on the work.  The THP review process allows the agencies charged with 
protecting fish and wildlife and water quality to make recommendations about the proposed silviculture, yarding method, 
and plan size.  The THP review process also allows the public the opportunity to comment on those same aspects of the 
proposed plan.  In addition to the financial impacts already noted, a lighter harvest than that proposed would not fulfill the 
intent of the FPRs and ASP Rules by creating a diverse forest structure and promoting the growth of the largest trees. Nor, 
for that matter, would it meet the requirements to manage timberlands for MSP.  No other alternative harvest approaches 
than those chosen were shown to be superior or otherwise warranted and, therefore, the discussed alternative harvest 
approaches were rejected.  
 
Alternative Project Location:  
Because this THP’s potential impacts are being avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant, relocating the project to an 
alternative location would not avoid possible significant adverse environmental impacts. Not operating on the THP area 
would require operations to occur elsewhere on the property where greater impacts would occur because of the presence 
of unstable features, steep slopes, and adjacency to private residences.  In addition, operating on an alternative location 
would be less suitable for achieving MSP across the landowner’s property. 
 
Alternative Timing:  
Though this alternative is feasible, delaying implementation of the project to a later point in time would neither avoid nor 
mitigate potential significant adverse environmental impacts.  Instead, delaying harvesting would simply push any 
potential environmental impacts into the future. Operations elsewhere will result in further delays to the harvest and 
planned reentry sequence of these areas.  Accordingly, this alternative is rejected because it is inconsistent with the project 
objectives of managing these areas on a periodic re-entry basis.   
 
Finding 
Because the THP as proposed follows the restrictive FPR, WLPZ and ASP Rules for timber harvesting, utilizes existing 
road and skid trail infrastructure, proposes improvements to skid trail drainage, will not result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts, and proposes two mitigation measures (No Harvest adjacent to Class I and II-L watercourses as 
well as Extreme waterbar spacing on tractor assist roads) it is selected as the preferred project alternative.  For the reasons 
detailed above, selection of a different project alternative is not necessary to serve CEQA’s core purpose of avoiding or 
substantially lessening significant environmental impacts to less-than-significant. 
 
 
Item 13e.  Significant Adverse Impacts 
This Timber Harvest Plan, as prepared and regulated by the Forest Practice Act (FPA) and the Forest Practice Rules, will 
not have a significant adverse environmental impact.  Implementation of the measures proposed in this THP, along with 
responsible logging practices within the framework of the rules of the FPA, will eliminate any significant adverse effects.  
Enhanced protection measures proposed in this THP, when properly implemented, will enhance the productivity of the 
area while maintaining non-timber related values. Enhanced protection measures proposed in this THP that are above and 
beyond standard FPRs include: 

1. Designation of 32 acres of No Harvest area upslope of the SF Gualala River (Class I watercourse) and its Class II-
L tributaries. 

2. Following use of the tractor assist roads in the cable/tractor assist yarding area, these trails shall be waterbarred to 
an Extreme EHR spacing/standard. 
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Item 14.  Silviculture 
The silvicultural system chosen for this harvest area will achieve maximum sustained production of high quality timber 
products (MSP) pursuant to 14CCR 913.10 and 913.11 (option c), while taking into consideration wildlife, fisheries, 
watershed resources, limitations of the yarding systems to be implemented, and the landowners objectives. 
 
The RPF proposes single tree selection.  Selection was chosen in this area because of the landowners’ intent to maintain 
the aesthetics of the area and regenerate an unevenage stand. 
 
The residual stand will consist primarily of healthy and vigorous dominant and co-dominant trees from the pre- harvest 
stand.  The residual stand will exceed 75 square feet of basal area per acre of conifers.  Maximum sustained production of 
high quality forest products (MSP) will be achieved by meeting the requirements of 14CCR 913.11(c)(2).  The treatment 
will meet minimum stocking and basal area standards for the selection regeneration method and protect soil, air, fish, 
wildlife, water, and other public trust resources.  The post harvest stocking will have a minimum basal area of 15 square 
feet of trees 18 inch dbh or greater. 
 
The selection harvest will not affect the ratio of group A to group B species.   
 

The following numbers are based on cruise data and ocular estimates: 
 

  Estimated Timber Stand Data:   

  Pre-
Harvest 

Post-
Harvest 

Conifers ≤ 11” 
Trees per Acre 140 100 

Basal Area per Acre 95 59 

Conifers > 11” 
Trees per Acre 132 85 

Basal Area per Acre 225 122 

All Conifer Group A Species Volume per Acre (MBF) 34 22 

Hardwoods ≤ 11” 
Trees per Acre 180 76* 

Basal Area per Acre 24 13* 

Hardwoods > 11” 
Trees per Acre 12 9* 

Basal Area per Acre 10 6* 

Total Site Occupancy  (by 
Basal Area) 

Redwood % 47 52 

Douglas-Fir % 41 42 

Whitewood Species % 1 1 

Hardwood Species % 11 5 

Estimated Annual Growth % 2-4% 3-6% 

 
   (*Note:  This number reflects a 50% reduction in pre-existing treatable hardwoods) 
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Item 18.  Erosion Sites (Per 14CCR 916.9(o)) 
An assessment of the proposed project area occurred in 2021 and then again in 2024 by the RPF and the CEG pertaining 
to existing and proposed roads and watercourse crossings.   It is understood that there is always the potential for additional 
erosion sites to develop at any time after submittal of any THP in association with adverse/severe climatic events and also 
in association with potential trespass occurrences, or a combination thereof.  As such, with respect to roads, THP road 
maintenance instructions have been provided in Section II (Item 25) in order to account for any future active erosion sites 
that may potentially develop, as well as to minimize the potential for such occurrences to materialize regardless of 
whether or not aforementioned climatic extremes and/or trespassing occurs. 
 
 
Item 19(a).  Use of Ground Based Equipment Within Cable-Designated Area 
 
Explanation:  This THP proposes to allow tractors to enter into cable designated areas as shown on the Operations Map. 
 
This access will allow tractors to assist in yarding the low deflection areas associated with the long/spur ridges within 
these units.  This practice will allow tractors to use the existing tractor roads located along the spur ridges even though the 
area is designated for cable yarding.   
 
Specific Guidelines for Ground-Based Operations in Areas Designated for Cable Yarding: 

• Tractor assist roads in areas designated for cable yarding have been flagged in the field with yellow “SKID 
TRAIL” flagging and identified on the Operations Map in Section II. These tractor roads are existing and in 
good condition and follow ridges with side slopes less than 65%. Tractor assist roads will allow ground-based 
equipment to facilitate yarding in areas that are difficult to cable yard, due to poor deflection, blind leads, and 
to access long corners.  

• The Cable/Tractor Assist boundaries have been flagged in the field with red and white striped flagging and 
are depicted on the Operations Map. Within this flagged area, a ground-based feller buncher may operate (on 
and off the flagged/identified tractor assist roads). The feller buncher will cut and bunch logs so that they can 
be cable yarded out of the unit and upslope to the landing(s). Any ground disturbance/exposed soil caused by 
the feller buncher (note that little to none of this is expected) shall be slash packed.  

• Ground-based equipment, including a feller buncher, is only allowed to operate within Unstable Features G5 
and G8 on the flagged and identified tractor assist roads. Please see the Focused Geologic Evaluation in 
Section V of this THP.  

• Upon completion of use tractor assist roads will be waterbarred to an Extreme Erosion Hazard Rating 
standard to ensure adequate drainage and improve the conditions of these trails overall. Please note, this is a 
Mitigation, which is further explained in Section IV of this THP. 

• There shall be no use of the tractor assist roads when saturated soil conditions exist (refer to Item 23 – 
equipment use limitations) 

 
Instructions to LTO: 
Tractors, feller bunchers and heel boom loaders may enter into cable areas for the purpose of yarding and felling 
at the locations shown on the Operations Map.  See additional restrictions listed below in Item 21 – General 
Tractor Restrictions.  In all cases the following restrictions apply:  
• No use of tractor assist roads when saturated soil conditions exist  (refer to Item 23 – equipment use 

limitations). 

• Tractors are restricted to existing pre-flagged tractor roads (yellow “SKID TRAIL” flagging), depicted on the 
Operations Map. 
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• Feller bunchers are restricted to the flagged Cable/Tractor Assist area (red and white striped flagging), 
depicted on the Operations Map. 

• Ground-based equipment, including a feller buncher, is only allowed to operate within Unstable Features G5 
and G8 on the flagged and identified tractor assist roads. Please see the Focused Geologic Evaluation in 
Section V of this THP.  

• Upon completion of operations, any ground disturbance/exposed soil caused by the feller buncher (note that 
little to none of this is expected) shall be slash packed. 

• Upon completion of use tractor assist roads shall be waterbarred to extreme EHR standards.  

 
Standard rule: 14CCR 914.3 (e)  Tractors shall not be used in areas designated for cable yarding except to pull trees away 
from streams, to yard logs in areas where deflection is low, or where swing yarding is advantageous, to construct 
firebreaks and/or layouts, and to provide tail-holds. Such exception(s) shall be explained and justified in the THP, and 
require Director's approval. 
 
Justification:  This practice will allow tractors to access an area where deflection is low.  The tractor roads to be used are 
existing, located on moderate ground, and are not located within 100 feet of any watercourse. These tractor roads have 
been flagged in the field and mapped on the Operations Map in Section II.  After onsite review, the RPF has concluded 
that tractor roads identified, flagged, and mapped located in the Cable/Tractor Assist area could be used in this harvest 
with little risk to either water quality or slope stability goals based on the following factors: 

o The tractor roads to be utilized have been in place 30+ years and show no sign of sediment production or slope 
destabilization. 

o The tractor roads are generally located on or near the crown of a spur ridge where the potential for overland flow 
is limited. 

o The tractor roads will be waterbarred to extreme EHR standards minimizing the potential for concentrating 
overland flow and improving the existing drainage condition of these trails. 

 
This proposed action is justified since it can be accomplished without significant risk to environmental resources and 
since use of this tractor road may be needed to yard logs in areas where deflection is low as provided for by (14CCR 
914.3 (e)). 
 
 
Item 21 (a).  Ground-Based Equipment on Unstable Areas 
 
Explanation:  The CEG’s evaluation of the THP identified several unstable areas within the THP, including some areas 
proposed for tractor assist yarding operations (please see the Focused Engineering Geologic Review in Section V).  The 
entire THP area has been previously tractor logged and existing tractor roads and logging roads are in relatively good 
condition.  Each tractor area was assessed for cable yarding potential.  However, the areas proposed for cable/tractor assist 
yarding contain generally moderate gradient slopes, and lack adequate deflection for cable yarding.  Existing tractor assist 
roads that don’t require reconstruction will be utilized, thereby minimizing the amount of site disturbance.  The following 
ground-based yarding operations on unstable areas is proposed: 
 
Specific Guidelines for Ground-Based Operations on Unstable Areas G5 and G8: 
 
Unstable Feature G5 – Ground-based operations are proposed on a “flagged skid trail that traverses relatively smooth 
20% slopes along the toe of the slide area” (Focused Geologic Evaluation in Section V). As stated, this tractor assist road 
has been evaluated by a CEG in the field, flagged in yellow “SKID TRAIL” flagging, and mapped on the Operations Map 
in Section II of this THP.   
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Unstable Feature G8 – Ground-based operations are proposed on an existing tractor road crossing within the larger 
cable/tractor assist area. A small cutslope failure was identified at the southern approach to the crossing. No slide debris 
appears to have delivered to the Class II-S watercourse. As per the CEG recommendation (Focused Geologic Evaluation 
is Section V) slide debris shall be feathered out on the skid trail to shape an outslope. No additional fill shall be sidecast 
downslope of the skid trail at this site. The tractor road through G8 has been flagged in the field with yellow “SKID 
TRAIL” flagging and is identified on the Operations Map in Section II of this THP.   
 
As stated, operations on G5 and G8 have been reviewed and evaluated by a CEG. Please see the Focused Geologic 
Evaluation in Section V of this THP.  
   
 
Standard rule: 14CCR 914.2 (d) Heavy equipment shall not operate on unstable areas.  If such areas are unavoidable, the 
RPF shall develop specific measures to minimize the effect of operations on slope instability.  These measures shall be 
explained and justified in the plan and must meet the requirements of 14 CCR 914 [934, 954].   
 
Justification:  As stated above a CEG evaluated the proposed use of the existing tractor assist roads at G5 and G8, with a 
full analysis provided in the Focused Geologic Evaluation in Section V of this THP. Use of these tractor assist roads 
provides access to manage portions of the THP area that are otherwise inaccessible and would go unmanaged. The 
alternative of cable yarding these areas (and not utilizing tractor assist roads) could result in ground leading, increased soil 
disturbance, and potential overland flow/drainage issues that could lead to erosion and slope instability. The following list 
represents specific impacts that cable yarding in areas of poor deflection can have: 
 

1. Soil Disturbance – Low deflection allows more contact between the logs being yarded and the ground.  This can 
result in significant soil disturbance.  Though tractor yarding will certainly cause soil disturbance, it is easier to 
mitigate through tractor-constructed waterbars, which can be more functional than waterbars installed by hand in 
cable roads. 

2. Breakage of Merchantable Timber – Access to fewer cable roads (i.e. due to a lack of truck roads in suitable 
locations for cable yarding) can require fallers to fall more trees in only one direction, toward the cable road.  
Reduced options when falling timber can result in falling trees where they will become damaged.  Tractor yarding 
these areas may allow for greater flexibility for directional tree falling so that merchantability can be maximized. 

3. Damage to Residual Trees – Fewer cable roads means that trees have to be pulled at an angle through the stand to 
the available cable road, farther than would otherwise be required.  When pulling logs from the side in this 
manner there is a great deal of potential for damage to residual trees, as the logs being yarded move through the 
stand and bump into residual trees.  Tractor yarding will allow for more flexibility to pull logs from various 
angles and avoid damage to residuals. 

4. Safety – Pulling cables across soil or pulling logs that are in full contact with the ground has a negative effect on 
the cable’s strength and can cause cables to break, thus increasing safety hazards for operators and costs 

 
Use of the existing infrastructure that is in good condition, given the recommendations specified below, should result in 
no significant impact and achieve management goals throughout the THP. 
 

• Ground-based equipment, including a feller buncher, is only allowed to operate within Unstable Features G5 
and G8 on the flagged and identified tractor assist roads. Please see the Focused Geologic Evaluation in 
Section V of this THP.  

• Upon completion of use tractor assist roads through G5 and G8 will be waterbarred to an Extreme Erosion 
Hazard Rating standard to ensure adequate drainage and improve the conditions of these trails overall. 
Please note, this is a Mitigation, which is further explained in Section IV of this THP. 

• There shall be no use of the tractor assist roads when saturated soil conditions exist (refer to Item 23 – 
equipment use limitations) 
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Given the explanation and justification provided above, these activities are not considered to be associated with, or 
expected to affect, any of the primary limiting factors identified in 14CCR 916.9(a). 
 
 
ITEM 21(d): GROUND BASED EQUIPTMENT ON SLOPES BETWEEN 50-65% with Moderate EHR 
 
Explanation: There are areas within the cable/tractor assist portion of the THP in which tractor operations are proposed 
on tractor assist roads where slopes are between 50% - 65%. While these tractor assist roads generally follow gentle 
ridgetops, there are a few discrete areas where the side slopes do exceed 50%. The EHR in these areas is Moderate. 
Tractor assist roads proposed for use are flagged with yellow “skid trail” flagging, are existing trails, and are in stable 
condition. No new skid trails may be constructed in these areas. Skid trails blocked off with skid trail flagging shall not be 
used by the timber operator. Cable yarding operations are not feasible in these areas due to poor deflection, blind leads, 
and lack of access points for safe operation of cable yarding machines. The trails that exist in these areas are not extensive 
and provide the only access to certain areas of the THP that would otherwise be inaccessible. The skid trails in this area 
are identified as “Tractor Assist Roads” on the “Operations Map” at the end of Section II. 

 
Justification: Cable yarding operations are not feasible in these areas due to poor deflection, blind leads, and lack of 
access points for safe operation of cable yarding machines. The tractor assist roads that exist in these areas are not 
extensive and provide the only access to certain areas of the THP that would otherwise be inaccessible. Abiding by the 
standard rule would exclude these areas from timber operations which would not help meet a goal of maximum sustained 
production of high-quality timber products. Tractor assist roads proposed for use are flagged with yellow “skid trail” 
flagging, are existing trails, and are in stable condition. No new skid trails may be constructed in these areas. Skid trails 
blocked off with skid trail flagging shall not be used by the timber operator. All tractor assist roads (including portions 
located on slopes greater than 50%) shall be waterbarred to the Extreme EHR standard, which is as follows: 
 

EROSION HAZARD RATING (EHR) 
 Per 14 CCR 914.6 [934.6, 954.6)(c) Waterbreaks 

 Road and/or Trail Gradients Waterbreak Spacing by 
trail/road gradient 

 10 or less 11-25 26-50 >50 
[X]   EXTREME 100 75 50 50 

 
 
 
Item 23.  Winter Operations. 
In THP development, consideration is given to operating at a variety of times throughout the year.  Environmental 
considerations that went into the decision to propose winter operations are based in part on restrictions in place in the THP 
to minimize or prevent adverse environmental impacts.  These restrictions include limiting heavy equipment operations  
 (except for time sensitive road maintenance situations and emergencies) to permanent surfaced roads and landings.  In 
addition, there are multiple restrictions dealing with the use of such roads during the winter period, such as cessation of 
use if conditions are saturated, if a stable surface does not exist, if turbid water would be delivered to receiving 
watercourses, and suspension of operations following rainfall events.  
 
Another part of the consideration that goes into proposing winter operations (timber falling, use of seasonal logging roads 
for ATV traffic and emergency logging road maintenance and short term use of ground based equipment and seasonal 
logging roads until rainfall limits are reached) is the need to maintain viable employment for workers in the timber 
industry.  Proposing limited winter operations allows logging contractors to keep portions of their crews employed for a 
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longer duration providing economic viability to the region, and reducing loads on public assistance.  Additionally, this 
practice allows contractors to retain skilled workers, many of which, being faced with an ever shortening work season, 
have opted to leave the area to seek other means of employment that is not subject to such a short working season.  
Another consideration is the production infrastructure available to complete the work.  Given the ever shortening windows 
of opportunity some winter operations must be expected.  As noted, many companies are loosing skilled workers to other 
trades, decreasing their ability to meet the production needs of landowners in this region.  Additionally, the proposed 
winter operations allow the landowner to take advantage of seasonally favorable market conditions which would 
otherwise be lost.  Lastly, the proposed winter operations aid in providing a more stable supply of products to 
manufacturing facilities who may otherwise need to close their facilities, placing further burdens on public assistance. 
 
 
Item 24. Road Construction and Landing Construction 
 
New Road Construction:  In compliance with 14CCR 923, all known potential logging roads and landings have been 
planned and located with due consideration being given to the following factors: 

1) Incorporation of existing roads and tractor roads whenever possible. 
2) Use of systematic layout patterns that will minimize total mileage. 
3) Use of layout patterns that conform to fit natural topography in order to minimize disturbance to natural 

features. 
4) Avoidance of routes near the bottoms of steep and narrow canyons, watercourses, marshes and other wet 

areas, unstable areas, and nesting sites of threatened or endangered bird species. 
5) Use of road layout patterns that are consistent with long term enhancement and maintenance of the forest 

resource and that minimizes damage to soil resources, fish and wildlife habitat, and prevents degradation of 
the quality and beneficial uses of water. 

6) Implementation of a layout that best accommodates appropriate yarding systems and economic feasibility. 
 
It is proposed to construct approximately 2,040 feet of new seasonal road.  The proposed new alignment was planned and 
designed by the RPF and the CEG.  LTO instructions are contained in Section II, Item 25 (construction requirements) and 
Item 38. 
 
In compliance with 14CCR 923.9(a), to minimize the effects of long-term site occupancy of the transportation system 
within the watershed and to help offset the new road construction that is proposed, the existing tractor road network 
proposed for use within cable designated areas (tractor assist roads identified on the Operations Map) will be waterbarred 
to an Extreme EHR spacing/standard.  The improved drainage condition of these trails will minimize erosion and help 
maintain surface soil and slope stability. 
 
New Landing Construction:  It will be necessary to construct new landings within the plan area.  Known potential new 
landings have been strategically planned at locations that are not expected to require substantial excavation.  Landing size 
shall be no greater than 1/4 acre in size and construction shall be in compliance with 14 CCR 923.5.  If additional new 
landings need to be constructed, other than those identified, they shall be at locations that shall not require substantial 
excavation and their size shall be no greater than ¼ acre. Please see the locations of the proposed landings on the 
Operations Map in Section II. 
 
ITEM 25(b): ASP WATERSHEDS 
 
This THP proposes approximately 2,040 feet of seasonal road construction. Thes proposed logging roads and associated 
landings are located in an ASP watershed. Pursuant to the Forest Practice Rules, please see the following table for ASP 
related information.  
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ADDRESS THE FOLLOWING AS IT APPLIES TO ASP WATERSHEDS OR 
IMMEDIATELY UPSTREAM AND CONTIGUOUS TO, ANY WATERSHED WITH LISTED 

ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS 
• When logging road(s) or landing(s) construction or reconstruction is proposed identify: 

1) How the proposed operations will fit into the systematic layout pattern. 
                 Per 14 CCR 923.1 [943.1. 963.1](g) 

Proposed Seasonal Road construction will expand the existing road facilities high on the slope in an 
area that is suitable for ground-based operations. The road is located on a break in slope, so it will 
also help facilitate cable yarding operations downslope. This improved access to areas that will 
allow for cable yarding operations reduces the need to operate ground-based equipment on steep 
slopes and/or ground lead areas with poor deflection.  
 

2) What, if any, offsetting mitigation measures (including but not limited to, abandonment of logging 
road(s) and landing(s) are needed to minimize potential adverse impacts to watersheds from the road 
system. 
Per 14 CCR 923.1 [943.1. 963.1](g) 
 
This THP is directly upslope of the SF Gualala River, a Class I watercourse. This THP proposes 32 
acres of No Harvest directly adjacent and upslope of the Class I (beyond the standard WLPZ width 
in some areas) in order to protect riparian habitat, function, and watershed resources. Additionally, 
this THP proposes the use of tractor assist roads in portions of the cable yarding unit. These tractor 
assist roads will be waterbarred to an Extreme EHR standard upon completion of use. This will 
greatly improve the drainage of these trails for long term maintenance and slope stability. 
 

• Provide specific provisions for the protection of salmonid habitat for all logging road(s) construction: 
3) On slopes, greater than 50% with access to a watercourse or lake. 

Per 14 CCR 923.4 [943.4, 963.4](s)(1) 
 
Not applicable to this Timber Harvest Plan. 
 
 

• Provide specific erosion control measures for all permanent and seasonal roads: 
4) With a grade of 15% or greater which extends 500 feet or more. 

Per 14 CCR 923.5 [943.5, 963.5](q)(2) 
 
Not applicable to this Timber Harvest Plan. 

 
Item 26(a) Watercourse and Lake Protection 
Watercourse determinations were made in the field by the RPF or his supervised designee.  Variables examined during 
field inspection of watercourses included, but were not limited to, rate of water flow, channel substrate composition, 
channel size, riparian vegetation, presence of fish, presence of aquatic insects, presence of invertebrates, presence of 
reptiles and amphibians, previous watercourse classifications, and recent rainfall events. 
 
Class I watercourses: 
Class 1 watercourses are within and/or adjacent to the plan area, however 32 acres of No Harvest have been designated 
directly upslope of the SF Gualala River..   
 
Primary beneficial uses of this watercourse include spawning habitat for fish, wildlife habitat, groundwater recharge, 
and freshwater replenishment.  Additional information detailing the conditions in and surrounding these watercourses 
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may be found in the Watershed Effects section of THP Section IV, as well as in THP Section V.  Protection measures 
for the LTO to follow are contained in THP Section II.  Pursuant to 14 CCR 916.4(b) the ‘basic protection measures 
shall be determined from Table I (14 CCR 916.5……., and shall be stated in the plan’).  Note that in many instances the 
protection measures in Section II provide greater protections than the basic protections. 
 
Protection measures for Class I watercourses are as follows: 
 
"A" WLPZ shall be clearly identified on the ground by the RPF who prepared the plan, or supervised designee, with paint, 
flagging, or other suitable means prior to the preharvest inspection.  For nonindustrial timber management plans, sample 
identification of the WLPZ prior to the preharvest inspection may be allowed.  The sample shall be based upon a field 
examination and be consistent with the applicable provisions of 14 CCR §§ 916.4 [936.4, 956.4] and 916.5 [936.5, 956.5], 
representing the range of conditions found within the WLPZ.  The Director shall determine if the sample identification is 
adequate for plan evaluation during the preharvest inspection.  If sample identification is allowed, the remaining WLPZ 
shall be identified by an RPF or supervised designee prior to the start of timber operations within or adjacent to the 
WLPZ.  The RPF shall notify the Department when the WLPZ has been identified.  
 
"D"  To ensure retention of shade canopy filter strip properties of the WLPZ and the maintenance of a multi-storied stand 
for protection of values described in 14 CCR § 916.4(b) [936.4(b), 956.4(b)], residual or harvest trees shall be marked, 
including a base mark below the cut-line within the WLPZ by the RPF, or supervised designee.  Outside of watersheds 
with threatened or impaired values, sample marking prior to the preharvest inspection is satisfactory in those cases where 
the Director determines it is adequate for plan evaluation.  When sample marking has been used, the remaining WLPZ 
shall be marked in advance of falling operations by the RPF, or supervised designee.  In watersheds with threatened or 
impaired values, trees shall be marked in advance of the preharvest inspection.  For all nonindustrial timber management 
plans, sample marking of the WLPZ prior to the preharvest inspection may be allowed.  The sample shall be based upon a 
field examination and shall be consistent with the applicable provisions of 14 CCR §§ 916.4 [936.4, 956.4] and 916.5 
[936.5, 956.5], representing the range of conditions found within the WLPZ.  The Director shall determine if the sample 
mark is adequate for plan evaluation during the preharvest inspection.  If sample marking is allowed, the remaining 
WLPZ shall be marked by an RPF, or supervised designee, prior to the start of timber operations within or adjacent to the 
WLPZ.  The RPF shall notify the Department when the WLPZ has been identified.  
 
"G"  To protect water temperature, filter strip properties, upslope stability, and fish and wildlife values, at least 50% of the 
overstory and 50% of the understory canopy covering the ground and adjacent waters shall be left in a well distributed 
multi-storied stand composed of a diversity of species similar to that found before the start of operations.  The residual 
overstory canopy shall be composed of at least 25% of the existing overstory conifers.  Species composition may be 
adjusted consistent with the above standard to meet on-site conditions when agreed to in the THP by the RPF and the 
Director. 
 
916.9  Protection and Restoration of the Beneficial Functions of the Riparian Zone in Watersheds with Listed Anadromous 
Salmonids specifies additional restrictions to harvesting in Class I WLPZs as follows: 
 

• The enforceable standard for shade canopy retention for Class I watercourses with a confined channel is: 

o Core Zone, within 30 feet of the watercourse transition line, no timber operations except for those listed 
in 14 CCR 916.9(e)(1)(A)-(F).  No timber operations are proposed within any channel zone of a 
Class I except to allow for full suspension cable yarding when necessary to transport logs through 
the channel zone as listed in the exceptions in 14 CCR 916.9(e)(1)(D). 

o Inner Zone, 70 feet wide from the core zone, maintain a minimum 80% overstory canopy. Harvest trees 
are marked with blue paint. 
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o The WLPZ is flagged at a minimum width of 100 feet with blue/white striped “Lake and Watercourse
Protection Zone” flagging in addition to solid red flagging for greater visibility.

o The overstory canopy must be composed of at least 25% overstory conifer canopy post-harvest.  If the
above noted canopy levels are lacking in any given area timber is not marked for removal in that area,
however it may be marked elsewhere in the zone.

o Silvicultural methods are limited to commercial thinning or single tree selection.

o WLPZ identification, flagging, and timber marking shall be completed prior to the PHI.

o Pursuant to 14 CCR 916.9(f)(2)(B)4., the thirteen (13) largest dbh conifers (live or dead) on each acre of
the area that encompasses the Core and Inner Zones shall be retained.  The retained conifers shall be
selected from within the THP area that encompasses the Core and Inner Zones.

o Pursuant to 14 CCR 916.9(f)(2)(B)5, large trees that are most conducive to recruitment to provide for
beneficial functions of riparian zones shall be given priority for retention.

HOWEVER, PLEASE NOTE THAT THE CLASS I WLPZ (and upslope in some areas) IS DESIGNATED AS A 
NO HARVEST AREA. This will protect riparian habitats, and maintain the beneficial uses of water. 

Class II watercourses: 

“In preparing and submitting this plan for CAL FIRE’s review, the plan submitter does not waive or release any claim that 
some or all of the protections for Class II-L watercourses imposed by CAL FIRE are not required under the Anadromous 
Salmonid Protection Rules.  More particularly, the preparation and submission of the plan, including the depiction of any 
Class II-L watercourses, is not an admission that CAL FIRE can impose Class II-L protection for a 1,000-foot segment of 
the watercourse, regardless if the actual length of that watercourse type is less than 1,000 feet.  The preparation and 
submission of these documents is not an acknowledgement or admission of the correctness of CAL FIRE’s interpretation 
and/or application of the Anadromous Salmonid Protection Rules and the plan submitter reserves the right to challenge 
such interpretation and/or application, or take advantage of another plan submitter’s challenge, through appropriate 
review.” 

Determining the Class II watercourse Type: 

See the following language regarding class II-L determination from 14CCR 916.9 subsection (g)(1) 

(1)Determine the Class II Watercourse Type:  Class II watercourses are composed of two types - Class II-S (standard)
watercourses and Class II-L (large) watercourses. Class II-S watercourses are those classified as Class II watercourses 
pursuant to 14 CCR § 916.5 [936.5, 956.5], but do not possess the characteristics of a Class II-L watercourse. 
(A) A Class II-L watercourse is defined as a Class II watercourse having either of the following characteristics:
1.A contributing drainage area of ≥100 acres in the Coast Forest District, or ≥150 acres for the Northern and Southern Forest
Districts, as measured from the confluence of the receiving Class I watercourse. 
2. An average active channel width of five feet (5 ft.) or greater near the confluence with the receiving Class I watercourse.
Where field measurements are necessary to make this determination, active channel width measurements shall be taken at 
approximately fifty foot (50 ft.) intervals beginning at the point where the Class II watercourse intersects the Class I WLPZ 
boundary and moving up the Class II watercourse for a distance of approximately two-hundred feet (200 ft.)    The combined 
average of these five (5) measurements shall be used to establish the average active channel width. Measurement points 
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may be adjusted based upon site-specific conditions, and should occur at riffle locations and outside the influence of 
watercourse crossings to the extent feasible. 
 
(B)All Class II-L watercourses shall incorporate requirements stated in 14 CCR § 916.9 [936.9, 956.9], subsection (g)(2) 
for a distance of one-thousand feet (1,000 ft.), or total length of Class II, whichever is less, as measured from the 
confluence with a Class I watercourse. The RPF shall include the mapped location of Class II-L watercourse segments 
receiving protections pursuant to 14 CCR § 916.9 [936.9, 956.9], subsection (g)(2) in the plan area. Where such Class II-L 
watercourses branch prior to the end of the one-thousand foot (1,000 ft.) protection distance, the branch that meets or 
exceeds the drainage area standards of 14 CCR § 916.9 [936.9, 956.9], subsection (g)(1)(A) shall receive the remainder of 
the one-thousand foot (1,000 ft.) protection distance. If two or more branches meet or exceed the drainage area standards 
of 14 CCR § 916.9 [936.9, 956.9], subsection (g)(1)(A)1., then the remainder of the one-thousand foot (1,000 ft.) 
protection distance shall be applied to all branches exceeding the standard. If no individual branch exceeds the drainage 
area standards of 14 CCR § 916.9 [936.9, 956.9], subsection (g)(1)(A)1., then the single branch with the largest drainage 
area shall receive the remainder of the one-thousand foot (1,000 ft.) protection distance.  
 
Both Class II-L and II-S watercourses are located within or adjacent to the project area as defined by 916.9(g) adopted by 
the BOF and placed into effect 01/01/2014.  Please refer to the Operations Map for location of Class II-L and Class II-S 
watercourse segments.  Protection measures for the LTO to follow are contained in THP Section II.  Pursuant to 14 CCR 
916.4(b) the ‘basic protection measures shall be determined from Table I  14 CCR 916.5……., and shall be stated in the 
plan’. 
 
 Protection measures for Class II watercourses are as follows: 

 
“B" WLPZ shall be clearly identified on the ground by an RPF or supervised designee, with paint, flagging, or 
other suitable means, prior to the start of timber operations.  In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, on 
the ground identification of the WLPZ shall be completed prior to the pre-harvest inspection.   
 
The WLPZ has been identified prior to the PHI, and is flagged with Blue/White striped “Watercourse and 
Lake Protection Zone” flagging hung with Red flagging. 

 
"E" To ensure retention of shade canopy filter strip properties of the WLPZ and the maintenance of a multi-storied 
stand for protection of values described in 14 CCR § 916.4(b) [936.4(b), 956.4(b)], residual or harvest trees shall 
be marked, including a base mark below the cut line, within the WLPZ by the RPF or supervised designee.  In 
watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, trees shall be marked in advance of the preharvest inspection. 
 
All marking within the WLPZ shall be completed prior to the PHI.  No Core Zone trees shall be marked for 
harvest. 
 

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE CLASS II-L WLPZ HAS BEEN DESIGNATED AS A NO HARVEST AREA. This 
will protect riparian habitats, and maintain the beneficial uses of water. 

 
"I" To protect water temperature, filter strip properties, upslope stability, and fish and wildlife values, at least 50% 
of the total canopy covering the ground shall be left in a well distributed multi-storied stand configuration composed 
of a diversity of species similar to that found before the start of operations.  The residual overstory canopy shall be 
composed of at least 25% of the existing overstory conifers.  Due to variability in Class II watercourses these 
percentages and species composition may be adjusted to meet on-site conditions when agreed to by the RPF and 
the Director in the THP. 
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916.9  Protection and Restoration of the Beneficial Functions of the Riparian Zone in Watersheds with Listed 
Anadromous Salmonids specifies additional restrictions to harvesting in Class II WLPZs as follows 
 

WLPZ protection practices to be implemented and the enforceable standard for shade canopy retention for Class 
II-S watercourses and Class II-L watercourses >1000 feet upstream of a Class I / Class II transition point are as 
follows: 

• Core Zone is 15 feet from the watercourse transition line for Class II-S.  No timber harvesting is proposed in the core 
zone. 

• Inner Zone is variable width and slope dependent.  The Inner Zone width ranges from 35 to 85 feet from the landward 
edge of the core zone.  Where slopes are <10% the inner zone extends out 50 feet from the watercourse transition line.  A 
minimum 50% multi-story canopy shall be retained within this zone.   

• The WLPZ is flagged at a slope dependent width of 50, 75 or 100 feet with blue/white striped “Lake and Watercourse 
Protection Zone” flagging in addition to solid red flagging for greater visibility.   

• The overstory canopy must be composed of at least 25% overstory conifer canopy post-harvest.  If the above noted 
canopy levels are lacking in any given area timber is not marked for removal in that area, however it may be marked 
elsewhere in the zone. 

• WLPZ identification, flagging, and timber marking shall be completed prior to the PHI. 
• See the “Table 4” below taken from the Forest Practice Rules for clarification on WLPZ widths. 
 

WLPZ protection practices to be implemented and the enforceable standard for shade canopy retention for Class 
II-L watercourses within 1000 feet of a receiving Class I watercourse are as follows: 

• Core Zone extends landward 30 feet from the watercourse transition line, no timber harvesting is proposed in the core 
zone. 

• Inner Zone extends 70 feet from the landward edge of the core zone.  A minimum 80% multi-story canopy shall be 
retained within this zone.   

• The WLPZ is flagged at a distance of 100 feet from the watercourse transition line with blue/white striped “Lake and 
Watercourse Protection Zone” flagging in addition to solid red flagging for greater visibility.   

• The postharvest canopy may be composed of both conifers and hardwood species and shall have at least 25% overstory 
conifer canopy.  If the above noted canopy levels are lacking in any given area timber is not marked for removal in that 
area, however it may be marked elsewhere in the zone. 

• Postharvest stand shall retain the 13 largest conifer trees (live or dead) on each acre of the area that encompasses the 
Core and Inner Zones. 

• Large trees retained to meet the above requirement that are the most conducive to recruitment to provide for the 
beneficial functions of riparian zones (e.g., trees that lean towards the channel, have an unimpeded fall path toward the 
watercourse, are in an advanced state of decay, are located on unstable areas or downslope of such unstable areas, or 
have undermined roots) are to be given priority to be retained as future recruitment trees. 

• WLPZ identification, flagging, and timber marking shall be completed prior to the PHI. 
• See the “Table 4” below taken from the Forest Practice Rules for clarification on WLPZ widths. 
 
Table 4. Core and Inner Zone widths. 

 

Water Class Class II-S (feet) Class II-L (feet) 

Geographic 
location 

Watersheds in the 
coastal anadromy 

zone 

Watersheds 
outside the 

coastal 
anadromy zone 

Watersheds in 
the coastal 
anadromy 

zone 

Watersheds 
outside the 

coastal 
anadromy zone  

Slope class 
Core 
Zone  
(feet) 

Inner 
Zone  
(feet) 

Core 
Zone  
(feet) 

Inner 
Zone  
 (feet) 

Core 
Zone  
(feet) 

Inner 
Zone  
(feet) 

Core 
Zone  
(feet) 

Inner 
Zone  
 (feet) 
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≤30% 15 35 10 40 30 70 20 80 

30-50% 15 60 10 65 30 70 20 80 

>50% 15 85 10 90 30 70 20 80 
 

 
Compliance with 14 CCR 916.9(c) 
14 CCR 916.9(c) states:  Any timber operation or silvicultural prescription within any watercourse or lake 
protection zone shall have protection, maintenance, or restoration of the beneficial uses of water,and properly 
functioning salmonid habitat and listed aquatic or riparian-associated species as significant objectives. 
 

This THP meets the objectives of 14 CCR 916.9(c) and 14 CCR 916.9(g)(2)(B)1. by:  
• Proposing that all harvesting in Class II-S WLPZs shall be selection silviculture. 
• Enforceable protection measures for Class II-S watercourses are contained in Section II. 

 
This THP meets the objectives of 14 CCR 916.9(c) and 14 CCR 916.9(g)(2)(B)2. by:  

• Proposing that all harvesting in Class II-L WLPZs shall be limited to single tree selection silvicultural 
systems. 

• 80% canopy and the 13 largest trees will be retained 
• Enforceable protection measures for Class II-L watercourses are contained in Section II. 

 
Protection measures for Class III watercourses are as follows: 
 

“C” In site-specific cases, the RPF may provide in the plan that the WLPZ be clearly identified on the ground 
with flagging or by other suitable means prior to the start of operations.  
 
The centerlines of all Class III watercourses have been flagged in the field by the RPF or his supervised 
designee, prior to the pre-harvest inspection.  The LTO shall be responsible to follow ELZ widths as 
described in Item 26 (a).  
 
“F” Residual or harvest tree marking within the WLPZ may be stipulated in the THP by the RPF in site-specific 
cases to ensure retention of filter strip properties or to maintain soil stability of the zone. The RPF shall state in 
the THP if marking was used in these zones. 
  
Channel trees within Selection areas are not marked for harvest.  Where possible, additional trees shall be 
marked for retention on either side of Class III channels within these units.  
 
“H” At least 50% of the understory vegetation present before the start of operations shall be left living and well 
distributed within the WLPZ to maintain soil stability. This percentage may be adjusted to meet on-site conditions 
when agreed to in the THP by the RPF.  
 
The ELZ widths stated below shall serve to prevent disturbance to any vegetation, where present prior to 
operations, except where operations are proposed within these widths.  Broadcast burning is not proposed 
under this THP.  
 
The following are the minimum requirements for timber operations in Class III watercourses per {916.9(h)}: 
(1) Establish a 30 foot wide ELZ on both sides of the watercourse for slopes less than 30% and an additional 20 foot ELZ 
where sideslopes are >30%. The ELZ is measured from the WTL. Within the ELZ:  

122



Section III, Support Documentation.  Lucas Point THP  

 
    

(A) no new construction of tractor roads permitted;  
(B) no ground based equipment on slopes >50%; and  
(C) ground-based operations are limited to existing stable tractor roads that show no visible evidence of sediment  
      deposition being transported into the adjacent watercourse or to the use of feller- bunchers or shovel yarding.  
 

(2) Retain all pre-existing large wood on the ground within the ELZ that is stabilizing sediment and is necessary to prevent  
      potential discharge into the watercourse.  
(3) Retain all pre-existing down wood and debris in the channel zone.  
(4) Retain hardwoods, where feasible, within the ELZ.  
(5) Retain all snags (except as required for safety) within the ELZ.  
(6) Retain all countable trees needed to achieve resource conservation standards in 14 CCR 912.7 within the ELZ.  
(7) Retain all trees in the ELZ and channel zone which show visible indicators of providing bank or bed stability, excluding 
      sprouting conifers that do not have boles overlapping the channel zone.  Visible indicators of stability include roots that  
      permeate the bank or provide channel grade control.  
(8) Exceptions pursuant to 14 CCR § 916.9 [936.9, 956.9], subsections (e)(1)(A)-(F) are permitted in any ELZ and channel 

zone.  No timber operations are proposed within any channel zone of a Class III except for work at 
watercourse crossings as allowed pursuant to {14 CCR 916.9(e)(1)(A)-(F)}. 

 
Additional specific equipment limitations associated with ELZs are described in Item 21.  In addition to the ELZ 
requirements the following apply to Class III watercourses: 

• Soil deposited into Class III watercourses shall be removed prior to the completion of operations or October 15th, 
whichever comes first, except as noted in the winter operating plan.  

• Per 916.4(c)(3) - Slash deposited into Class III watercourses shall be removed or stabilized prior to the completion 
of operations or October 15th, whichever comes first, except as noted in the winter operating plan.  If slash is 
stabilized it shall be stabilized (such that the debris does not create the potential for diversion of the watercourse or 
the potential build up of excess sediment in amounts greater than found in the watercourse where there is no logging 
associated debris).   

 
Item 26(e) 
 
New DFG Agreement: 
There are proposed THP related instream activities that require a DFG Agreement for operations to be conducted on this 
plan.  The specific requirements of the approved DFG agreement, specifically the Project Description and Conditions or 
PDC, shall be amended to the plan to govern operations at these locations. This THP is being used as the CEQA review 
mechanism for the DFG 1600 series agreement.   
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
  

Map Point Feature 
TC Temporary Tractor Crossing Class II-S 
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Notification Information List Pursuant to 
Fish and Game Code Section 1611  

 
THP# 1-25-xxxxx SON 
THP Name Lucas Point 
 
IMPORTANT:  In order to facilitate processing of Streambed Alteration Notifications via Fish and Game Code 
(FGC) Section 1611, the Department of Fish and Game (Department) recommends all information requested 
below be attached in Item 26(d) of Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs) in Sections II or III, as appropriate.  In 
accordance with FGC Section 1611, the Department is not required to process the notification until the THP and 
the notification fee have been received by the Department.  Please send the notification fee directly to the 
appropriate Department regional office.    
 
Please provide the following information for notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration Activities in accordance 
with the “Guidelines for Lake or Streambed Alteration Notification via Timber Harvesting Plans”.   
 
1. Basic data, including all the following: 
 

a. The name, address, and telephone number of the 
Applicant: Daniel Falk 707-367-0312, P.O. Box 98, Stewarts Point, CA 95480 
Operator: Richardson Ranch LLC, 707-367-0312, P.O. Box 98, Stewarts Point, CA 95480 
Contractor: Unknown 
Contact Person: Daniel Falk 707-367-0312, P.O. Box 98, Stewarts Point, CA 95480 
Property Owner: Richardson Ranch LLC, 707-367-0312, P.O. Box 98, Stewarts Point, CA 95480 

 
b. The name of each lake and the name and watercourse classification of each stream the lake or 

streambed alteration activities will affect, including the nearest downstream watercourse or water body.   
 
Map Point TC is located on a tributary to the South Fork Gualala River. 

 
c. The township, range and section numbers, and the latitude and longitude of each lake and stream 

encroachment.   
Map 
point Feature Tributary to Legal (MDB&M) 

Latitude Longitude 

TC (also 
labeled as 

G8) 

Tractor Class II-S 
Temporary Crossing SF Gualala 

River T9N R13W Sec 17 

38.62823288 -123.33969624 

 
d. A single map or diagram clearly showing all of the following: 

i. All lake and stream encroachments, with a number or other appropriate identifying label.   
Please see the Operations Map in Section II. The Map Point is labeled as “TC”. 
 
ii. All roads, with a number or other appropriate identifying label.  
Please see the Operations Map in Section II.  
 
ii. All watercourse classifications (i.e., Class I, II, or III).   
Please see the Operations Map in Section II. 
 
iii. Access from a named public road.   
Please see the Operations Map in Section II. Access is from Tin Barn Road, shown northeast of the THP. 
 
iv. A north arrow and scale.   
Please see the Operations Map in Section II. 
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e. A description of the types of lake or stream encroachments the applicant intends to construct, install, use 

or remove (e.g., a corrugated metal pipe, “Humboldt” crossing, impoundment for water diversion, water 
drafting sites, bank stabilization, rocked ford, bridge, etc.), and whether they will be temporary or 
permanent.  If multiple lake or stream encroachments are proposed, the applicant should include a table 
that describes each type of encroachment (e.g., permanent culvert, temporary bridge, rock revetment, 
etc.), watercourse classification, culvert size and encroachment map reference number.   

 
Map & Point # Site, Description, 

Watercourse Class, 
Potential 
Sediment 
Discharge 
(cy), 
Priority* 

1600  Description and Recommendations 

Geo 
Report 

Hydro Calc 

 

 
 

f. A description of the fish and wildlife and botanical resources the work could adversely affect, including 
riparian resources and special status species (i.e., species listed under the California Endangered 
Species Act (“CESA”) and/or the federal Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), species fully protected under 
state law, and/or species of special concern).  If the work could adversely affect any listed species, the 
applicant should indicate whether consultation under CESA or ESA has commenced and if so, the current 
status of the consultation.  Applicant should also provide the biological opinion, as applicable.   

 
A Botanical Assessment was completed, in association with the Lucas Point THP and is located in Section V of the 
THP for Agency review.  In regards to fish and wildlife resources that could be affected refer to the Cumulative 
Biological Resource Impacts Assessment located in Section IV of this THP.   

 
g. Indicate if the work takes place in, adjacent to, or near a river that has been designated as “wild and 

scenic” under state or federal law. 
 

The proposed activities do not take place adjacent to or near a Wild or Scenic River. 

TC 
 
(Also labeled as 
G8 and 
referenced in 
the Focused 
Geologic 
Evaluation) 

Tractor Road 
Crossing on a 
Class II-S 
Watercourse 

N/A Yes An existing tractor road crosses a Class II-S watercourse. The 
crossing location is dry the majority of the year and the gradient 
through the crossing is low (less than 20%) through the channel 
with gently sloped banks/approaches leading in and out of the 
channel. The southern approach to the crossing has a relatively 
small (<15 cubic yards) cutslope failure. No debris appears to 
have been delivered into the Class II-S watercourse. This 
feature was evaluated by a Geologist and included in the 
Focused Geologic Evaluation in Section V. 
 

� Feather slide debris out on the tractor road to shape 
an outslope 

� Do not sidecast fill material downslope of the tractor 
road 

� If the tractor road crossing is wet at time of 
operations, install a minimum 4” flex pipe in the 
crossing. If the crossing is dry, use the crossing as-is 

� Upon completion of operations, and prior to the 
winter period of use, remove the flex pipe (if used) 
and excavate the crossing to natural watercourse 
grade 

� Lay back the banks to a slope of 1.5H:1V 
� Apply either a slash or straw mulch to exposed soil at 

the crossing and surface of the tractor road within the 
WLPZ  as per Item 18 Soil Stabilization Measures. 
 

N/A Yes 
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2. Information about each lake and stream encroachment, including the following: 

 
a. Construction plans, including specific details, cross sections, and dimensions.   
   

Please refer to the Map Point Table above as well as in Section II Item 38 for site specific information about Map Point 
TC.  
 

b. If water will be present and diversion of flow around the work site is necessary, the volume of water to be diverted 
and the method of diversion.  

 
As stated in the Map Point description, the temporary crossing location is dry for the majority of the year. However, 
the volume of water to be diverted around worksites is unknown at this time as it is unknown when work will 
commence.  Should water need to be diverted around a worksite coffer dams shall be installed and water shall be 
diverted either with screened pumps or by gravity.  Coffer dams will be clean sandbags, channel gravels, or 
aquadams.  Where necessary plastic tarping may be used.  All coffer dams & associated materials shall be removed 
from the channel upon completion of the activity.   

 
c. If water drafting is proposed, provide drafting site information (i.e. estimated volume, drafting rate, timing, etc.).  

Indicate if the activity will be done pursuant to a water right application or permit. 
 
Not proposed. 

  
d. The materials (e.g., soil, sand, gravel, ¼- to ½-ton rip-rap, large wood, etc.) and volumes that will be used for and/or 

removed from the lake or stream encroachment, the dimensions of the area to be excavated and the dimensions of 
the area to be filled. 

 
Not applicable. 

 
e. Specify the type of equipment to be used.  
 

Tractors, excavators, bulldozers, feller bunchers and heelboom loaders. 
 
f. Proposed work periods including the date or conditions requiring temporary crossing removal. 
 

April 1st through November 15th of any year of operation. 
 

g. The species composition and density of vegetation to be removed or disturbed as a result of lake or streambed 
alteration activities.  Indicate if sensitive plant surveys have been completed within areas which will be affected by 
lake or stream encroachments.  Include any plans to restore the affected riparian or hydrophytic vegetation. 

 
Refer to the Botanical Report conducted for the THP contained in Section V.  Minor vegetation is anticipated to be 
impacted at the temporary tractor crossing (Map Point TC).  Note that most of the area potentially impacted is already 
a tractor road.   

 
h. Mode of impact to fish, wildlife and botanical resources (i.e., changes in sediment and/or flow delivery rates, 

dewatered or impounded watercourses, destabilized stream banks, erosion causing sediment deposition, changes 
to or elimination of riparian vegetation, reduced canopy affects on microclimate and/or water temperature, etc.) 

 
Should water be present during time of activity minor changes in flow may be anticipated due to the diversion of water 
around worksites.  Short term increases in sediment delivery rates are expected as freshly excavated soil will be present.   

 
i. Measures included to protect fish, wildlife and botanical resources (i.e., avoidance measures, sediment control 

measures, construction time periods, methods to divert water around or away from the work site, special measures 

Overflow 

Intake, 75 feet 
upstream 

Intake, 70 feet 
upstream 
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necessary to protect special-status species, a post-work action plan including measures to minimize soil erosion, re-
vegetation, etc.). 

 
See above Responses.   

 
j. Calculations or other data used to size culverts.   
 

Not applicable. 
 
k. For bridge installations: indicate if the abutments or road approaches will encroach into the floodplain or 

channel; provide the calculations or data used to determine bridge height and flow capacity; describe the type 
of abutments and scour protections with dimensions; provide any engineering reports or plans; etc.   

 
Not applicable. 

 
l. Describe any torrent, debris or landslide conditions at each encroachment. 
 

The southern approach to the crossing has a relatively small (<15 cubic yards) cutslope failure. No debris appears to have been 
delivered into the Class II-S watercourse. This feature was evaluated by a Geologist and included in the Focused Geologic 
Evaluation in Section V. The CEG made the following recommendations at Map Point TC, which have been incorporated into the 
proposed treatment of the site: 
- Feather slide debris out on the tractor road to shape an outslope 
- Do not sidecast fill material downslope of the tractor road 
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Item 27(j) Additional in-lieu and/or alternative watercourse and lake protection practices. 
 
Pursuant to 14 CCR 916.6 and Alternative Watercourse and Lake Protection Measure is proposed.   
 
916.6, 936.6, 956.6  Alternative Watercourse and Lake Protection  [All Districts] 
 (a)  Alternative prescriptions for the protection of watercourses and lakes may be developed by the RPF or proposed by 
the Director on a site-specific basis provided the following conditions are complied with and the alternative 
prescriptions will achieve compliance with the standards set forth in 14 CCR 916.3 [936.3, 956.3] and 916.4(b) [936.4(b), 
956.4(b)].  
(1)  The following information regarding an alternative prescription shall be included in the THP:   

(A)  An identification of each standard prescription which would be replaced by the alternative prescription. No 
standard prescription is being replaced in its entirety.  The plan submitter is seeking to allow the felling of 
unmarked trees within the WLPZ which may be necessary for safety & cable clearance.  These trees will be left on 
site to serve s LWD.  The standard prescriptions which require all marking within the WLPZ to be completed 
prior to the PHI, and which prohibit the harvesting of unmarked trees are 14 CCR 916.5(e)”A”, “B”, “D”, and 
“E”. 

(B)  An identification of any beneficial uses of water or other features listed in 14 CCR 916.4(b) [936.4(b), 
956.4(b)] which may be adversely affected by the replaced standard prescription and the alternative practice.  The LTO 
is directed to comply with any other applicable Forest Practice Rules, and therefore none of the features or 
beneficial uses listed in 916.4 should be adversely affected. 

(C)  An evaluation of any significant effects on such beneficial uses or features due to implementation of the 
alternative prescription.  No significant effects are anticipated, therefore there are none to evaluate. 

(D)  A clear and complete explanation and justification as to the reasons why, given site-specific technical, 
environmental, economic, or institutional considerations, an alternative prescription is needed. The reasons given must 
include at least one of the following:  
(aa)  Implementation of the specified standard prescriptions would not be feasible.  
(bb)  Implementation of the specified standard prescription(s) would not adequately prevent or reduce damage to the 
quality and beneficial uses of water.  

(cc)  Implementation of the proposed alternative prescription would provide equal or greater protection, including 
all proposed mitigations for the quality and beneficial uses of water and those features listed in 916.4(b) [936.4(b), 

956.4(b)] than would implementation of the specified standard prescriptions.  Implementation of the standard 
prescription requiring all marking be completed prior to the PHI is not feasible for this given circumstance.  Cable 
roads are not usually laid out until well after THP approval.  Cable road placement is governed by suitable road 
locations and the availability of safe, functional tailholds. 

(E)  A plan for evaluating the results of the proposed alternative practice by either the plan submitter or the 
Director.  The plan must include the criteria and procedures for evaluating and inspecting each approved alternative 

practice.  The proposed practice may be evaluated by either party during any inspection.  The criteria & 
procedures for evaluating the alternative are the same as those for evaluating the standard.  The LTO is still 
required to meet the standards in all other respects. 

(2)  The alternative measures stated in the plan shall be written so that they provide clear, enforceable 
standards for the guidance of the timber operator.  See Section II, Item 27(j). 

(3)  Prior to beginning or continuing an operation in which alternative measures have been added to an approved 
THP in regard to watercourse and lake protection measures, the timber operator shall acknowledge the new specifications by 

signing and filing with the Director, a copy of the amended plan.  The LTO has signed the THP and by doing so has 
acknowledged the new specifications.  If new LTOs are amended to the THP they shall acknowledge this on the 
LTO Responsibility Form. 
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Item 32  Listed Species, Including Habitat  
 
Scope of Sensitive, Threatened, or Endangered Animal Species. 
 
The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) section of the Department of Fish and Game, in addition to 
other sources, was consulted for occurrences of special animal, plant, and natural communities within, and 
adjacent to, the project area. The CNDDB is the most complete single source of information on California's 
sensitive species and natural communities. The species inventoried by the CNDDB range from those officially listed 
(State and Federal) endangered, rare, and threatened animals and plants, to those considered by the scientific 
community or other individuals to be deserving of such listing. Please refer to THP Section IV for additional 
information concerning specific species, which were identified by this scoping process. 
 
Information sources that have been utilized are: 

 
☞ The California Natural Diversity Data Base1 
☞ Observations by the Plan Submitters biologists 
☞ Observations by other staff 
☞ Other anecdotal information obtained by living in the general area 
☞ Talking with other locals 
☞ DFG Special Plants List 
☞ DFG Special Animals List 
☞ Review of California Wildlife Habitat Relationship books 
☞ State and Federal Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants, a list PROVIDED with the CNDDB 
☞ State and Federal Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Animals, a list PROVIDED with the CNDDB 
☞ California’s Animal Species of Special Concern, a list PROVIDED with the CNDDB 
☞ Special Status Species Lists by County, a list COMPILED FROM THE CNDDB 
☞ The California Rare Plant Rank electronic inventory2 
 

Only those plants and animals which are listed as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered under Federal or State law, or 
a Sensitive Species by the Board and whose habitat could potentially be impacted, are listed in Section IV.  
However, plant or animal species that are primarily associated with coastal dunes/strands, pygmy soils, and 
oceanic birds are not included, even though they show up on the NDDB/ California Rare Plant Rank (this proposed 
THP is outside the habitat range of those species).  Refer to Section IV for a listing of remaining non-listed species 
that were identified while searching through the above information sources. 
 
Assessing the presence or absence of raptors and plants in proposed timber harvest areas is to visually inspect the 
area during plan layout or note incidental species occurrence during other wildlife surveys in the plan or 
assessment areas. 
 
For plants, the area searched includes the proposed seasonal road, tractor roads, logging/tractor road watercourse 
crossings, road cut banks, wet areas, seeps, watercourses, and harvest unit perimeters.  For those plant species that 
prefer hydric or mesic conditions, protection is expected to be provided through implementation of watercourse 
and lake protective measures (refer to Item 26).  For other plants, such as those that usually invade/occupy 
disturbed sites, harvest operations are expected to be beneficial. 

 
1 California Natural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish and Game, Natural Heritage Division, Data ,12-1-2011. 
2 Skinner, M.W., and B.M. Pavlik, eds. 1994. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. California Native Plant Society Special Publication No. 
1 (Fifth Edition). Sacramento, CA. vi+338pp.  Electronic information dated January 2003. 
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For raptors, during layout of the THP the RPF notes the presence of feathers, whitewash, plucking posts, snags, 
wildlife trees (trees with decadence, structural deformities, cavities, broken and or bayonet tops, mistletoe brooms, 
evidence of internal rot) and potential platform nests during plan layout.  The RPF also listens and looks for 
raptors during field preparation.  Raptor calls are usually very easy to detect and distinguish.  Given the extent to 
which the RPF has inspected the entire plan area during layout, this allows for a reasonable expectation that when 
a raptor is heard/seen or a platform nest, snag with cavities, wildlife tree with nest potential, feathers, whitewash, 
or plucking post does occur it will be detected.  When potential raptors or their nests are located by the RPF, the 
RPF identifies the species and determines the appropriate mitigation to insure that the active nest of raptors will 
not be taken or destroyed as per 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code of regulations. 
 
The raptor species that are identified in Section II, as well as those additional species listed in Section IV, use a 
variety of open and forested habitats that are produced by forest management.  Nesting habitat for each species is 
being retained, created, and protected through the rotational development of the managed company ownership.  
Throughout this ownership, there is a diverse pattern of seral stages, forest types, and forest structural elements 
such as snags and wildlife trees.   

 
Note to Plan Reviewer: 
 

➢ With respect to botanical resources, a blooming season survey has been performed.  The full 
assessment is contained in Section V. 
 

➢ Regarding NSOs, this THP is being submitted to meet the requirements of 14 CCR 919.9 by 
complying with 14 CCR 919.9(d) using Scenario 4 of the Northern Spotted Owl Take Avoidance 
Scenarios dated 1/11/20191.  Associated disclosure requirements are addressed in Section II under 
Item 32 and in Section V under “Additional Information Concerning the Northern Spotted Owl”.  
As part of the NSO 14 CCR 919.9(d), USFWS Scenario 4 evaluation of NSO and the Arcata Fish 
and Wildlife Office (AFWO) Attachment A (03/15/2011) was utilized.   

 
Northern Spotted Owls 
NSOs are not known to occur within 0.7 miles of the THP.  Provisions for protection of NSOs have been 
incorporated into the silvicultural methods and other provisions of the THP.  CAL FIRE will review this 
information relative to this species so that they may make a determination as to whether the proposed operation 
will or will not likely result in an incidental take of a NSO. 
 
Marbled Murrelet 
The THP area is located within the Gualala River Watershed. The Lucas Point THP is directly adjacent to the 
South Fork Gualala River (a Class I watercourse). The closest occupied MAMU Habitat to the THP area is the 
Clipper Mill/60 Best Stand, shown on the MAMU Protections Map in Section II of this THP.  
 
MAMU surveys were conducted for the stands with suitable habitat in 2024. Sixteen (16) survey stations were 
established in the Lucas Point THP and Bootleg Two THP (THP# 1-22-00041-SON) areas near suitable habitat 
trees along the South Fork Gualala River corridor where through flights of birds could potentially be detected. 
Sixteen surveys were conducted in 2024. Surveys resulted in no positive detections of MAMU within the Lucas 
Point and Bootleg Two THP areas. Please find the 2024 survey forms as well as the CDFW Consultation in Section 
V of this THP. The Richardson Ranch LLC is seeking an interim extension letter for one year (expires end of 2025) 
of the “probable absence” determination for the suitable habitat areas within the Lucas Point THP and Bootleg 
Two THP areas. Upon submission of the 2025 survey results (if negative), we will be seeking an additional 
extension for three years (expiring end of 2028). 
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1. Training and Experience of Cultural Resources Surveyors

a. Name(s) of current cultural resources surveyor(s):
 No Was the cultural resources survey conducted by professional archaeologist?
 No Was the cultural resources survey conducted by person with current CAL FIRE cultural resources 

b. Yes
c. Yes

training?
d. If yes to (c), then provide:

a. CAL FIRE Cultural Resources Training Course #:
b. Date training course was completed:

2. Archaeological Records Check Information

a. Date of Records Check Conducted by Information Center:
b. The Information Center File Number:

3. Native American Notification Information
First Notification
a. CAL FIRE Native American Contact List County and Division:
b. Date of the CAL FIRE Native American Contact List used:
c. Date notification was sent:

4. Survey Methods and Procedures

a. Survey Strategy: Survey methods and techniques employed to achieve adequate coverage varied based upon a variety of
factors. These include (but are not limited to), the physical characteristics of the property, especially topographic and
other environmental attributes, and other information gathered during the records check, any response to the Native
American information request, and/or other pre-field research, as well as the results of archaeological inventories in
areas with a similar cultural and natural setting. Survey methodology employed in the plan were:
i. Cursory: A cursory reconnaissance is one in which the surveyor gives areas of low sensitivity a quick field inspection

rather than intensive coverage.
ii. Intuitive: Detailed inspection was given to specific localities that exhibit previously identified characteristics that

may be associated with the location of archaeological properties.
iii. General: A general reconnaissance is one in which an attempt is made to systematically cover an area as in a

complete reconnaissance but with wider transect intervals.
iv. Complete: Intensive examination of high probability areas.

b. Date(s) the survey was conducted:

5. Survey Results
Survey results are contained in the THP’s Confidential Archaeological Addendum. Cultural resources are nonrenewable
and their scientific, cultural, and aesthetic values can be significantly impaired by disturbance. To deter vandalism and other
activities that can damage cultural resources, the location of cultural resources should be kept confidential. The legal authority
to restrict cultural resource information can be found in California Government Code sections 6254.10 and 6254(r);
California Code of Regulations Section 15120(d); the Archaeological Resource Protection Act Section 9(a) and Section
304 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
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	ANALYSIS OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
	As a Certified Regulatory Program under CEQA, CalFire’s THP process is exempt from the requirement to prepare Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs); a THP is a “functional equivalent” document.  However, like an EIR, a THP must include “a description of...
	Cal Fire has informed RPFs that they must submit an alternative analysis with proposed THPs and has given RPFs guidance in preparing that analysis, based on the CEQA guidelines that control the alternatives analysis in EIRs.  14 CCR § 15126.6.
	The THP process functions to ensure a THP will be designed to avoid significant environmental effects or to mitigate such effects to the point where no significant effects will occur. The THP process is based on the Forest Practice Rules (promulgated ...
	In preparing this THP, the RPF has applied the highly prescriptive standards of the Forest Practice Rules, including those applicable to flood prone areas in watersheds with salmonids.  These include the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone (WLPZ) Rul...
	The RPF has analyzed alternatives which could avoid or substantially lessen environmental effects that are typically identified in the preparation and review of THPs. The RPF has used the CEQA Guidelines as well as Cal Fire’s guidance (dated June 10, ...
	CEQA requires neither any fixed number of alternatives, nor inclusion of every conceivable alternative. 14 CCR 15126.6(a)(c). Further, CEQA does not require the consideration of alternatives whose effect cannot reasonably be ascertained and whose impl...
	A legal description of the THP area can be found in Section I “General Information” under Item 7 of this THP. In short, the plan proposes utilizing Selection silviculture methods. Tractor and Cable yarding is proposed for the logging methods. The exis...
	II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS
	(1) Project as Proposed:
	The project as proposed consists of 289 acres, which includes 257 acres of Single Tree Selection, and 32 acres of No Harvest which meets the purposes, needs and objectives set forth above. Potentially significant impacts on the environment, including ...
	(2) No Project Alternative:
	As explained above, this parcel is zoned as a TPZ, and is therefore dedicated to the sustainable production of forest products. The No Project Alternative is inconsistent with the zoning of the land. Under the Forest Practice Act (FPA), Maximum Sustai...
	The No Project Alternative could avoid potential environmental impacts that might occur in connection with the proposed timber operations. However, this alternative would indefinitely delay or preclude the landowners from improving forest growth and h...
	In accordance with the CEQA guidelines, the existing conditions have been considered, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans. 14 CCR § 15126.6 (e) and th...
	(3) Alternative Harvest Approaches:
	This alternative would involve harvesting the THP area in a manner different from that proposed in the THP.  Alternatives here could include different silvicultural prescriptions, different yarding methods, and/or reduction in the project footprint/size.
	Even aged silvicultures such as shelterwood systems, and other similar silvicultures like clearcut regeneration were considered for this project but were ultimately determined to not meet the landowner’s objectives for management in this THP nor for f...
	Other Yarding Methods:
	Various yarding methods were considered by the RPF during preparation of the THP -- tractor/ground-based, cable (ground and aerial), and helicopter. Tractor yarding and Cable Yarding were chosen as the least damaging alternatives for removing logs.
	Cable ground-based long-lining from the main haul roads is a feasible option that was considered, due to the fact that there are several portions of the Plan with blind leads, poor deflection, and long corners. This yarding method would entail pulling...
	Altering the timing of operations such that some other area of the property is entered and harvested now, so that this area can be entered at a later point in time, would not have the effect of mitigating or avoiding potential significant adverse or c...
	IV.  COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
	Class I watercourses:

	Feature
	Map Point
	The THP area is located within the Gualala River Watershed. The Lucas Point THP is directly adjacent to the South Fork Gualala River (a Class I watercourse). The closest occupied MAMU Habitat to the THP area is the Clipper Mill/60 Best Stand, shown on...
	MAMU surveys were conducted for the stands with suitable habitat in 2024. Sixteen (16) survey stations were established in the Lucas Point THP and Bootleg Two THP (THP# 1-22-00041-SON) areas near suitable habitat trees along the South Fork Gualala Riv...
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