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September 15, 2025
To: CalFire Review Team
Re: Lucas Point THP #1-25-00099-SON

Dear Director,

I am submitting this public comment regarding significant concerns regarding sedimentation,
erosion, and the effects on salmonids in the Lucas Point Timber Harvest Plan (THP 1-25-00099-
SON).

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

[ am a Registered Professional Forester (RPF #2614) and a retired Certified Professional Erosion
and Sediment Control Specialist (CPESC #466) with more than 30 years' experience evaluating
watershed conditions and developing mitigation strategies for timber harvesting on behalf of
public agencies. [ have reviewed more than 1,000 THPs as a member of the State Timber
Harvest Review Team and have particular expertise in controlling and mitigating the
sedimentation and erosion consequences of timber harvesting. I have also consulted on THPs as
a private forester.

I received my Bachelor of Science degree from San Diego State University and have since
completed multiple rounds of graduate-level and continuing education coursework. Specifically,
after obtaining my Bachelor of Science, I: completed master's degree coursework in Physical
Science at San Diego State University; took multiple classes in Geology at the University of
California, Santa Cruz; undertook graduate-level studies in Fluvial Morphology at the University
of California, Berkeley; and studied Engineering and Landslide Mitigation at the University of
California, Los Angeles.

I worked for 20 years, from 1980-2000, as a watershed analyst and forester for the County of
Santa Cruz. I carried out hundreds of erosion control projects, inspected thousands of projects to
ensure compliance with the County's Erosion Control Ordinance, performed all phases of
watershed management, and reviewed more than 500 THPs. I was solely responsible for the
stream restoration program of the County of Santa Cruz. | was also in charge of 15 employees as
head of the Flood Emergency/Stream Restoration crew. I carried out numerous mitigation
projects myself, such as building fish ladders, removing barriers to fish movement, and creating
habitat through the placement of beneficial woody debris. Over the course of my work for the
County, I conducted tens of thousands of instream observations of sediment impacts.

In 1991 and 1992, while working for the County of Santa Cruz, [ was also employed by the
County of San Mateo as an Environmental Scientist. [ was responsible for designing the largest
instream wood placement in the County's history and personally supervised all construction.

From 2000 to 2010, I was a Senior Supervising Environmental Scientist/Forester for the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, which is responsible for coastal areas north of the
San Francisco Bay. In that role, I reviewed more than 500 THPs to ensure the mitigation of the
proposed logging was effective to protect water quality. I also educated other geologists,
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engineers, and environmental scientists about how to conduct evaluations of the effects of timber
harvesting operations in northwestern California.

Since 2010, I have performed private consulting work in Santa Cruz County, San Mateo County,
Sonoma County, and Monterey County, helping my clients as a consulting forester to develop
plans to restore their forests' habitat.

My professional history, and particularly my time at the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board, has given me extensive familiarity with the South Fork Gualala River. Indeed,
the South Fork Gualala River is within the area for which I served as the RWQCB's inspecting
water quality environmental scientist. Because the overwhelming majority of timber harvesting
occurs on private lands with no public access, the time I spent on the State Timber Harvest
Review Team gave me a unique familiarity with the conditions of these lands within the vicinity
of the South Fork Gualala. This work has enabled me to spend considerable time viewing all
portions of the watershed. I continue to visit the area often for professional and personal reasons
— during trips over the past 10 years, I have made over a dozen visual inspections of the South
Fork Gualala while stopped along Tin Barn Road.

I have a longstanding personal interest in environmental conservation. For example, | was one of
the founding members of the Salmonid Restoration Federation (SRF), a group that I formed to
protect anadromous fish species in California. I served as SRF's president for five years and was
a member for more than 15 years. SRF continues its efforts today.

I have also served on multiple public committees dedicated to fish conservation. I served as
administrative staff to the Santa Cruz County Fish and Game Advisory Committee for 15 years,
and was appointed to California Salmon Steelhead and Trout Advisory Committee by Governors
George Deukmejian and Gray Davis, serving for a total of four years. I also served for two years
on the salmon Advisory Committee for the Pacific Fishery Management Council in the early
1990's.

I am the sole author of a petition that was submitted on behalf of the Santa Cruz County Fish and
Game Advisory Committee to list the coho salmon (oncorhynchus kisutch) south of the San
Francisco Bay as an endangered species under the California Endangered Species Act ("CESA").
As discussed in Central Coast Forest Ass'n v. Fish & Game Com. (2018) 18 Cal.App.5th 1191,
1199-1200, because of that petition, the California Fish and Game Commission issued a finding
in 1995 that coho salmon south of San Francisco Bay warranted listing as endangered under the
California Endangered Species Act.

I was also the sole author of a July 2000 petition submitted on behalf of the Salmon and
Steelhead Recovery Coalition to list the coho salmon in the balance of the state of California as
an endangered species under the California Endangered Species Act. In 2004, as the result of this
petition the Fish and Game Commission added coho salmon north of the San Francisco Bay to
the south-of-San-Francisco-Bay listing mentioned in the previous paragraph. See Central Coast
Forest Ass'n, 18 Cal.App.5th 1200-1201.

II. ANALYSIS
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The Lucas Point THP proposes timber harvesting in an area that the THP repeatedly
acknowledges is unstable. In my professional opinion, if timber harvesting occurs as currently
proposed, it is likely to cause increased erosion and sedimentation in the South Fork Gualala
River, and in downstream in the Gualala River itself. In degraded watercourses such as the South
Fork Gualala, any increase in sedimentation adversely affects salmonids.

EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION

Based on my 20 years' experience as a watershed analyst, my experiences conducting tens of
thousands of instream observations of sediment impacts and reviewing more than 1,000 THPs,
and my training as an RPF and CPESC, it is my professional judgment that because of the
unusual characteristics of the Project discussed below, logging pursuant to the L.ucas Point THP
is likely to cause at least a modest amount of sedimentation in the South Fork Gualala River
from erosion and runoff on the Project site.

Timber harvesting projects contribute to sedimentation and erosion in three primary ways:
through loss of vegetation, through the baring and disturbance of soils, and through the
construction and maintenance of logging roads.

Removal of vegetation during logging causes both an increase in rainfall reaching the forest floor
through reduced interception from the tree canopy and also an increase in soil saturation from
reduced evapotranspiration. These effects in turn both facilitate more efficient transportation of
sediment through the landscape and increase the width and depth of both land and subsurface
water channels. The resulting elevation of the water table can lead to increased soil and slope
instability, as can root dieback.

There is no way to fully compensate for the loss of tree canopy, and the only way to compensate
for increased erosion and sediment transport is to quantify the impact and find an area nearby to
offset the known impact, which the THP fails to do. One way to accomplish this would be to
hydrologically disconnect an existing sediment source that is in close proximity. The THP
proposes no such offsetting mitigation.

As the THP states on page 147, “the sedimentation of watercourses is perhaps the greatest past
and continuing influence within the watershed and a major contributing factor to that would be
the construction and use of forest and ranch roads.” This is for four main reasons. First, logging
roads are inherently unstable because the cut slope of a logging road far exceeds the natural
angle of repose of the soil. Second, the compacted soil necessary for a road surface absorbs much
less water than bare soil, which causes an increase in runoff. Third, the increase in disturbed soil
surface area from road creation causes an increase in erosion and sediment transport. Fourth, the
culverts used to drain the roadway have the effect of concentrating runoff into a much smaller
area in the immediate vicinity of where the flows are deposited, which can lead to channel and
soil erosion and soil instability.

The THP fails to demonstrate that the Project's logging roads will not contribute to sedimentation
of watercourses. Indeed, the RPF impliedly concedes that it is possible Project roads will cause
significant sedimentation by stating on page 145 “road and watercourse crossing construction,
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timber harvesting, ... All of these stated activities have the potential to affect sedimentation into
watercourses.” Moreover, this THP proposes to construct an additional %2 mile of new road and
construct four new landing areas of approximately 'z acre each. New roads and landings must be
designed with extreme care to prevent sedimentation and other harms. The THP provides no
details of the proposed construction and thus fails to ensure that such effects will not occur.

The erosion control requirements of the Forest Practice Rules provide minimum standards for
mitigation when harvesting occurs in typical conditions. The FPRs are not intended to reflect all
site conditions — that is the job of the forester, who needs to address any unusual or difficult
areas of the THP and take extraordinary care to develop site-specific recommendations to
eliminate the hazard or remove those areas from the THP.

The THP acknowledges that the Project site is an unstable area — it states on page 146 that “the
RPF has identified several unstable features within the THP area”. The updated geological
report documents multiple historically active landslides with clear evidence of recent movement.
Multiple types of landslides are mapped in the Project area, and the presence of sweeping trees —
discussed on page 271 of Section 5 — is evidence that the slides have moved in recent decades, as
the THP itself admits.

Moreover, the San Andreas Fault is immediately adjacent to the Project site. Given the
uncertainty involving the precise location of earthquake faults, the fault rupture zone extends
through the Project site. Unstable soils are particularly prone to failure during seismic events,
increasing the likelihood of sediment deposition in nearby watercourses.

The Lucas Point THP also proposes to conduct extensive operations, including the use of skid
roads, during the winter period, which is when the highest potential for increased erosion hazards
exist, because of the uncertain nature of winter rainfall and the inability to perform extensive
amounts of erosion control during the winter period.

The THP proposes two "enhanced protection measures": waterbarring to extreme erosion hazard
rating standards on tractor assist roads, and designation of 32 acres as no-harvest above the Class
I watercourse. Disturbance of the road surface occurs when waterbars are established by bleeding
the road and deep-cutting a berm to direct water off the road. Winter operations are complicated
because they require disturbance of the road surface to put the site to bed before rains.
Waterbarring to “extreme” measures is even more disturbance, especially considering winter
operations. Equipment has to re-access the site and remove waterbars for the operation to
proceed. This has to be done over-and-over in between every storm. Waterbars have to be
established prior to the onset of the winter period and any rain. Winter period needs to have a
rainfall total that triggers the closure of operations. The designation of the 32 acres as no-harvest
is not a form of mitigation, it’s a form of reducing impacts.

The THP also includes an Erosion Control Plan, which the RPF indicates will be used to manage
ongoing monitoring efforts (page 145). However, the ECP repeatedly states "NO ECP Sites have
been identified in the THP area" and contains an empty table for controllable sediment discharge
sources. According to the ECP Road Inventory in Section I Example 2, “several breached
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waterbreaks on a seasonal road segment have resulted in concentrated surface flow” of 200’ long
(page 289, ECP). This anthropogenic active erosion site is listed as not controllable sediment
discharge. To say that would mean the site was either not accessible or the site was not actively
creating erosion discharges, both of which appear to be untrue from the report. In fact, what is
described in the report is exactly what an ECP site is: it is accessible and actively discharging
sediment.

In summary, based on my professional training and experience, I conclude that the Lucas Point
THP fails to include provisions sufficient to ensure that no sedimentation will occur from
logging, and that, to the contrary, logging conducted under the Lucas Point THP is likely to
cause the introduction of sediment to watercourses including the South Fork Gualala River.

EFFECTS ON SALMONIDS

Sediment has substantial harmful effects on salmonids. Among other effects, increased turbidity
from suspended sediment makes feeding more difficult, and sediment deposits fill the deeper
pools that serve as refuges during hot temperatures. These effects increase in severity with
increased sediment loads.

Current conditions in the South Fork Gualala, and the Gualala River to which it is tributary, are
so degraded that the river is listed on the Clean Water Act section 303(d) list as an impaired
waterbody for sediment and temperature.

Yet concrete and detailed information about current conditions was omitted from the THP. For
example, the only description of the South Fork Gualala habitat is on page 228, with no
description of the Middle South Fork at all, which is geologically disconnected with dissimilar
stream conditions. There is no discussion of various types of stream degradation and no
references or supporting information or explanation whatsoever. These deficiencies fly in the
face of both the section 303(d) listing and the many visual observations I have made of the South
Fork Gualala from Tin Barn Road in the last decade. There were no salmon surveys were
conducted during the THP process. Nor was temperature monitoring or a comprehensive
sediment survey conducted. Because the THP lacks this type of detailed information, it is simply
impossible to conclude that the Project's effects on salmonids would be minor. As I learned
during both my 30 years of experience working with streams and sediment impacts and my
experience preparing the listing petitions for coho salmon under the California Endangered
Species Act, there is no safe small amount of increased sediment for salmonids in already
degraded streams; even relatively small absolute volumes of increased sediment can cause harm.

The negative effects that sedimentation has on salmonids are virtually impossible to reverse.
Sediment naturally washes out of rivers only at a very slow rate — and the extremely low gradient
in the lower reaches of the South Fork Gualala makes the process especially slow in this river
system. And it is not possible to manually remove sediment without causing substantial
environmental harm in doing so. Because of these factors, the effects of increased sediment on
salmonids are likely to linger for an extended period of time.

DAVID HOPE, RPF, CPESC (ret.)
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