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The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) serves as the lead
agency, among an interdisciplinary review team of specialists from other governmental
agencies, in the review of Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs) to ensure compliance with
environmental statutes and regulations. As a part of this review process, CAL FIRE
accepts and responds to public comments. This document is the Director's Response to
significant environmental points raised during the evaluation of the above-referenced THP.
Remarks concerning the validity of the review process for timber operations, questions of
law, or topics and concerns so remote or speculative that they could not be reasonably
assessed or related to the outcome of a timber harvesting operation, will not be
addressed.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The following actions were taken to inform the public of the proposed Timber Harvesting
Plan (THP) and to provide an opportunity to the public to voice concerns with the THP:

* Notification of the receipt of a timber harvesting plan was sent to the adjacent
landowner(s).

* Notice of the receipt of the plan was submitted to the county clerk for posting with
other environmental notices.

* Notice of the plan was posted at the Department's local office and also at the
regional office in Santa Rosa.

* Notice of the receipt of the THP was sent to those organizations and
individuals on the Department's list for notification of plans in the county.

* A “Notice of the Intent to Harvest Timber” was posted near the plan site.
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THP REVIEW PROCESS

The laws that govern the Timber Harvesting Plan review process are found in the Forest
Practice Act, which is contained in the Public Resources Code (PRC) and in the rules of
the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (the Forest Practice Rules) which are contained
in the California Code of Regulations (CCR).

The Forest Practice Rules are specific in scope and detail and provide explicit instructions
for permissible and prohibited actions that govern the conduct of timber operations in the
field. The major categories covered by the rules include:

Timber Harvesting Plan contents and the Timber Harvesting Plan review process
Silvicultural methods

Harvesting practices and erosion control

Site preparation

Watercourse and lake protection

Hazard reduction

Fire protection

Forest insect and disease protection practices

Coastal Commission Special Treatment Areas

Use, construction and maintenance of logging roads and landings
County-specific rules

When a THP is submitted to the Department, it undergoes an interdisciplinary review
consisting of several steps. In addition to CAL FIRE, the Review Team members include
representatives of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); the appropriate
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB or RWB); California Geological Survey
(CGS); the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR); the appropriate County Planning
office; and if within their jurisdiction, the Coastal Commission (CC) (14 CCR § 1037.5(a)).
Once submitted the Director determines if the plan is accurate, complete, and in proper
order, and if so, files the plan (14 CCR § 1037). In addition, the Review Team determines
whether a Pre Harvest Inspection (PHI) is necessary, and what areas of concern are to be
examined during the inspection (14 CCR § 1037.5(g)(1)).

If the planis accepted for filing, and a PHI is determined to be needed, the PHI is conducted
to evaluate the adequacy of the THP. All agency personnel who comprise the
interdisciplinary Review Team are invited to attend the PHI as well as other experts and
agency personnel whom the Department may request. During this field review, additional
mitigations and/or recommendations may be formulated to provide greater environmental
protection. These recommendations are forwarded to the Registered Professional
Forester along with the Review Team member’s PHI Report. The RPF will respond to the
recommendations made and forward the responses to the Region office and Second
Review Team Chair.

A Second Review Team meeting is held where members of the interdisciplinary Review
Team meet to review all the information in the plan, and develop a recommendation for
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the Director (14 CCR § 1037.5(g)(2)). Prior to and/or during this meeting the Review Team
examines all field inspection reports, considers comments raised by the public, and
discusses any additional recommendations or changes needed relative to the proposed
THP. These recommendations are forwarded to the RPF. If there are additional
recommendations, the RPF will respond to each recommendation, and forward those
responses to the regional office in Santa Rosa.

The representative of the Director of the Department reviews all documents associated
with the proposed THP, including all mitigation measures and plan provisions, written
correspondence from the public and other reviewing agencies, recommendations of the
interdisciplinary Review Team, and the RPF’s responses to questions and
recommendations made during the review period. Following consideration of this
material, a decision is made to approve or deny a THP.

If a THP is approved, timber operations may commence, provided that the conditional
requirements for commencement of timber operations in the plan and the rules have been
satisfied. The THP is valid for up to five years, and may be extended under special
circumstances for a maximum of two more years, for a total of seven years.

Prior to commencing logging operations, the RPF must meet with the licensed timber
operator (LTO) to discuss the THP (14 CCR § 1035.2); a CAL FIRE representative may
attend this meeting. The Department makes periodic field inspections to check for THP
and rule compliance. The number of inspections depends upon the plan size, duration,
complexity, and the potential for adverse impacts. Inspections include, but are not limited
to, inspections during operations pursuant to PRC § 4604(a), inspections of completed
work pursuantto PRC § 4586, erosion control monitoring per PRC § 4585(a), and stocking
inspection as per PRC § 4588.

The contents of the THP, the Forest Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules, provide
the criteria which CAL FIRE inspectors use to determine compliance. While the
Department cannot guarantee that there will be no violations, it is the Department's policy
to vigorously pursue the prompt and positive enforcement of the Forest Practice Act, the
Forest Practice Rules, related laws and regulations, and environmental protection
measures that apply to timber operations on non-federal land in California. This
enforcement is directed primarily at preventing forest practice violations, and secondarily
at prompt and adequate correction of violations when they occur.

The general means of enforcement of the Forest Practice Act, the rules, and other related
regulations range from the use of violation notices, which require corrective action, to
criminal proceedings through the court system. Timber operator and RPF licensing action
may also be pursued. Most forest practice violations are correctable and the
Department's enforcement program assures correction. Where non-correctable
violations occur, criminal, civil, or administrative action is usually taken.

Once harvesting operations are finished, a completion report must be submitted certifying
that the area meets the requirements of the rules. CAL FIRE inspects the area to verify
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that all aspects of the applicable rules and regulations have been followed, including
erosion control work. Depending on the silvicultural system used, the stocking standards
of the rules must be met immediately or in certain cases within five years. A stocking report
must be filed to certify that the requirements have been met.

General Discussion and Background

The following summary is provided for some of the over-arching concerns expressed in
public comment. Specific issues raised within comments will be addressed in the next
section.

CEQA Compliance & The Certified Requlatory Program

A CEQA analysis is not required to be perfect, but it must be accurate and adequately
describe the proposed project in a manner that allows for informed decision-making. It
must include an assessment of impacts based upon information that was “reasonably
available before submission of the plan.” (Technical Rule Addendum #2)

CEQA clearly establishes that the Lead Agency has a duty to minimize harm to the
environment while balancing Competing Public Objectives (14 CCR § 15021). These
duties are further refined in the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act (PRC § 4512(c)) and
PRC §4513(b) for how the mandate to provide “maximum sustained production of high
quality timber products” is to be balanced with other environmental considerations. The
term “while giving consideration to” is further defined in 14 CCR § 895.1 as follows:

While Giving Consideration means the selection of those feasible silvicultural
systems, operating methods and procedures which substantially lessen significant
adverse Impact on the environment and which best achieve long-term, maximum
sustained production of forest products, while protecting soil, air, fish and wildlife,
and water resources from unreasonable degradation, and which evaluate and
make allowance for values relating to range and forage resources, recreation and
aesthetics, and regional economic vitality and employment.

What is missing from the Act, Rules or CEQA Guidelines is the weight that is to be applied
to the evaluation of the other resources specified. Clearly, there are certain legal
restrictions on the degradation of specific values (e.g. water quality standards) but many
of the elements that must be considered have a qualitative, not quantitative mandate for
evaluation. This allows the Plan Submitter and the Lead Agency to exercise “professional
judgement” when preparing and evaluating plans.

What is also evident from an examination of the entire record (i.e. information provided
by the Plan Submitter, submitted as public comment and information supplemented to
the record by CAL FIRE) is that there is disagreement amongst experts about what the
appropriate course of action is or what the feasible alternatives to the project may be.
Again, CEQA provides guidance on this topic, with respect to both the adequacy of the
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record, and on differences of opinion; even between recognized experts:
15151. Standards for Adequacy of an EIR

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently
takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR
is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among
experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main
points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full
disclosure.

The above section is a codification of case law dealing with the standards for adequacy
of an EIR. In Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural Assoc.
(1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929, the court held that "the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not
just the agency's bare conclusions or opinions." In Browning-Ferris Industries of
California, Inc. v. San Jose (1986) 181 Cal. App. 3d 852, the court reasserted that an EIR
is a disclosure document and as such an agency may choose among differing expert
opinions when those arguments are correctly identified in a responsive manner. Further,
the state Supreme Court in its 1988 Laurel Heights decision held that the purpose of
CEQA is to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental
consequences in mind. CEQA does not, indeed cannot, guarantee that these decisions
will always be those which favor environmental considerations, nor does it require
absolute perfection in an EIR.

CAL FIRE has an obligation to explain the rationale for approving a plan. This is often
done in the presence of contradicting information and results in different parties being
displeased with the results. A competent CEQA analysis is not required to make the
“best” choice, but the choice made must be supported by information contained within
the record. This is where Lead Agency discretion comes into play. CAL FIRE ultimately
bears the responsibility for making a decision and, when presented with public
comments, is expected to provide an answer to significant questions raised.

Another expressed concern is over the extent to which the plan, and by extension CAL
FIRE, discusses effects that are not deemed to be significant. CEQA provides guidance
on how to address impacts within 14 CCR §15130:

15130. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

a. An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental
effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 15065 (a)(3). Where a
lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not
“‘cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant,
but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not
cumulatively considerable.
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1.

1.

As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together
with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts
which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.

When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental
effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate
why the cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in
the EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting the lead
agency'’s conclusion that the cumulative impact is less than significant.

An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative
impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not
significant. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. The lead agency shall
identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that the contribution will be
rendered less than cumulatively considerable.

The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should
be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus
on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather
than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative
impact. The following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of
significant cumulative impacts:

Either:

A. A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative

impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency,
or

B. A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan,

or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing
to the cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional
transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A
summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior
environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location
specified by the lead agency.

When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), factors to

consider when determining whether to include a related project should include the
nature of each environmental resource being examined, the location of the project
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and its type. Location may be important, for example, when water quality impacts
are at issue since projects outside the watershed would probably not contribute to
a cumulative effect. Project type may be important, for example, when the impact
is specialized, such as a particular air pollutant or mode of traffic.

3. Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area affected by the
cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic
limitation used.

4. A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects
with specific reference to additional information stating where that information is
available; and

5. A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR
shall examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s
contribution to any significant cumulative effects.

c. With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve
the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions
on a project-by- project basis.

d. Previously approved land use documents, including, but not limited to, general
plans, specific plans, regional transportation plans, plans for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, and local coastal plans may be used in cumulative
impact analysis. A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts contained in one or
more previously certified EIRs may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the
provisions for tiering and program EIRs. No further cumulative impacts analysis is
required when a project is consistent with a general, specific, master or comparable
programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the regional or areawide
cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately
addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.

e. If a cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community
plan, zoning action, or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or
action, then an EIR for such a project should not further analyze that cumulative
impact, as provided in Section 15183(j).

When an analysis has determined that the impacts are less than significant, a detailed
discussion is not required and an abbreviated explanation is acceptable.

Regarding the role of the certified regulatory program, THPs, as activities that involve the
issuance to a person a permit by one or more public agencies, satisfy the definition of a
Project (PRC § 21065) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)(PRC
§ 2100 et seq.) and are subject to the provisions and requirements of CEQA. The THP
review and approval process, as described above and within the Forest Practice Act and
Rules, is a certified regulatory program, as described within CEQA (PRC § 21080.5, 14
CCR § 15251(a)), and the THP satisfies the requirements in CEQA for the preparation of
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an Environmental Impact Report (Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of
Forestry and Fire Protection (2008) 43 Cal. 4th 936, 944 (Ebbetts Pass Il).).

Although a THP differs from an EIR due to the prescriptive requirements of the FPRs, a
THP still must still comply with all other elements of CEQA, including an evaluation of the
project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts. (See 14 CCR. §§ 898, 932.9, East
Bay Mun. Util. Dist. v. Dep’t of Forestry & Fire Prot. (1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 1113, 1127
(EBMUD).) The FPRs require those impacts to “be assessed based upon the
methodology described in Board Technical Rule Addendum Number 2 [“Cumulative
Impacts Assessment”] ... [and] be guided by standards of practicality and
reasonableness.” (14 CCR § 898.) The FPRs limit the assessment “to closely related
past, present and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects within the same
ownership and to matters of public record.” (14 CCR § 898.) CAL FIRE must also
“supplement the information provided by the . . . Plan submitter when necessary to
ensure that all relevant information is considered.” (14 CCR § 898) “[CAL FIRE], as lead
agency, shall make the final determination regarding assessment sufficiency and the
presence or absence of significant adverse Cumulative Impacts . . . based on a review
of all sources of information provided and developed during review of the Plan.” (14 CCR
§ 932.9, Add. 2.)

Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 (TRA 2) provides a comprehensive checklist that RPFs
must follow for the cumulative impacts assessment. First, the THP must “establish and
briefly describe the assessment area within or surrounding the Plan for each resource
subject [to be assessed] and shall briefly explain the rationale for establishing the
resource area.” (14 CCR §§ 898, 932.9, Add. 2) The resource subjects to be evaluated
range from Watershed to Biological to Greenhouse Gases to Wildfire Risk and Hazard.
(14 CCR § 932.9(c)). The THP must identify and briefly describe “past, present, and
Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects,” and describe “any continuing
significant adverse impacts from past land use activities within the assessment area(s)
that may add to the impacts of the proposed project.” (14 CCR § 932.9.) Finally, the
Appendix to TRA 2 provides extensive guidelines for the RPF’s evaluation of whether the
THP will “cause or add to significant adverse Cumulative Impacts.”

Requirement to augment the record

In addition to information provided by the Plan Submitter and Public Commenters, CAL
FIRE is also responsible for considering additional information and adding it to the plan
record. This requirement is specified in 14 CCR § 898 "The Director shall supplement the
information provided by the RPF and the plan submitter when necessary to ensure that
all relevant information is considered.“ Sometimes this information is discovered while
reviewing submitted literature and other information is added when the reviewer believes
it is relevant to the discussion.
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All Concerns Are Treated Equal

From CAL FIRE’s perspective, one concern expressed is as good as a thousand. Every
concern, no matter who it comes from, is given careful consideration. It is our
responsibility to the public and to those we regulate to provide a fair and unbiased review.
This Official Response is written with that in mind.

Watersheds as the Focal Point for Cumulative Impacts Evaluation

Because they have defined boundaries and a single outlet, watersheds are an
appropriate way to measure impacts to many resources (e.g. watershed, soil productivity)
because these resources are bound primarily by the effects of gravity. For example: water
flows downhill, landslides move down and not up slope such that upslope or resources
in an adjacent watershed would not expect impacts. Most of the early environmental
concerns rest upon the choice of assessment area and its appropriateness.

For other resources (e.g. recreation, noise, traffic, visual, fire hazard, greenhouse gas),
the watershed boundary is not necessarily a limiting factor. For instance, deer and wolves
move between watersheds easily and birds traverse large areas during their normal life
cycle. Thus, it makes sense that some other delineation of assessment area for these
specific resources would be used. While early THPs typically used the watershed
boundary as the basis for evaluating all cumulative effects, contemporary analysis
acknowledges the need for more refined boundaries, based upon the resource being
evaluated. Even so, in some instances, areas such as the watershed (or multiple
watersheds) are used to define the assessment area for resources such as fire hazard
or greenhouse gas, because there is a requirement to have some defined boundary (e.g.
carbon exchange occurs on a global scale but projects must evaluate site-specific
impacts so a smaller area of evaluation is required in order to have a relevant analysis).

The Forest Practice Rules and Technical Rule Addendum #2 provide guidance in the
determination of the size and shape of the assessment areas. 14 CCR § 898 provides
the general direction and reference to the evaluation of significant impacts and states:

“Cumulative impacts shall be assessed based upon the methodology described in
Board Technical Rule Addendum Number 2, Forest Practice Cumulative Impacts
Assessment Process and shall be guided by standards of practicality and
reasonableness. The RPF's and plan submitter's duties under this section shall
be limited to closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable
future projects within the same ownership and to matters of public record.”

Further, 14 CCR § 897(b)(2) [Implementation of Act Intent] provides additional context
for evaluating timber harvesting plans:

Individual THPs shall be considered in the context of the larger forest and planning
watershed in which they are located, so that biological diversity and watershed
integrity are maintained within larger planning units and adverse cumulative
impacts, including impacts on the quality and beneficial uses of water are
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reduced.

Although the Rules acknowledge that different assessment areas may be chosen based
upon the resource under consideration, the designation of the planning watershed as an
appropriate spatial scale is consistent with 14 CCR § 15130(b)(1)(B)(3), which states
that:

“Lead agencies should define the geographical scope of the area affected by the
cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic
limitation used.”

The CalWater System

The Natural Resource Conservation service established the nationwide classification of
watersheds from 1992-1996 (Wikipedia, 2020). The California Resources Agency began
a digitization project in 1993 based upon the Hydrologic Basin Planning Maps developed
by the State Water Resources Control Board in 1986 (CAL FIRE, 2004). The state and
federal systems in California were moved closer together over time, through multi-agency
MOUs and integrated into the CalWater system, managed by the California Department
of Water Resources (DWR). In 2017, DWR notified the original members of the MOU that
going forward the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) would be the new authoritative
dataset (DWR, 2021). The CalWater 2.2.1 system is widely used in California, although
the boundaries vary in some cases from the federal designations. Most notably, some
watersheds in the Calwater system are broken up using administrative or political
boundaries.

The California Forest Practice Rules first included a definition of “Watershed” in the 1992
Rules:

planning watershed means the contiguous land base and associated watershed
system that forms a fourth order or other watershed typically 10,000 acres or less
in size. Where a watershed exceeds 10,000 acres, the Director may approve
subdividing into smaller planning watersheds which shall be a composite of
contiguous lower order watersheds and areas draining into the main channel but
not supporting a first order tributary. Smaller planning watersheds shall not be less
than 3,000 acres nor exceed 10,000 acres in size as proposed by a plan submitter
and approved by the Director. Plan submitters with approval of the director may
allow a larger size planning watershed when 10,000 acres or less is not a logical
planning unit, such as on the Eastside Sierra Pine type, as long as the size in
excess of 10,000 acres is the smallest that is practical. Third order basins flowing
directly into the ocean shall also be considered an appropriate planning watershed.
This section will stay in effect until such time as the Director prepares and
distributes maps identifying planning watersheds using the above criteria.

The 1997 Rules were revised as follows:

Planning Watershed means the contiguous land base and associated watershed
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system that forms a fourth order or other watershed typically 10,000 acres or less
in size. Planning watersheds are used in planning forest management and
assessing impacts. The Director has prepared and distributed maps identifying
planning watersheds plan submitters must use. Where a watershed exceeds
10,000 acres, the Director may approve subdividing it. Plan submitters may
propose and use different planning watersheds, with the director’s approval.
Examples include but are not limited to the following: when 10,000 acres or less is
not a logical planning unit, such as on the Eastside Sierra Pine type, as long as the
size in excess of 10,000 acres is the smallest that is practical. Third order basins
flowing directly into the ocean shall also be considered an appropriate planning
watershed.

Initially, plan preparers were directed to come up with their own watersheds, based upon
the 10,000 acre target. The California Resources Agency (CRA) Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CDF) contracted with Tierra Data Systems for the original digital
production in 1993, based on Hydrologic Basin Planning Maps published in hardcopy
(CAL FIRE, 2004). Once this was finished, it was distributed to RPFs for use in plans.
The system was then maintained by an interagency group called the “California
Interagency Watershed Mapping Committee”. Changes were made to boundaries and
information over time, with the newest changes made in 2004 (version 2.2.1).

The Board's rules do not require a specific method of cumulative impacts assessment,
because the Board determined that no single, available procedure adequately addresses
the wide range of site conditions and THP activities found in California. Technical Rule
Addendum No. 2, provides the framework for what should be considered and what to
look for with respect to conditions that may be at or near some level of concern. As stated
in the Addendum, "The watershed impacts of past upstream and on-site projects are
often reflected in the condition of stream channels on the project area.” This is a critical
element as it guides the RPF to focus on areas where cumulative watershed effects are
known to accumulate. The Addendum then describes factors that can be used to evaluate
the potential project impacts. Such factors include gravel embeddedness, pool filling,
stream aggrading, bank cutting, bank mass wasting, downcutting, scouring, organic
debris, stream-side vegetation, and recent floods. Taken together, they help inform the
RPF about the status of the Environmental Setting (14 CCR § 15125) with respect to the
impacts of past projects and will form the basis of a determination on the impacts of the
proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Seqguestration

Another general theme among comment letters is with respect to the weight given to the
degree to which a project sequesters or emits greenhouse gasses. There is a strong
opinion by the comment writers that carbon sequestration is a preeminent consideration
upon which plans must be evaluated. Essentially, if an alternative exists that would result
in more carbon sequestration, the plan submitter (and CAL FIRE by extension) are
obligated to choose that option. While CAL FIRE understands this position, requiring such
an action would be an abuse of power and contrary to the laws and regulations governing
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timber harvesting in California. Carbon sequestration is one of many competing
considerations which must be evaluated as part of a proposed project. CAL FIRE
recognizes that there are many potential ways in which a plan submitter may choose to
pursue Maximum Sustained Production (MSP) on a land ownership, but we are not
permitted to require one method over another.

Forest Practice Regulatory Background

The Z'berg-Nejedley Forest Practice Act (Division 4, Chapter 8, PRC) establishes the
necessity for Timber Harvesting Plans to conduct commercial timber operations and
establishes the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection as the regulatory authority for
promulgation of regulations to, among other things:

...encourage prudent and responsible forest resource management calculated to
serve the public's need for timber and other forest products, while giving
consideration to the public's need for watershed protection, fisheries and wildlife,
sequestration of carbon dioxide, and recreational opportunities alike in this and
future generations.

The FPA was initially adopted in 1973. Since that time, the BOF has enacted numerous
regulations to support the Act’s intent related to sustained yield and has adopted
conservation standards for post-harvest stocking that meet or exceed the minimum
resource conservation standards specified in PRC § 4561 of the Act. The Board has
established rules related to demonstration of Timberland Productivity, Sustained Forestry
Planning (14 CCR § 933.10), demonstration of Maximum Sustained Productivity (14 CCR
§ 933.11), and has defined sustained yield and Long Term Sustained Yield (14 CCR §
895.1). Under these various rule provisions, landowners with more than 50,000 acres of
timberland are required to demonstrate long-term sustained yield under the management
regime they have selected for the ownership. Under this provision, the Department has
received and approved long term sustained yield documents covering approximately 3.2
million acres of timberland. For smaller industrial and nonindustrial landowners, they must
comply with minimum retention standards specified in the Rules as established by the
BOF, although they may choose a higher standard.

More recently, amendments were made to the FPA to clarify and refine other mandates
related to the assessment of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts:

4512.5. Sequestration of carbon dioxide; legislative findings and declarations.
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) State forests play a critical and unique role in the state’s carbon balance by
sequestering carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and storing it long term as
carbon.

(b) According to the scoping plan adopted by the State Air Resources Board
pursuant to the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division 25.5
(commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code), the state’s
forests currently are an annual net sequesterer of five million metric tons of
carbon dioxide (5MMTCO?2). In fact, the forest sector is the only sector
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included in the scoping plan that provides a net sequestration of Greenhouse
Gas emissions.

(c) The scoping plan proposes to maintain the current SMMTCQOZ2 annual
sequestration rate through 2020 by implementing “sustainable management
practices,” which include potential changes to existing forest practices and land
use regulations.

(d) There is increasing evidence that climate change has and will continue to
stress forest ecosystems, which underscores the importance of proactively
managing forests so that they can adapt to these stressors and remain a net
sequesterer of carbon dioxide.

(e) The Board, the Department, and the State Air Resources Board should strive
to go beyond the status quo sequestration rate and ensure that their policies
and regulations reflect the unique role forests play in combating climate
change.

4551. Adoption of district forest practice Rules and regulations; factors considered
in Rules and regulations governing harvesting of commercial tree species; funding.

(a ...

(b) (1) The Board shall ensure that its Rules and regulations that govern the
harvesting of commercial tree species, where applicable, consider the
capacity of forest resources, including above ground and below ground
biomass and soil, to sequester carbon dioxide emissions sufficient to meet or
exceed the state’s Greenhouse Gas reduction requirements .for the forestry
sector, consistent with the scoping plan adopted by the State Air Resources
Board pursuant to the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety
Code).

2) ...

Technical Rule Addendum #2, Item G:

G. GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) IMPACTS

Forest management activities may affect GHG sequestration and emission rates of
forests through changes to forest inventory, growth, yield, and mortality. Timber
Operations and subsequent production of wood products, and in some instances
energy, can result in the emission, storage, and offset of GHGs. One or more of
the following options can be used to assess the potential for significant adverse
cumulative GHG Effects:

1. Incorporation by reference, or tiering from, a programmatic assessment
that was certified by the Board, CAL FIRE, or other State Agency, which
analyzes the net Effects of GHG associated with forest management
activities.
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2. Application of a model or methodology quantifying an estimate of GHG
emissions resulting from the Project. The model or methodology should
at a minimum consider the following:

a. Inventory, growth, and harvest over a specified planning horizon

b. Projected forest carbon sequestration over the planning horizon

c. Timber Operation related emissions originating from logging
equipment and transportation of logs to manufacturing facility

d. GHG emissions and storage associated with the production and
life cycle of manufactured wood products.

3. A qualitative assessment describing the extent to which the Project in
combination with Past Projects and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable
Future Projects may increase or reduce GHG emissions compared to
the existing environmental setting. Such assessment should disclose if a
known ‘threshold of significance’ (14 CCR § 15064.7) for the Project
type has been identified by the Board, CAL FIRE or other State Agency
and if so whether or not the Project's emissions in combination with
other forestry Projects are anticipated to exceed this threshold.

California Legislative and Administrative Background

Over the years, various efforts by the California Legislature and the Governor to quantify
greenhouse gas emissions and develop strategies for avoiding potential negative impacts
have occurred. A summary relevant to this THP is provided below:

1. Assembly Bill 32 (AB32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was signed into
law by Governor Schwarzenegger and represents a comprehensive approach to
address climate change. AB32 establishes a statewide goal to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The California Resources Air Board (ARB) is
the lead agency for implementing AB32.

The scoping plan adopted by the ARB in December of 2008 (cArs, 2008) establishes a
general roadmap that California will take to achieve the 2020 goals. Targets for the
Forestry Sector were established under the “Sustainable Forests” section of the
Scoping Plan. The “Sustainable Forest” element was recognized as a carbon sink
based on the current carbon inventory for the Forest Sector and sequestration
benefits attributable to forest. Specific recommendations for the sector included:

Maintaining the current 5 MMTCO2E reduction target through 2020 by
ensuring that current carbon stock is not diminished over time.
Monitoring of carbon sequestered

Improving greenhouse gas inventories.

Determining actions needed to meet the 2020 targets.

Adaptation

Focusing on sustainable land-use activities.

Wildfire threat and loss to conversions were recognized as potential threats to the
Forest Sector in relation to achieving sector goals.
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2. AB 1504 (Chapter 534, Statutes of 2010, Skinner): Requires the Board of Forestry
and Fire Protection to ensure that its rules and regulations that govern timber
harvesting consider the capacity of forest resources to sequester carbon dioxide
emissions sufficient to meet or exceed the state’s GHG reduction target for the
forestry sector, consistent with the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan goal of 5
million metric tons CO2 equivalent sequestered per year. Currently, these reports are
principally prepared by Glenn A. Christensen.

3. SB 1122 (Chapter 612, Statutes of 2012, Rubio): This bill requires production of 50
megawatts of biomass energy using byproducts of sustainable forest management
from fire threat treatment areas as determined by CAL FIRE.

4. AB 417 (Chapter 182, Statutes of 2015, Dahle): This bill provides the Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection with additional flexibility in setting post timber
harvest tree stocking standards in order to, in part, contribute to specific forest
health and ecological goals as defined by the Board. The 2020 Forest Practice
Rules include the Board’s revisions to the “Resource Conservation Standards”
under 14 CCR § 932.7.

5. In 2015, the Governor issued Executive Order B-30-15 establishing a GHG
reduction target for California of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80
percent by 2050 to help limit global warming to 2 degrees Celsius or less as
identified by the IPCC to avoid potentially catastrophic climate change impacts. In
2016, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 32 (Chapter 249, Statutes of
2016), which codifies the Governor’s Executive Order. CARB updated the AB 32
Scoping Plan in 2017 to reflect the 2030 target.

6. SB 859 (Chapter 368, Statutes of 2016, Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review):
Among other things, calls for CARB, in consultation with CNRA and CAL FIRE, to
complete a standardized GHG emissions inventory for natural and working lands,
including forests by December 31, 2018 (cARB, 2018).

7. SB 1386 (Chapter 545 Statutes of 2016, Wolk): Declares the policy of the state
that the protection and management of natural and working lands, including
forests, is an important strategy in meeting the state’s greenhouse gas reduction
goals, and requires all state agencies, departments, boards, and commissions to
consider this policy when revising, adopting, or establishing policies, regulations,
expenditures, or grant criteria relating to the protection and management of natural
and working lands.

8. (2018) Accompanying release of the Forest Carbon Plan, Governor Brown'’s
Executive Order B-52-18 on forest management emphasizes the importance of
implementing the Forest Carbon Plan. Executive Order B-55-18 also calls for
California to achieve carbon neutrality no later than 2045, with carbon
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sequestration targets to be set in the Natural and Working Lands to help achieve
this goal.

9. (2020) Governor Newsom signed Executive Order N-82-20 in October 2020 to
combat the climate and biodiversity crises by setting a statewide goal to conserve at
least 30 percent of California’s land and coastal waters by 2030. The Executive
Order also instructed the CNRA, in consultation with other state agencies, to develop
a Natural and Working Lands Climate Smart Strategy that serves as a framework to
advance the state’s carbon neutrality goal and build climate resilience.

10. Senate Bill 27 (SB 27) (Skinner, Chapter 237, Statutes of 2021) requires CNRA, in
coordination with other state agencies, to establish the Natural and Working Lands
Climate Smart Strategy by July 1, 2023. This bill also requires CARB to establish
specified CO2 removal targets for 2030 and beyond as part of its Scoping Plan

11. Assembly Bill 1757 (AB 1757) (Garcia, Chapter 341, Statutes of 2022) requires the
California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA), in collaboration with CARB, other
state agencies, and an expert advisory committee, to determine a range of targets for
natural carbon sequestration, and for nature-based climate solutions, that reduce
GHG emissions in 2030, 2038, and 2045 by January 1, 2024. These targets must
support state goals to achieve carbon neutrality and foster climate adaptation and
resilience.

12. Assembly Bill 1279 (AB 1279) (Muratsuchi, Chapter 337, Statutes of 2022)
establishes the policy of the state to achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible,
but no later than 2045; to maintain net negative GHG emissions thereafter; and to
ensure that by 2045 statewide anthropogenic GHG emissions are reduced at least
85 percent below 1990 levels.

These Laws, Regulations and Executive Orders form the background under which CAL
FIRE reviews plans for impacts to GHG emissions and sequestration.

National and State-Level GHG Assessments

A variety of assessments have been conducted to calculate the GHG emissions and rates
of sequestration related to management of natural and working lands. Due to the rapidly
evolving science, accounting methods and policy directions from the executive and
legislative branches, specific accounting that conforms from study to study has yet to be
achieved. The overall trends, however, do provide meaningful insight within which to make
assumptions about how an individual THP fits into the overall objectives of assessing and
mitigating potential negative impacts from GHG emissions.

California Forest Carbon Plan (Forest Ciimate Action Team, 2018)

Summary: Current estimated sequestration for the entire forest sector is 32.8 MMT
CO2e/year, which is 6.56 times more than the current target of 5 MMT per year. Regional,
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landscape or watershed level assessments are appropriate scales for examining rates of
GHG emissions and sequestration. Wildfire remains the single largest source of carbon
loss and remains the largest source of black carbon emissions. Although there are trade-
offs with in-forest carbon stores, sustainably managed working forests can further provide
climate mitigation benefits.

e When all forest pools are considered, California’s forests are sequestering 34.4
MMT COZ2e/year, and when land-use changes and non-COZ2 emissions from
wildfires are accounted for, the total net sequestration is 32.8 MMT COZ2e/year.

e The key findings of the [Forest Carbon Plan] include:

o

o

California’s forested landscapes provide a broad range of public and
private benefits, including carbon sequestration.

The long-term impacts of excluding fire in fire-adapted forest ecosystems
are being manifested in rapidly deteriorating forest health, including loss of
forest cover in some cases.

Extreme fires and fire suppression costs are increasing significantly, and
these fires are a growing threat to public health and safety, to homes, to
water supply and water quality, and to a wide range of other forest
benefits, including ecosystem services.

Reducing carbon losses from forests, particularly the extensive carbon
losses that occur during and after extreme wildfires in forests and through
uncharacteristic tree mortality, is essential to meeting the state’s long-term
climate goals.

Fuel reduction in forests, whether through mechanical thinning, use of
ecologically beneficial fire, or sustainable commercial timber harvest to
achieve forest health goals, involves some immediate loss of forest
carbon, but these treatments can increase the stability of the remaining
and future stored carbon.

Current rates of fuel reduction, thinning of overly dense forests, and use of
prescribed and managed fire are far below levels needed to restore forest
health, prevent extreme fires, and meet the state’s long-term climate
goals.

Where forest stands are excessively dense, forest managers may have to
conduct a heavy thinning to restore resilient, healthy conditions, which,
among other benefits, will subsequently facilitate the reintroduction of
prescribed fire as an ecological management tool.

Sustainable timber harvesting on working forests can substantially improve
the economic feasibility of these treatments to achieve forest health goals
at the scale necessary to make an ecologically meaningful difference.
Where forestlands have been diminished due to fires, drought, insects, or
disease, they should be reforested with ecologically appropriate tree
species from appropriate seed sources.

The scale and combination of needed treatments and their arrangement
across the landscape is likely to be highly variable and dependent on the
local setting.
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o The state must work closely with Federal and private landowners to
manage forests for forest health, multiple benefits, and resiliency efficiently
at a meaningful scale.

The watershed level has proven to be an appropriate organizing unit for analysis
and for the coordination and integrated management of the numerous physical,
chemical, and biological processes that make up a watershed ecosystem. Similarly,
a watershed can serve as an appropriate reference unit for the policies, actions,
and processes that affect the biophysical system, and providing a basis for greater
integration and collaboration. Forests and related climate mitigation and adaptation
issues operate across these same biophysical, institutional, and social gradients.

Because of these factors, the Forest Carbon Plan proposes working regionally at
the landscape or watershed scale. The appropriate scale of a landscape or
watershed to work at will vary greatly depending upon the specific biophysical
conditions, land ownership or management patterns, and other social or institutional
conditions.

Forests are shaped by disturbance and background levels of tree mortality.
However, elevated tree mortality from overly dense stand conditions, fire exclusion,
lack of or poor forest management practices, and impacts related to drought and
climate change can have a substantial effect on the forest carbon balance. Wildfire
is the single largest source of carbon storage loss and GHG emissions from
forested lands: of the estimated 150 million metric tons of carbon lost from forests
from 2001-2010, approximately 120 million metric tons of carbon was lost through
wildland fire. Wildfire also is the single biggest source of black carbon emissions.
Reducing the intensity and extent of wildland fires through tools such as fuels
reduction, prescribed or managed fire, thinning, and sustainable timber
management practices is therefore a top priority.

In addition to fuels reduction and prescribed and managed fire treatments,
sustainable commercial timber harvesting on private and public lands, where
consistent with the goals of owners or with management designations and done to
maximize forest health goals, can play a beneficial role, both in thinning dense
forests and financing additional treatments. Although there are trade-offs with in-
forest carbon stores, sustainably managed working forests can further provide
climate mitigation benefits. Commercial timber harvest within a sustainable
management regime to maximizing forest health goals also creates revenue
opportunities to fund additional forest treatments and should be seen as a tool in
the maintenance of our forests as healthy, resilient net sinks of carbon.

In order to support the goals of this Forest Carbon Plan, wood and biomass
material generated by timber harvesting, forest health, restoration and hazardous
fuels treatments must be either utilized productively or disposed of in a manner that
minimizes net GHG and black carbon emissions. Timber and other biomass
harvest volumes are expected to increase as a result of the forest management
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activities outlined above. These volumes will include green and dead trees suitable
for timber production, smaller-diameter green and dead trees with little traditional
timber value, and tops and limbs.

Specific Rates of Sequestration/Emission by landowner category:

o Private Corporate Forestland: Private corporate forestland includes both
timberland and other forestland. On private corporate forestland growth is
high and exceeds removal and mortality, reflecting the practice of sustained
yield as required by California’s Forest Practice Act and Rules. These
forests are managed to create relatively little annual mortality and the
harvested volume is less than forest growth. Rates of removals from harvest
and thinning are highest on these lands, but the rate of fire-related mortality
is lowest. These forests experience a net gain in carbon at a rate of 0.75
metric tons of COZ2e per acre per year, or 4.1 MMT of COZ2e per year. In
2012, these lands contributed 70 percent of the total harvest and are
therefore an important contributor to the carbon stored long-term in
harvested wood products and reduced emissions from burning wood instead
of fossil fuels for energy.

o Private Non-Corporate Forestland: This category represents private
ownerships for which timber production may or may not be a primary
management objective. The rate of gross growth is high on these lands,
while the rate of natural, non-fire related mortality is low. The rate of fire-
related mortality is also quite low, although it is higher than on private
corporate forestland. As these lands exhibit high growth rates, lower harvest
per acre than corporate forestland, and have relatively low levels of
mortality, these forest lands see the highest net sequestration rates on the
order of 1.33 metric tons of CO2e per acre per year, or 8.4 million metric
tons of COZ2e per year.

Private non-corporate forestland has the highest rate of sequestration per
acre , and despite making up 10 percent less of the forestland base than
USDA Forest Service unreserved forestland, these forests sequester the
greatest total amount. A net 33 percent increase in carbon stock from private
non-corporate forestland came from only 24 percent of the California
forestland base. A net 13 percent increase in carbon stock from private
corporate forestland came from 15 percent of the forestland base. ... Private
non-corporate forestlands provided slightly less of a net increase in carbon
stocks than all USDA FS forestlands, despite being just half the size.

Forest carbon is stored in both forest ecosystems and, to a lesser extent, in
harvested wood products. The degree to which California forests operate as a sink
or source is influenced by land management, weather, and a range of forest health
issues (e.q., growth, tree mortality from drought, pest and disease outbreaks,
wildfire severity). In recent years, prolonged drought conditions have resulted in
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elevated tree mortality that is widespread across the southern Sierra. The
combination of drought impacts and extensive wildfires has made forests lose
significant capacity for storing carbon. For all forestlands, improving forest health
and managing to reduce losses from mortality can greatly increase the carbon
balance on forestlands. On commercial and other actively managed forestlands in
California, efficient uses of long lasting wood products and residues for energy can
yield GHG benefits. Key inventory findings include:

o

Based on FIA Program data from 2006-2015, all California forests combined
on all ownerships were performing as a net sink and are sequestering
carbon at an average rate of 0.79 metric tons of COZ2e per acre per year, or
0.22 metric tons of carbon per acre per year.

Based on FIA Program data from 2006 — 2015, California forests have
substantial carbon storage; 1,303 MMT above ground and 734 MMT below
ground, for a total of 2,037 MMT.

Based on remeasurements taken between 2011 and 2015, carbon
sequestration in the live tree pool (in-forest) was estimated at 7.4 MMT of
COZ2e per year on National Forest System unreserved and reserved
forestlands, 4.1 MMT on private corporate forestland, 8.4 MMT on private
noncorporate timberlands, and 4.0 MMT on other public lands. The net
change in the live tree pool across all forestlands is estimated at 23.9 MMT
of COZ2e per year.

When other forest pools, soils, non-GHG emissions from wildfire, and
changes from land-use are accounted for, the net change is 32.8 MMT
COZ2e per year, meeting the AB 1504 goal of sequestering 5 MMT COZ2e per
year, assuming the contribution of flux associated with wood products does
not drastically lower rates.

On a per-acre basis, conifer forest types have enormous carbon capture and
storage potential.

FIA Program data suggest that on private forestland growth is outpacing
losses from harvest and mortality (excluding wood product storage), and
exceeds that of National Forest System lands.

FIA Program data show that non-corporate forestland has the greatest net
growth (i.e., growth minus mortality and harvest excluding wood product
storage).

Based on FIA Program data, tree mortality from forest health-related causes
results in substantial declines in forest carbon. These data indicate that tree
mortality rates are highest on federal forest lands in reserve (e.qg.,
wilderness), where mortality is slightly outpacing growth.
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An Inventory of Ecosystem Carbon in California’s Natural & Working Lands (NWL)
(CARB, 2020)

This inventory tracks carbon within California ecosystems and how it moves between
various “pools”. This is a snapshot view that provides for valuable long-term comparisons.
These inventories are constantly being improved and some tracking categories have
higher levels of certainty than others. Soil is the largest estimated pool of carbon and also
has the highest error associated with those estimates. The assessment estimates that a
majority of soil carbon loss is associated with the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta region.
Forest and shrublands show a 6% decrease, due to loss from wildfire.

The Earth’s carbon cycle involves the exchange of carbon between the
atmosphere, biosphere (plants, animals, and other life forms), hydrosphere (water
bodies), pedosphere (soils), and lithosphere (Earth's crust and mantles, including
rocks and fossil fuels). Carbon moves between land types (e.q., forests and
grasslands) and carbon pools1 (e.g., wood, roots, and soils) due to natural
processes (growth, decay, and succession) and disturbances (e.g., wildfire) or
anthropogenic forces such as land use change. The NWL Inventory tracks how
much carbon exists in California’s ecosystems, where that carbon is located, and
estimates how much carbon is moving in and out of the various land types and
carbon pools. It provides stored carbon “snapshots” and gives insight into the
location and magnitude of NWL carbon stocks at discrete moments in time.

The NWL inventory includes:

(@)

O O O O

Forest and other natural lands (woodland, shrubland, grassland, and other
lands with sparse vegetation): live and dead plant materials and their roots
Urban land: trees in urban area

Cropland: woody biomass in orchards and vineyards

Soil Carbon: organic carbon in soils for all land types

Wetlands: COZ2 and CH4 emissions from wetland ecosystem

Current NWL Inventory

(@)

There are approximately 5,340 million metric tons (MMT)2 of ecosystem
carbon in the carbon pools that CARB has quantified.3 (To put it info
context, 5,340 MMT of carbon in land is equivalent to 19,600 MMT of
atmospheric CO2 currently existing as carbon in the biosphere and
pedosphere as carbon cycles through the Earth’s carbon cycle.) Forest and
shrubland contain the vast majority of California’s carbon stock because
they cover the majority of California’s landscape and have the highest
carbon density of any land cover type. All other land categories combined
comprise over 35% of California’s total acreage, but only 15% of carbon
stocks. Roughly half of the 5,340 MMT of carbon resides in soils and half
resides in plant biomass.

Soil is the largest carbon reservoir. Using the IPCC default assumptions,
most of the estimated net change in soil carbon was due to microbial
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oxidation of organic soil on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Disturbance
caused by tillage and other agricultural management practices, land
conversion, and land degradation also contributed to the soil carbon loss.
Forest and shrubland carbon stocks in 2010 was 6% lower than in 2001 due
to a number of large wildfires that occurred during the 2001-2010 period.
(Future inventory editions will capture the impacts of large fire events seen in
recent years.) Woody crops and urban forest both gained carbon, as these
trees are generally well maintained due to their economic and aesthetic
values. Part of the carbon gain seen in urban forests came from expansion
of the urban footprint over this period of time. Movement of carbon among
land types and carbon pools is a dynamic process. Carbon gain in one land
type may be a result of carbon loss in another land type, and vice versa.

o Although carbon that leaves the land base is counted as a carbon stock
loss in the NWL Inventory, not all carbon stock loss becomes emissions
released into the atmosphere. Some of the carbon leaving the land base
continue to retain carbon as durable wood products (e.g., furniture and
building materials).

Disturbances in Forest and Other Natural Lands

Geospatially explicit carbon stock change information can be related to the
different types of disturbance on land. During the 2001-2014 period, wildfire
accounted for 74% and prescribed fire accounted for 3% of the areas that
experienced disturbance. The impact of wildfire can be seen throughout the
State, in both rural areas and urbanized areas near shrublands and forest.
Harvest and clearcut accounted for 11%, and fuel reduction activities (thinning,
mechanical, and mastication) accounted for 14% of the disturbed area.

Uncertainty of the Inventory Estimates The science, method, and technique for
accounting of ecosystem carbon are relatively new and still rapidly advancing.
Although significant progress has been made in the inventory development, more
work still needs to be done. The parts of the NWL Inventory that have been in
development for more years generally have a reasonably constrained uncertainty
(between 15% and 40%), but other parts of the inventory that CARB started to
develop more recently contain significant uncertainties.

AB 1504 California Forest Ecosystem and Harvested Wood Product Carbon
Inventory (Christensen, Gray, Kuegler, Tase, & M, 2021)

Summary: California forests vastly exceed the SMMT COZ2e target, by a factor of over 5
times, even when taking into account losses from fire, drought and timberland conversion.
Forests remain a net sink of carbon, even accounting for losses from wildfire and drought.

Overall California forests are exceeding the 5 MMT COZ2e target rate of annual
sequestration established by AB 1504, sequestering 26.8 + 4.2 MMT COZ2e per
year (excludes confidence interval for HWP C net change.... This value includes
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changes in forest ecosystem pools (26.0 MMT COZ2e per year), harvested wood
product pools (0.8 MMT CO2e per year), non-CO2 emissions from wildfires (-0.6
MMT COZ2e per year), and forest land conversions (-1.0 MMT COZ2e per year).
Based on plots initially measured between 2001-2009 and re-measured between
2011-2019, the average statewide rate of forest carbon sequestration is 26.0 £ 4.1
MMT COZ2e per year, excluding net COZ2e contributions from other sources such
as, harvested wood products, forest land conversions and non-CO2 GHG
emissions from wildfire.

Based on the 2019 measurement period, after accounting for these other CO2 and
greenhouse gas sources the statewide rate of carbon sequestration on all forest
land is 24.5 + 4.0 MMT COZ2e per year, down from the 2018 re-calculated reporting
period estimate of 26.4 + 4.3 MMT COZ2e. This value cannot be directly compared
to previous report values from the 2015 reporting period (32.8 + 5.5 MMT CQO2e per
year), the 2016 reporting period (30.7 £ 5.3 MMT COZ2e per year), or the 2017
reporting period (27.0 £ 5.5 MMT COZ2e per year) due to improved methods over
time and the re- stratification that occurred in 2019. However, data suggest that the
net annual sequestration rate is decreasing over time. This value excludes
contributions from HWP pools.

USEPA Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990-2022

Summary: Forest management falls under the “Land Use, Land Use Change, and
Forestry” (abbreviated LULUCF) for consistent reporting with other international efforts.
Sequestrations at the national level offset approximately 14.5% of total US GHG
Emissions. Even though the rate of sequestration is declining, sustainable forest
management is an essential component in maintaining this sector as a strong carbon sink.

In 2022, total gross U.S. greenhouse gas emissions were 6,343.2 million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMT COZ2 Eq.).11F10 Total gross U.S.
emissions decreased by 3.0 percent from 1990 to 2022, down from a high of 15.2
percent above 1990 levels in 2007. Gross emissions increased from 2021 to 2022
by 0.2 percent (14.4 MMT CO2 Eq.). Net emissions (including sinks) were 5,489.0
MMT COZ2 Eq. in 2022. Overall, net emissions increased by 1.3 percent from 2021
to 2022 and decreased by 16.7 percent from 2005 levels. Between 2021 and 2022,
the increase in total greenhouse gas emissions was driven largely by an increase in
CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion across most end-use sectors due in part
to increased energy use from the continued rebound of economic activity after the
height of the COVID-19 pandemic.

In 2022, the Land Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry (LULUCF) sector resulted
in a net increase in carbon stocks (i.e., net CO2 removals) of 921.8 MMT CO2 Eq.2
This represents an offset of approximately 14.5 percent of total (i.e., gross)
greenhouse gas emissions in 2022. Emissions of CH4 and N20 from LULUCF
activities in 2022 were 58.4 and 9.1 MMT COZ2 Eq., respectively, and combined
represent 1.1 percent of total greenhouse gas emissions.3 In 2022, the overall net
flux from LULUCF resulted in a removal of 8564.2 MMT COZ2 Eq.
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e Total net carbon sequestration in the LULUCF sector decreased by approximately
10.9 percent between 1990 and 2022. This decrease was primarily due to a decline
in the rate of net carbon accumulation in forest land, as well as an increase in
emissions from land converted to settlements

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2022 (CARB, 2024)

Summary: Overall, statewide trends continue to reduce emissions, well below the initial
2020 target levels. Progression towards the 2045 goal is discussed in the AB32 Scoping
Plan.

e In 2022, emissions from statewide emitting activities were 371.1 MMTCOZ2e, 9.3
MMTCOZ2e (2.4%) lower than 2021 levels. Since the peak level in 2004, California’s
GHG emissions have generally followed a decreasing trend. In 2014, statewide
GHG emissions dropped below the 2020 GHG Limit and have remained below the
Limit since that time.

e Overall trends in the Inventory continue to demonstrate that the carbon intensity of
California’s economy (the amount of carbon pollution per million dollars of gross
state product (GSP)) is declining. From 2000 to 2022, the carbon intensity of
California’s economy decreased by 54.8% while the GSP increased by 77.5%.
California’s GSP increased 0.7% in 2022 [10]. Emissions per GSP declined by
3.1% from 2021 to 2022 [10][11].
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Figure 1. Annual Statewide GHG Emissions and GHG Limits.
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figure 1 shows California’s annual GHG emissions from 2000 to 2022 in relation to the 2020 GHG Limit
:stablished by AB 32 and the 2030 GHG Limit established by SB 32. California’s GHG emissions dropped
relow the 2020 GHG Limitin 2014 (428.1 MMTCQO:e) and have remained below this level since that time.

Figure 1: Shows California's annual GHG emissions from 2000 to 2022 in relation to the 2020 GHG Limit established by
AB32 and the 2030 GHG Limit established by SB 32. Californias GHG emissions dropped below the 2020 GHG Limit in
2014 and have since been below

CARB has also developed an Inventory of Ecosystem Carbon in California’s
Natural and Working Lands [4] (NWL Inventory) separate from the AB 32 GHG
Inventory. The NWL Inventory quantifies ecosystem carbon stored in plants and
soils in California’s Natural and Working Lands (including forest, woodland,
shrubland, grassland, wetland, orchard crop, urban forest, and soils) and tracks
changes in carbon stocks over time. More information can be found on the NWL
Inventory webpage.

Fire has served a natural beneficial function in California‘s diverse ecosystems for
millennia, such as facilitating germination of seeds for certain tree species,
replenishing soil nutrients, clearing dead biomass to make room for living trees to
grow, and reducing accumulation of fuels that lead to high-intensity wildfires.
However, emissions from fire also negatively impact human health and safety
because fire emits GHGSs, black carbon, and other harmful air pollutants. GHG
emissions from wildfires are estimated separately when compared to anthropogenic
sources due to differences in their carbon cycling.
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Anthropogenic (human-caused) GHG emissions from fossil fuels come from
geological carbon sources, which are part of the earth’s slow carbon cycle, where
carbon pools change over the course of many millennia (e.q., fossil fuel formation).
In contrast, the fast carbon cycle, in which carbon moves between pools over
months to centuries, includes natural emissions sources, such as wildfires, plant
decomposition and respiration. The acceleration of fossil fuel burning has led to an
increase in ambient CO2 concentrations globally; however, wildfire emissions are
part of a fast carbon cycle that is balanced by vegetation growth. In recent years
the intensity and size of wildfires have increased across California. In an effort to
contextualize the GHG emissions from wildfires, CARB annually publishes wildfire
emissions estimates. More information can be found in CARB’s document,
Frequently Asked Questions: Wildfire Emissions.

CARB 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality (CARB, 2022)

Summary: For the first time, California Natural and Working Lands are calculated to be
emitting more carbon than is sequestered through them. The primary causes for this are
emissions related to wildfire and improperly managed (or not managed) natural
landscapes. While this trend is expected to continue until at least 2045, active
management and increases in the pace and scale of fuel treatments can help to reverse
this trend.

e This Scoping Plan lays out the sector-by-sector roadmap for California, the
world’s fifth largest economy, to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 or eatrlier,
outlining a technologically feasible, cost-effective, and equity-focused path to
achieve the state’s climate target.

e The plan outlines how carbon neutrality can be achieved by taking bold steps to reduce
GHGs to meet the anthropogenic emissions target and by expanding actions to capture
and store carbon through the state’s natural and working lands and using a variety of
mechanical approaches.

e For the first time, this Scoping Plan includes modeling and quantification of GHG
emissions and carbon sequestration in natural and working lands (NWL).

e This Scoping Plan, through the lens of carbon neutrality, expands the scope to more
meaningfully consider how our NWL contribute to our long-term climate goals. For the
first time, new and cutting-edge modeling tools allow us to estimate the quantitative
ability of our forests and other landscapes to remove and store carbon under different
scenarios.

e As recent data and Scoping Plan modeling shows, our NWL also can act as a
source of emissions, principally in the form of wildfires. California’s forests are
experiencing a deadly combination of drought and heat combined with a century of
misquided fire suppression management. Scoping Plan modeling shows that, at
this time and until our forests reach a balance through appropriate treatments,
California’s NWL will act as a net source of emissions, not a sink. As such, the
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Scoping Plan includes policy direction and actions intended to quickly move the
sector toward being a net sink and a more natural state, where wildfires will
continue to be an important part of the healthy forest cycle but not at the intensity
and frequency observed in recent years.

Natural and working lands are able to sequester carbon and therefore play an
increasingly important role in this framework. However, modeling for this plan
shows that carbon sequestration in our natural and working lands alone will be
insufficient to achieve carbon neutrality no later than 2045. Therefore, this plan also
considers the role of carbon capture and sequestration, as well as biological and
mechanical carbon sequestration processes that are included in the IPCC Sixth
Assessment Report, as necessary tools for climate change mitigation.

Figure 1-5: Carbon neutrality: Balancing the net flux of GHG emissions from all
sources and sinks
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*Matural and working land emissions come from wildfires, disease, land and agricultural management practices, and others.

Figure 2-5 Shows Carbon neutrality as achieved from balancing the net flux of GHG emissions
from all sources and sinks

Our natural and working lands are an important piece in California’s fight to achieve
carbon neutrality and build resilience to the impacts of climate change. Healthy land
can sequester and store atmospheric carbon dioxide in forests, grasslands, soils,
and wetlands. Healthy lands can also reduce emissions of powerful short-lived
climate pollutants, limit the release of future GHG emissions, protect people and
nature from the impacts of climate change, and build our resilience to future climate
risks. Unhealthy lands have the opposite effect—they release more GHGs than
they store and are more vulnerable to future climate change impacts. Through
climate smart land management that focuses on supporting healthy living systems,
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we can support our carbon neutrality goals, reduce emissions, advance
sequestration, and support healthy and more climate-resilient lands.

e In addition to providing an estimate of the ecosystem carbon that exists on
California’s landscape, the NWL Inventory also shows how those carbon stocks are
changing. The inventory attributes stock change to human activity, such as land
use change, or to disturbances, such as wildfire. CARB’s inventory shows these
lands were a source of GHG emissions from 2001 to 2011, releasing more carbon
than they stored, and then they returned to be a slight carbon sink from 2012 to
2014. These trends highlight the interannual and interdecadal variability of lands
and their ability to be both a source and a sink of carbon.

e We know from previous climate change and Scoping Plan work that lands can be a
net source of GHG emissions or a net sink, and that the magnitude of carbon stock
changes and GHG emissions and sequestration from NWL are dependent on the
effects of climate change and land management. The expanded modeling
conducted for this Scoping Plan shows that NWL are projected to be a net source
of emissions through 2045 and indicates a probable decrease of carbon stocks into
the future. This projection is further corroborated by previous, independent research
that has reached the same conclusion, showing a range of varying levels of carbon
stock loss.

e And while management actions will help to reduce the impact that climate change
will have on California, it is clear from the analysis that NWL sinks and sources are
highly variable from year to year, and short time frames do not adequately
demonstrate the impact that climate and management are having on ecosystems.
For the purposes of climate planning, therefore, it is best to focus on carbon stock
changes over longer periods rather than focusing on sequestration or emissions on
shorter time frames.

e Because NWL are projected to be a net emissions source, the annual NWL
emissions of approximately 7 MMTCQOZ2e from the Scoping Plan Scenario will need
to be compensated by additional CO2 removal approaches to ensure California can
achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.

e The Scoping Plan Scenario identifies that 2.3 million acres of forests, shrubland,
and grassland management annually would achieve substantial levels of fire
emissions reductions and the concomitant health and economics benefits.
Currently, 1 million acres of forest treatment annually is the joint federal and state
government goal (600,000 acres each)... By identifying 2.3 million acres of climate
action annually in forests, shrublands, and grasslands, this Scoping Plan
emphasizes the importance of that 1 million acre annual goal as a milestone on the
way to even more action and improved fire and air quality outcomes
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e While this decrease in carbon stocks may be inevitable, forest management under
the Scoping Plan Scenario can help direct where and how carbon loss occurs. By
proactively managing forests and shrublands, the loss of carbon from wildfire can
be lessened as the risk of high severity fire is decreased, with the removed biomass
going toward a more useful purpose such as harvested wood products, bioenergy,
and engineered carbon removal. Managing for a diverse and resilient forest
landscape also can help forests recover more quickly so that when climate change
and wildfire impacts occur, forests will be less affected and can continue to thrive
and sequester carbon.

Strategies for Achieving Success

e Accelerate the pace and scale of climate smart forest management to
at least 2.3 million acres annually by 2025, in line with the climate
smart management strategies identified in this Scoping Plan, the NWL
Climate Smart Strategy, and the Wildfire and Forest Resilience Action
Plan.489

e Establish and expand mechanisms that ensure forests, shrublands,
and grasslands are protected from land conversion and that support
ongoing, rather than one-time, management actions.

e In collaboration with state and local agencies, accelerate the
deployment of long-term carbon storage from waste woody biomass
residues resulting from climate smart management, including storage
in durable wood products, underground reservoirs, soil amendments,
and other mediums.

e Expand infrastructure to facilitate processing of biomass resulting from
climate smart management.

e Expand permit streamlining in collaboration with state and local
agencies to accelerate implementation of climate smart forest
management while protecting natural resources.

Differences between CARB and CAL FIRE Accounting. California Forest Carbon Plan

The reader will notice the differences between reports with respect to forests being net
emitters or sequesters of carbon. This is largely due to differences in accounting, modeling
and uncertainties that exist within each of the estimates. The 2020 Natural and Working
Lands Inventory (CARB, 2020) contains the following discussion about differences
between recent reports:

Comparison with Other Inventory Approaches

5A — CAL FIRE’s Forest Carbon Inventory

Assembly Bill 1504 (Skinner, 2010) directs the California Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection to ensure that its rules and regulations that govern commercial forestry
also consider the capacity of forests to sequester carbon sufficient to meet or exceed
the State's 5 MMT CO2e goal identified in the 2008 Scoping Plan. As directed by AB
1504, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) initiated a
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collaboration with the USDA Forest Service (USDA-FS) Pacific Northwest Research
Station (PNW) Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) program in 2016 to generate and
report estimates of California forest and harvested wood product carbon stocks and
changes. The AB 1504 reporting effort relies on analysis products from the USDA-
FS FIA program, analyzed specifically for CAL FIRE. Analyses are based upon FIA
plot-level data on forest and ownership type, use status, tree species and dimensions,
above- and below- ground live and dead carbon pools (reported as moving ten-year
averages for statewide, ecoregions, FIA- defined forest types, and ownership
categories), soil carbon, and wood products industry data (Christensen et al., 2017).

While both CAL FIRE’s and CARB'’s forest carbon estimates (which represents the
greatest portion of live vegetative terrestrial carbon) are based on FIA data, the way
the data are used is quite different. FIA data are empirical measurements by the U.S.
Forest Service that sample forested lands in the state with small, discrete plots. The
CAL FIRE and CARB inventories both derive estimates for the AGL tree pool from a
common set of FIA regional allometric equations and wood density factors.
Statewide totals from Christensen et al. (2017) are statistical design-based estimates
with no implied relationship between plot and remotely-sensed data, whereas the
CARB method employs regression modeled estimates that depend on the accuracy
of the correspondence between the FIA plot data and geospatial vegetation data. The
difference in how each inventory chooses to use these points is the primary difference
between the two inventories. Other notable differences include:

e The FIA program and CAL FIRE inventory defines forest as any land that has
had at least 10% tree canopy cover in the past 30 years. The CARB inventory
defines forests as any land that currently has at least 10% live tree or shrub
canopy cover regardless of what that land had in the previous time-step.

e The CARB inventory uses IPCC Atmospheric Flow Approach, which accounts
for carbon fluxes to/from the atmosphere for lands and wood products pools,
including imported products. The CAL FIRE inventory uses IPCC Production
Approach, which reports changes in ecosystem carbon stocks and wood
products produced in the reporting country (changes in wood products exported
from the producing country are also reported, while products imported to the
reporting country are not counted).

e The CARB inventory includes shrub-dominated land under the forest category.
The CAL FIRE inventory does not include these land types in forestland unless
they meet the minimum tree cover requirements.

o The 2018 edition of the CAL FIRE inventory does not include the litter pool due
to issues with initial measurements of this pool (but they plan to include litter in
the 2019 edition). The CARB inventory includes the litter pool.

In short, the CAL FIRE assessment does not include as many lands as those in the

Natural and Working Lands Inventory and the calculations used differ between the two
reports.
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While there may be uncertainty on the level to which the forestry sector contributed to
GHG emissions or sequestration, the solutions proposed all point to active forest
management designed to promote healthy and resilient landscapes. CAL FIRE believes
that implementation of the Forest Practice Act and Rules is consistent with these goals.
Additionally, while the sector-wide assessments may show that Natural and Working
Lands are currently a net emitter of GHGs, specific projects can still show positive carbon
sequestration effects, based upon a site specific analysis.

THP-Specific Assessment

CEQA requires that individual projects estimate the associated GHG emissions from a
proposed project and make a determination of significance. The plan submitter provided a
site-specific analysis on pages 241-250. These calculations are provided by silvicultural
category including road construction and predict both emissions from logging and milling
operations as well as future sequestration of carbon from the remaining and planted
forests.

These calculations estimate that the THP is capable of releasing a total of 1,971.19
tonnes of COze. As described in the analysis, many of these releases will occur slowly
over time, and are provided in the THP as a conservative emission estimate. These
emissions are estimated to be recouped by trees planted in the THP area within 9
years. Over the next 100 years, these stands are expected to sequester a total of
50,130 tonnes of COze

The THP concluded that these emissions would not be significant, when combined with
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

The Department has reviewed the estimates of emissions associated with the pools
evaluated by the Plan as part of the project specific analysis and has determined that
the calculations have reasonably accounted for emissions from biologic and production
elements of the project and that the sequestration estimates incorporate approaches for
estimating carbon sequestration that are consistent with current science.

When this THP is considered within its own context, taking into account the state and
national assessments discussed previously, CAL FIRE believes that it meets the
requirements of CEQA and is consistent with the broader goals established by AB32 in
providing for long-term carbon sequestration while providing for the market needs for
forest products.

Fire Hazard Risk and Assessment

From the appointment of the first State Board of Forestry in 1885, to the creation of
the first State Forester position in 1905, and the organization of the original
California Division of Forestry in 1927, the Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) has protected the people, property, and natural resources
of California. The Department’s diverse programs work together to plan protection
strategies for over 31 million acres of privately-owned wildlands, and to provide
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emergency services of all kinds throughout California.
-CAL FIRE 2019 Strategic Plan

As an agency, CAL FIRE fulfills many roles to protect both the public and natural resources
of our state. When it comes to operations that can impact both the natural environment
and the public, CAL FIRE must review these proposals with an eye towards these two
responsibilities. When it comes to a decision of whether to approve a plan, CAL FIRE must
exercise professional discretion:

14 CCR § 897 Implementation of Act Intent

(d) Due to the variety of individual circumstances of timber harvesting in California
and the subsequent inability to adopt site-specific standards and regulations, these
Rules use judgmental terms in describing the standards that will apply in certain
situations. By necessity, the RPF shall exercise professional judgment in applying
these judgmental terms and in determining which of a range of feasible (see
definition 14 CCR 895.1) silvicultural systems, operating methods and procedures
contained in the Rules shall be proposed in the plan to substantially lessen
significant adverse Impacts in the environment from timber harvesting. The Director
also shall exercise professional judgment in applying these judgmental terms in
determining whether a particular plan complies with the Rules adopted by the
Board and, accordingly, whether he or she should approve or disapprove a plan.
The Director shall use these Rules to identify the nature of and the limits to the
professional judgment to be exercised by him or her in administering these Rules.

Requirements of Evaluation included in the Rules

The Forest Practice Rules recognize that Timber Operations have the potential to cause
and contribute to the severity of fires. The need to protect property and natural resources
from fire goes back to the founding of the original Board of Forestry in 1885. Fire
prevention laws were the first regulations governing forestry in our state.

Current Forest Practice Laws contain significant detail on how operations are to be
conducted to reduce or eliminate the chance that logging will cause a fire. Article 7 of the
Rules cover the various methods of reducing fire risk and hazard, collectively called
“Hazard Reduction”:

917 Hazard Reduction

917.2 Treatment of [Logging] Slash to Reduce Fire Hazard
917.3 Prescribed Broadcast Burning of Slash [Coast]

917.4 Treatment of Logging Slash in the Southern Subdistrict
917.5 Burning of Piles and Concentrations of Slash

917.6 Notification of Burning

917.7 Protection of Residual Trees

917.9 Prevention Practices

O O O O O O O e
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A primary concern addressed in the Hazard Reduction Rules deals with logging debris
left over after trees are harvested. Branches, leaves, and other materials not taken to a
sawmill (called “slash”) must be treated in such a way that an increase in fire hazard does
not occur, and to prevent the spread of forest-based insects and diseases. For example,
the following standard practices shall be followed within the THP area to treat slash:

917.2 Treatment of Slash to Reduce Fire Hazard

Except in the [High-Use Subdistrict of the Southern Forest District,] Southern Subdistrict
of the Coast Forest District and Coastal Commission Special Treatment Areas of the
Coast Forest District, the following standards shall apply to the treatment of Slash created
by Timber Operations within the plan area and on roads adjacent to the plan area.
Lopping for fire hazard reduction is defined in 14 CCR 895.1.

a. Slash to be treated by piling and burning shall be treated as follows:

1. Piles created prior to September 1 shall be treated not later than April 1 of the year
following its creation, or within 30 days following climatic access after April 1 of the
year following its creation.

2. Piles created on or after September 1 shall be treated not later than April 1 of the
second year following its creation, or within 30 days following climatic access after
April 1 of the second year following its creation.

b. Within 100 feet of the edge of the traveled surface of public roads, ... and seasonal]
private roads open for public use where permission to pass is not required, Slash
created and trees knocked down by road construction or Timber Operations shall
be treated by lopping for fire hazard reduction, piling and burning, chipping, burying
or removal from the zone.

c. All woody debris created by Timber Operations greater than one inch but less than
eight inches in diameter within 100 feet of permanently located structures
maintained for human habitation shall be removed or piled and burned; all Slash
created between 100-200 feet of permanently located structures maintained for
human habitation shall be lopped for fire hazard reduction, removed, chipped or
piled and burned

This plan has no public roads that would require slash treatment adjacent to them and
does not propose to use slash pile burning for hazard reduction.

This proposal was reviewed by CAL FIRE and determined to be appropriate and in
conformance with the Rules. For this plan, there are no structures requiring hazard
reduction near the plan area,

No matter where Timber Operations are located, every Licensed Timber Operator is
required to submit to CAL FIRE a Fire Suppression Resource Inventory that contains
emergency contact information for each Licensed Timber Operator along with the
number of personnel and types of equipment that can be used to suppress any fire.
These operators can be called upon to assist CAL FIRE with emergency fire suppression
in the area where they are operating, further adding to the resources that can be used
during a fire.
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In addition to the hazard reduction rules, operations proposed in this plan have additional
benefits expected to reduce fire danger.

e Road brushing and maintenance: As part of the Timber Operations, existing roads
will receive maintenance to allow for access for logging equipment. These
operations ensure that roads used for operations are free of obstruction and can
be used during the operations and in the future in the event they are required for
fire suppression:

923.1 Planning for Logging Roads and Landings.

Logging Roads and Landings shall be planned and located within the context of a
systematic layout pattern that considers 14 CCR § 923(b), uses existing Logging
Roads and Landings where feasible and appropriate, and provides access for fire
and resource protection activities.

Additionally, any time that burning permits are required (e.g. during the declared fire
season), all roads and landings within the harvest plan area must be passable for use
during an emergency:

923.6 (d) When burning permits are required pursuant to PRC § 4423, Logging
Roads and Landings that are in use shall be kept in passable condition for fire
trucks.

Maintaining access within the harvest plan area is consistent with the Sonoma Lake Napa
Unit Strategic Fire Plan to allow for rapid extinguishment of fires within CAL FIRE
responsibility areas.

When it comes to evaluating the potential for the proposed plan to negatively impact
wildfire risk and hazard, the Rules contain the following guidelines:

Excerpt from Technical Rule Addendum #2:

WILDFIRE RISK AND HAZARD

Cumulative increase in wildfire risk and hazard can occur when the Effects of two

or more activities from one or more Projects combine to produce a significant

increase in forest fuel loading in the vicinity of residential dwellings and

communities.

The following elements may be considered in the assessment of potential

Cumulative Impacts:

1. Fire hazard severity zoning.

2. Existing and probable future fuel conditions including vertical and horizontal
continuity of live and dead fuels.

3. Location of known existing public and private Fuelbreaks and fuel hazard
reduction activities.

4. Road access for fire suppression resources.
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The Rules specify that an RPF must evaluate potential impacts that could be caused by
the project. Timber harvesting is not required to lower wildfire risk and hazard, although
this is common from properly designed and implemented operations.

The complete assessment is located on page 251-253 and correctly discloses that the
area is designated as being within a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone. This
designation was made by CAL FIRE as part of a statewide assessment. Additional detalil
and information can be found on the CAL FIRE website

The Fire Hazard Severity Zone maps are developed using a science-based and
field-tested model that assigns a hazard score based on the factors that influence
fire likelihood and fire behavior. Many factors are considered such as fire history,
existing and potential fuel (natural vegetation), predicted flame length, blowing
embers, terrain, and typical fire weather for the area. There are three levels of
hazard in the State Responsibility Areas: moderate, high and very high. Urban and
wildland areas are treated differently in the model, but the model does recognize
the influence of burning embers traveling into urban areas, which is a major cause
of fire spread.

CAL FIRE has determined that the assessment of potential hazards is reasonable based
upon the characteristics of the assessment area and the proposed operations. In light of
the available information contained within the record, CAL FIRE concurs with the RPFs
conclusion that the plan will not have a significant adverse effect on Wildfire Risk and
Hazard.

Evaluation of Potential Sediment Impacts

The THP is a site-specific document, combining the prescriptive Forest Practice Rules
(Rules), a generic set of measures intended to avoid significant adverse effects on the
environment, along with specific measures chosen by the RPF intended to mitigate or
avoid potential impacts based upon the conditions found within the THP area. Together,
these measures form the basis upon which the RPF concludes whether or not the THP
will result in a significant adverse effect on the environment and if operations are
expected to result in a significant cumulative effect.

For potential sediment impacts, the THP contains a detailed plan containing myriad
restrictions and limitations to timber operations that are specifically intended to avoid
sedimentation from the proposed operations. These details are included in Section Il
(Operations) portion of the THP and are summarized below:

* Item #14i on pages 15-16 describe the proposed measures to be taken during site
preparation activities. The Rules describe Site Preparation as:

Site Preparation means any activity involving mechanical disturbance of soils or
burning of vegetation which is performed during or after completion of timber
harvesting and is associated with preparation of any portion of a logging area for
artificial or natural regeneration.
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These measures describe the types of equipment that may be used for this activity,
whether or not burning of vegetation may occur, how trees that are not proposed for
harvest are to be protected and the measures to ensure that watercourses and other
sensitive areas are not impacted by operations.

* Item #17 on page 23 discloses the Erosion Hazard Rating for the plan area.

Erosion Hazard Rating calculations found on pages 262-263 are a site-specific evaluation
of potential erodibility based upon the soils present, the slopes involved in operations and
the physical conditions that will exist after proposed operations are conducted. Not only
are these calculations made by the Registered Professional Forester who wrote the plan,
they are also independently verified by the CAL FIRE inspector (on page 3 of their report)
and the interagency review team during the PHI (call out specific if included in reports).
These calculations directly impact and inform the development of measures designed to
reduce sediment transport out of the logging area. The Erosion Hazard Rating influences
many aspects of timber harvesting including:

e The distance between waterbreaks to be installed on roads and skid trails prior to
the Winter Operating Period each year and prior to the conclusion of operations
when the plan is completed. (See 14 CCR 914.6(c).

« Limitations on the size of evenage harvesting units such as clearcuts or similar (see
14 CCR 913.1(a)(2))

e The operations that are permissible or require consideration adjacent to
watercourses (see 14 CCR 916.4, 936.4, 956.4(c)(1), 14 CCR 916.9, 9(f)(2)(D)(2),
916.9(f)(4)(D)(2))

e Restrictions on proposals for tractor operations on unstable areas, on slopes over
65%, and on areas where slopes average over 50% and the EHR is high or
extreme. (see 14 CCR 1034(z))

o Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment on slopes steeper than 50% where the
Erosion Hazard Rating is high or extreme. (see 14 CCR 914.2(f)(1)(B))

o Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment on slopes between fifty (50) percent
and sixty-five (65) percent where the Erosion Hazard Rating is moderate. (see 14
CCR 14 CCR 914.2(f)(3))

* Item #18 on pages 24-34 describes the specific soil stabilization measures designed
to prevent soil from moving out of the logging area in general and away from streams
specifically including:

e Any treatments that are necessary to prevent significant sediment discharge to
watercourses or lakes.

« Any treatments necessary for sidecast or road fill materials (including areas of bare
soil exceeding 100 square feet) that have the potential to enter a watercourse of
lake.

e Any treatments necessary to stabilize soils within a Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zone where the land is not capable of filtering sediment.

e Any treatments necessary to stabilize or reduce sedimentation potential at existing
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or new watercourse crossings.
e Any treatments necessary for features that cannot be hydrologically disconnected
from a watercourse.

* Items #19-21 on pages 24-38 that specify the limitations on the use of tractor
operations on steep slopes and unstable areas and any additional erosion control
measures necessary to keep sediment onsite and out of watercourses and lakes.

+ ltem #23 on pages 39-45 specify limitations on operations and special erosion control
measures to be implemented during the Winter Period (November 15 to April 1) and the
Extended Wet Weather Period (October 15 to May 1)

+ Items #24-25 on pages 46-52 specify whether or not roads and landings within the
plan area will be constructed, reconstructed or abandoned along with the site specific
measures necessary to avoid impacts such as sediment leaving the construction sites in
a way that would be detrimental to the beneficial uses of water. Additionally, any sites
that are considered Significant Existing or Potential Erosion Sites must be disclosed and
mitigation measures discussed:

* Item #26 on pages 53-61 describe the specific measures that are taken to protect
watercourses and lakes from negative impacts to the beneficial uses of water. 14 CCR
916, 936, 956 of the Rules describes the specific intent behind the creation of these
regulations:

The purpose of this article is to ensure that Timber Operations do not potentially
cause significant adverse site-specific and cumulative Impacts to the beneficial
uses of water, native aquatic and Riparian-associated species, and the beneficial
functions of Riparian zones; or result in an unauthorized take of listed aquatic
species; or threaten to cause violation of any applicable legal requirements. This
article also provides protection measures for application in watersheds with listed
anadromous salmonids and watersheds listed as water quality limited under
Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act.

It is the intent of the Board to restore, enhance, and maintain the productivity of
Timberlands while providing appropriate levels of consideration for the quality and
beneficial uses of water relative to that productivity. Further, it is the intent of the
Board to clarify and assign responsibility for recognition of potential and existing
Impacts of Timber Operations on Watercourses and lakes, native aquatic and
Riparian-associated species, and the beneficial functions of Riparian zones and to
ensure all plans, exemptions and emergency notices employ feasible measures to
effectively achieve compliance with this article. Further, it is the intent of the Board
that the evaluations that are made, and the measures that are taken or prescribed,
be documented in a manner that clearly and accurately represents those existing
conditions and those measures. "Evaluations made"” pertain to the assessment of
the conditions of the physical form, water quality, and biological characteristics of
Watercourses and lakes, including cumulative Impacts affecting the beneficial uses
of water on both the area of planned logging operations and in the Watershed
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Assessment Area (WAA). "Measures taken" pertain to the procedures used or
prescribed for the restoration, enhancement, and maintenance of the beneficial
uses of water.

The site specific measures described within the plan are intended to avoid both significant
project impacts and cumulative effects while complying with all relevant regulations and
laws. This includes compliance with Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act, which
is specific to impaired segments of watercourses and waterbodies. Review of these plans
by agencies evaluate for compliance with all relevant laws and regulations that relate to
the protection of watercourses.

+ Item #27 on pages 62-63 describes any “in-lieu” or alternatives that are proposed to
the standard WLPZ protection measures that are described in the Rules. Such in-lieu or
alternatives are allowed for in the Rules when explained and justified in the plan, and
when specific measures to protect the beneficial uses of water are included in the THP.

Item #28 on page 64 describe the process used to determine the presence of domestic
water sources within or downstream of the plan area. These are defined as:

Domestic Water Use means the use of water in homes, resorts, motels,
organization camps, developed campgrounds, including the incidental watering of
domestic stock for family sustenance or enjoyment and the irrigation of not more
than one half acre in lawn, ornamental shrubbery, or gardens at any single
establishment. The use of water at a developed campground or resort for human
consumption, cooking or sanitary purposes is a domestic use.

Domestic water sources receive the highest level of protection under the Watercourse
and Lake Protection rules.

* Item #38 on pages 82-83 contains special instructions and mitigation measures not
found elsewhere in the plan and can often include additional measures not discussed in
the previous sections.

In addition to the site specific plan, a detailed analysis of both the potential direct effects
of the THP as well as potential cumulative effects is also included as required by the Act,
the Rules and CEQA.

Protections for Anadromous Salmonids
Portions of the following discussion were adapted from the document titled “Anadromous
Salmonid Protection Rules: Revised Interpretive Questions and Answers for RPFs and
Landowners” released in 2014

The Anadromous Salmonid Protection (ASP) rules were approved by the State Board
of Forestry and Fire Protection (Board) during their September 2009 meeting held in
Sacramento. The initial rulemaking process included significant input by the public,
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governmental and other experts, including an extensive body of published scientific
evidence on the relationship between salmonids and timber harvesting. The CEQA
record of the initial rule package spans 16,742 pageslinvalid source specified. and
represented a substantive change to the way timber operations within these areas
were conducted.

As explained in the Final Statement of Reasons (FSOR) adopted by the Board, the
ASP rules are intended to protect, maintain, and improve riparian habitats for state and
federally listed anadromous salmonid species. These rules are permanent regulations
and replace the interim Threatened or Impaired Watershed Rules (T/I Rules) which
were originally adopted in July 2000 and readopted six times.

Findings made by the Board in adopting the ASP Rules:
FINDINGS

« The Board finds that the adopted regulations are based on the consideration of an
extensive review and evaluation of applicable scientific literature. The adopted
rules are found to be based upon the science literature review and testimony from
scientists and technical experts in the fields of watershed processes, riparian
functions, and fisheries biology.

* The Board finds that the adopted regulations are based on recommendations by
the Department of Fish and Game, the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection, the State Water Quality Control Board and Regional Boards, and
numerous individuals. The adopted requlations are found by the Board to be
consistent with goals established in the California Fish and Game Commission,
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, Joint Policy Statement on Pacific Salmon
and Anadromous Trout

« The Board finds that the adopted regulations will maintain and improve aquatic
habitat and contribute to restoration of listed anadromous salmonids. This finding
is based on the expected effects on the beneficial uses of water, including cold
freshwater habitat, spawning, migration and rare and endangered species resulting
from the following adopted rules:

o Goals and objectives are revised to promote achievement of properly
functioning salmonid habitat, contribute to recovery of salmonid species and
restoration of salmonid habitats; and protect riparian zones from
catastrophic wildfires. The adopted goals and objectives are intended to be
specific for each watercourse area and beneficial use, but are stated broadly
to permit development of site-specific plans based on local conditions.
Further, while it is the Board's intent to have timber harvesting plans in these
watersheds contribute to the recovery of listed salmonid species, the Board
recognizes that contributions to recovery of the species and restoration of
habitat cannot fully be accomplished by any one timber harvesting plan or
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by forest management alone. Any actions beyond the required rules taken
solely for restoration cannot be required for harvest plan approval.

Greater specificity in geographic scope was achieved by creating regional
rules reflecting salmonid species and geomorphic differences. The Board
adopted rules that are geographically specific for salmon watersheds in
coastal areas, the southern sub district of the forest practice rules which
encompasses Marin County to Santa Cruz County, the Northern Forest
District where coho species are found which represents the Klamath
bioregion, and locations outside of where coho species are found which
represents areas in the Sierra Nevada and south of Monterey County.

The greater geomorphic specificity is also achieved by recognizing unique riparian
features such as channel migration zones, flood prone areas, and differentiating small
Class Il watercourses from large Class Il watercourses.

Geographically specific rules were also accomplished by requiring Implementation of the
fine sediment road related rules in 916.9 {k) through (p) in watersheds upstream from
any watershed with listed anadromous species.

(@)

O

Class | and Class Il watercourse WLPZ widths and silvicultural requirements
revised to better reflect current science for protecting riparian function.
These revisions include establishment of a core zone, increased overstory
canopy closure requirements for greater distances on Class | watercourses,
and establishing two new watercourse classifications, Class Il Large and
Class Il Standard, with unique tree retention and core zone requirements.

New, more protective standards for small, headwater watercourses {Class
Il watercourses). The standards include establishment of Class Ill channel
zone and Equipment Limitation Zone (ELZ) harvesting restrictions,
expansion of operational limitations in the Class Ill ELZ, retention of
hardwoods, advanced regeneration or larger conifer trees, standing dead
trees, and down woody debris and logs in Class Ill channel zones and
equipment limitation zones.

o Allowance for the development of site-specific plans that contain flexibility

(@)

for landowners to meet goals and objectives while providing appropriate
disclosure for requlatory evaluation. The Board finds that it is necessary for
successful implementation of site-specific plans to provide additional
guidance documents, technical addendums, pilot projects, and collaborative
monitoring and adaptive management.

Provision of recommended "Preferred Management Practices” that will

guide expectations of timber operation conduct to achieve the goals of the
rules.
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» The Board finds that the adopted requlations reflect due consideration for their
effects on timberland owners, listed species and other beneficiaries of water. The
rules contribute to maintaining a working landscape, which will provide for
continued economic activity and protection of natural resources.

« The Board finds that the adopted regulation will result in economic impacts to some
forest landowners. The primary economic impact is related to a likely increase in
retention of trees for Class Il and Ill watercourses. By increasing the amount of
frees needed to be retained in the watercourse and lake protection zone of Class
Il and Il watercourses pursuant to 14 CCR 916.9 (g) and (h), there is a permanent
reduction or delay in receipt of timber harvest revenue to the landowner.
Landowners with flood prone areas will also see a significant amount of trees
required for retention. For those landowners with flood prone area, this regulation
may be a disincentive to rehabilitate understocked areas.

» The Board finds that the development of site-specific plans is appropriate for the
protection and restoration of listed anadromous salmonid species and the
beneficial use of water. The Board recognizes that both prescriptive rules and the
option for development of site-specific plans are necessary. General prescriptive
rules are considered local rules and are needed for those landowners who do not
wish to engage in the development of site-specific plans or are unable to obtain the
information to make site-specific assessments due to issues of multiple ownerships
within a watershed. Site specific plans are necessary to be consistent with scientific
literature findings that suggest protection and restoration of watersheds is best
obtained by assessing watershed conditions and identifying needs for the specific
location.

» The Board finds that the rule language adopted in 14 CCR 916.9 (v) (1) requiring
site-specific plans meet "the expected effects of the prescriptive standards” is
intended by the Board to not necessatrily require every site specific action meet or
exceed the specifications of a prescriptive standard. It is intended by the Board that
the actions approved pursuant to the adopted language for site-specific plans will
meet or exceed the expected affects of protecting beneficial uses of water under
the prescriptive standard, and could simultaneously have a quantitative
characteristic different from the prescriptive standard. These quantitative
characteristics could include, but are not limited to, different buffer widths or
different overstory canopy closure standards. Site-specific antecedent conditions
may influence the quantitative standard to be achieved, e.g. spring-fed streams,
boulder-controlled instream structure, and orientation of watercourse relative to
solar insolation.

« The Board acknowledges that this rule does not fully address Clean Water Act
section 303(d) listed waterbodies, long term monitoring and adaptive management,
road construction and maintenance, and cumulative impacts. This rule is primarily
intended to address anadromous salmonid protection. The Board, through its
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mandate, is committed to the continuous review and improvement of forest
practices, and will likely address many of these issues in the future. The National
Marine Fisheries Service made the following findings for this rule:

Of those factors found inadequate in the final listing of the NC steelhead DPS
65FR36074, the current Rule Notice addresses those issues associated with site specific
variations and non-fishbearing perennial streams and ephemeral streams.

The addition of a no cut zone along Class I's and explicit protective measure for
floodplains, Class II's and Class Ills are critically important and are a substantial
improvement over the current Tl/ Rules. The new set of Rules would be a step forward
and provide a foundation for development of a State Forestry HCP.

The Department of Fish and Game made the following findings:

Our common goal has been to use the best available science to further integrate
protection of anadromous salmonids listed under the California Endangered Species Act
with the Board's regulations, consistent with the Forest Practice Act and the California
Environmental Quality Act in a permanent 2009 threatened or impaired watersheds rule,
now re-titled "Anadromous Salmonid Protection” rule. We believe the proposed rule
package, together with our recommendations, achieves this goal in a way that provides
certainty and flexibility to the regulated public through methods and measures that are
both implementable and feasible and that recognize regional differences in forest
practices.

The ASP rule development process began in 2006 with the Board’s appointment of a
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to oversee a contract for reviewing the scientific
literature of studies pertinent to riparian buffers and functions. All stakeholders previously
had agreed that changes to the T/ Rules must be based on science-based input. The
TAC produced primers summarizing past studies related to the riparian functions of
wood, heat/microclimate, sediment, biotic/nutrient, and water; allowing the contractor to
focus on reviewing and synthesizing newer literature regarding these riparian functions.

The Board'’s primary objectives in adopting the ASP rules were:

(1) to ensure rule adequacy in protecting listed anadromous salmonid species and
their habitat,

(2) to further opportunities for restoring the species’ habitat,

(3) to ensure the rules are based on credible science, and

(4) to meet Public Resources Code (PRC) § 4553 for review and periodic revisions
to Rules. The main goals of the Board for the rule revisions included having an
update based on science; providing a high level of protection for listed species;
having rules that contribute to anadromous salmonid habitat restoration; having
consistency with partner agency mandates; and promoting landowner equity,
flexibility and relief opportunities.
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In the approved ASP rule package, there is a new geographic scope element. For Class
| and Il watercourses, rule requirements differ based on whether a planning watershed is
found within the Coastal Anadromy Zone (CAZ) or outside this zone. More protective
requirements are proposed for the CAZ, which is mainly found in the California Coast
Ranges and the Klamath Province. Additional protection is also included for flood prone
areas and channel migration zones, since the Sound Watershed Consulting (SWC)
literature review revealed that these are critical areas for listed fish species. Additionally,
large Class Il watercourses located near Class | confluences were noted as a “biological
hotspot” in the scientific review of the literature and additional protection measures are
now required for these areas. For the smallest headwater streams (standard Class I
watercourses and Class |ll watercourses), additional protection is also required to ensure
adequate bank stability and sources of wood to slow sediment transport down into fish
bearing watercourses.

One of the main points made in the SWC review of the scientific literature was that a site-
specific (spatially-explicit) approach to riparian management that addresses site and
regional variability, as well as disturbance processes in riparian areas, be developed for
California. Therefore, in addition to a relatively conservative prescriptive approach for
Class I, I, and Il watercourse protection, the ASP rule package incorporates a site-
specific plan section that:

(1) recognizes the high degree of biological and physical variability throughout the
state, and

(2) provides flexibility for landowners, while meeting or exceeding the results of the
prescriptive standards.

THP Specific Proposals
The plan, as designed and revised during the review process, addresses both site
specific and cumulative impacts to salmonids in a variety of ways:

Prescribed Maintenance Period (Page 6):

Once timber operations are complete within the harvest area, all areas impacted by
Timber Operations (e.g. tractor skid trails, road crossings, landings and roads) must be
maintained to ensure that they are properly functioning and not acting as significant
sources of sediment production. In watersheds with anadromous salmonids, this period
is 3 years after operations are completed. This maintenance period helps to reduce
erosion while disturbed areas are revegetating to reduce potential negative impacts from
operations.

Erosion Control Methods (Pages 24-34):
Item #18 of the plan describes the methods used to achieve the erosion control measures
required in the plan and prescribed by the Rules. These measures are designed to:

prevent degradation of the quality and Beneficial Uses of water consistent with 14

CCR § 916.2; prevent degradation of the Beneficial Functions of Riparian Zones
consistent with 14 CCR § 916.2;, and maintain site productivity by minimizing
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disturbance that could lead to soil loss.(14 CCR § 914 [in part])

The plan describes areas where specific erosion control measures would be required
and prescribes the methods for treatment including the use of straw mulch, slash mulch,
and rocking.

Winter Period Operations (Page 39-45):

For watersheds with anadromous salmonids, a longer winter period called the “extended
wet weather period” is included that adds two months to the special restrictions included
during the standard winter period. This period contains more restrictions on the timing of
operations and the limitations on the use of heavy equipment than outside of the standard
winter period and is intended to provide additional protections to anadromous salmonids.
Erosion control measures such as the use and installation of waterbars, limits on road
construction and operations within a WLPZ are also included. In addition, equipment
operations on the identified unstable areas shall not occur.

Special Measures for Roads (Page 49-52):

For watersheds with anadromous salmonids, hauling and use of landings must be
restricted to those which are hydrologically disconnected from watercourses to the extent
feasible. Hydrologic Disconnection is defined as “the removal of direct routes of drainage
or overland flow of road runoff to a Watercourse or lake.” Significant direction on these
measures has been provided within the Rules under Technical Rule Addendum #5.

Additionally, any new road construction must describe how they will fit into the “systematic
layout pattern” (e.g. how the new roads will fit in with the proposed harvesting system). If
necessary, offsetting measures to minimize potential impacts from road construction are
to be described in the plan. In this case, watercourse crossing upgrades within the
ownership have been identified to decrease the future risk of sedimentation and to reduce
the risk of crossing failure.

Watercourse and Lake Protection Measures (Pages 53-61):
Within the plan area there are Class | (fish-bearing) Class Il (streams that have aquatic
habitat for non-fish species) and Class Ill (streams that have no aquatic habitat, but
transport sediment downstream) watercourses. Specific protection measures required to
protect both the beneficial uses of water and to maintain, restore or enhance salmonid
habitat are specified in the Rules and described in the plan.

In-Lieu Practices (Pages 61-63):

The standard WLPZ Rules allow for proposed alternatives to the standard protection
measures. These are referred to as “in-lieu” practices. These practices must be clearly
described in the plan and include a justification for how the proposed practice will provide
as much protection to watercourses or more than the standard Rules.

In this plan there is a proposal to allow for the harvesting of unmarked trees in

watercourses for safety purposes. As required, site specific mitigations such as leaving
all felled trees onsite to recruit large woody debris, and specific instructions and guidance
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are provided to the LTO in comply with the in-lieu practice. Additional explanation and
justification of the practice is included on pages 128-128.1. The site-specific review of
these proposals was determined to be appropriate by the interagency review team.

Wildlife Protection Measures (Pages 67-79):

Specific measures intended to avoid direct impacts to listed species are included within
the plan and the plan specifically addresses impacts to anadromous salmonids. As
described elsewhere in this response, specific measures to avoid direct impacts have
been incorporated into the plan in the choice of silviculture, erosion control methods and
WLPZ protection measures.

Evaluation of Potential Cumulative Impacts to Salmonids:

In addition to evaluating and avoiding direct impacts, significant cumulative impacts to
salmonids must be avoided. The plan addresses potential cumulative impacts from the
project on a variety of resources on pages 133-239. Some of the elements of the analysis
related to anadromous salmonids can be found in:

Watershed Sediment Effects: Pages 145-153

Watershed Temperature Effects: 153-157

Watershed Organic Debris Effects: Pages 157-160

Watershed Chemical Contamination and Potential Herbicide Effects: Pages
160-170

Watershed Peak Flow Effects: Pages 170-172

Watershed Watercourse Conditions: Pages 172-173

Soil Productivity and Soil Loss Effects: Pages 193-200

Biological Impacts to Coho, Steelhead and Chinook salmon: Pages 215-
216.

O O O O

O O O O

Findings

The ASP Rules are intended to avoid direct and cumulative impacts to salmonids within
and downstream of timber operations. These Rules are then localized to the specific
conditions found within the plan area by the RPF to ensure that impacts are avoided or
minimized to below the level of significance. During plan review, CAL FIRE and the other
Responsible/Trustee agencies reviewed these proposals to ensure that they were
appropriate for the lands covered by this plan and made relevant recommendations for
changes. The approved plan is a result of that process.

CAL FIRE has reviewed the plan in light of all available information and determined,
based upon the approved plan, that the plan avoids both significant immediate and
cumulative impacts to salmonids.

CEQA Thresholds of Concern (TOC) and Quantitative Versus
Qualitative Assessments
The Board's rules do not require a specific method of cumulative impacts assessment,
because the Board determined that no single, available procedure adequately addresses
the wide range of site conditions and THP activities found in California. Technical Rule
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Addendum No. 2 provides the framework of what should be considered and what to look
for with respect to conditions that may be at or near some level of concern. As stated in
the Addendum, "The watershed impacts of past upstream and on-site projects are often
reflected in the condition of stream channels on the project area." This is a critical
element as it guides the RPF to focus on areas where cumulative watershed effects are
known to accumulate. The Addendum then describes factors that can be used to evaluate
the potential project impacts. Such factors include gravel embeddedness, pool filling,
stream aggrading, bank cutting, bank mass wasting, downcutting, scouring, organic
debris, stream-side vegetation, and recent floods. Taken together, they help inform the
RPF about the status of the Environmental Setting (14 CCR §15125) with respect to the
impacts of past projects, and will form the basis of a determination on the impacts of the
proposed project.

Comment writers take exception to the assessment produced by the Registered
Professional Foresters claiming it to be subjective and not sufficient upon which to make
determinations on potential plan impacts. Additionally, commenters propose alternative
methods that quantify impacts based upon the expected change to vegetation. Attempts
to codify statewide, quantitative standards for determining thresholds of concern for
impacts have consistently proved problematic due to the wide variety of conditions found
in California.

Faced with similar comments, the Board of Forestry addressed this issue during the
rulemaking for Technical Rule Addendum #2 in 1991:

Final Statement of Reasons (FSOR) for Technical Rule Addendum #2 (1/18/91)

Pages 56-57 (In response to concerns on the need for Quantitative Data for establishing
baselines):

Response - The Board reviewed several drafts of regulations before noticing the
proposed language. One of the drafts offered to the Board by the Department
contained a set of required measurements which could be reproduced as
suggested.

Public comment received by the Board from the agencies and public convinced the
Board that there is not a set of quantitative values which can withstand peer review
in all areas which are affected by cumulative effects. The breadth of this expertise
ranges from geologists, hydrologists, soils scientists, and various biologists.

Given this, the Board relied upon the experience of others in the field of cumulative
effects and decided that a qualitative method would be most reliable for the decision
maker. Most other agencies currently use the qualitative method which means that
an independent analysis is conducted on each project. In this method available
data is collected and evaluated to determine that defined topic and issue areas (i.e.
stream bank or bed condition) are considered and a condition identified. There then
are certain conditions which can be identified. One example is a lack of certain
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stream biota which indicate the threshold of significant cumulative effects has been
reached.

To date, the quantitative methods identified by the Board rely upon numbers which
are assigned on the basis of professional judgment. This means that it is only a
modified qualitative analysis at best. An example of this is the Chatoian Method of
Equivalent Roaded Acres being developed for use by the United States Forest
Service. Recent field evaluations have shown that there is little relationship
between Equivalent Roaded Acres and the conditions of the water quality in a
watershed.

For these reasons the Board did not believe it could require a standardized set of
data measurements in the THP regulations. Further, the data collected would have
to be entered into a common data base if any analytical value is to be gained. This
would be a costly proposition for the State. The Board believes that such a data
base will ultimately be developed and will be invaluable but it should be sought at
this time in a nonregulatory manner.

Proceeding with the development of a data base in this manner will allow the
necessary data to be identified, the analysis process to be developed, the funding
to be identified, and most of all the necessary peer acceptance of such a system
to be nurtured.

Also page 70

Response - Refer to response No. 1 in the letter dated August 1, 1990 by Mr.
Benjamin Kor, Northcoast Regional Water Quality Control Board. Further,
the Board conducted an extensive review of cumulative effects methodologies
during 1988 and 1989 most recently and has had at least two previous reports
prepared on the topic. The Board in developing this proposal released several draft
cumulative effects methodologies for peer review. These methods were originally
quantitative to the extent numerical values were assigned to professional
judgments. Those values were then totaled and used to estimate whether a
cumulative effects threshold had been crossed. The peer review always resulted in
criticism of the time required to develop determinations which still relied upon best
professional judgment. In response the Board chose to pursue development of the
adopted proposal which relies on an independent analysis which provides
guidance on what measures must be considered when judging if a cumulative
impact will occur. This method as is now currently used by most planning
departments and other lead agencies. Use of this method requires information of
sufficient detail to support a record of decision.

The CEQA Guidelines encourage agencies to develop specific Thresholds of Concern
that can be applied to environmental review, but this is not required (14 CCR
§15064.7(b)). For CAL FIRE, the establishment of Thresholds of Concern rests with the
Board of Forestry and they will make the final determination on if, when and where these
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thresholds should be applied.

BACKGROUND

Timber Harvesting Plan (THP) # 1-25-00099-SON proposes to harvest timber on 289
acres of Richardson Ranch, LLC Timberland using selection and no harvest silvicultural
methods. The THP was originally received by CAL FIRE on June 30, 2025 and accepted
for filing on July 10, 2025. The review team, comprised of members representing CAL
FIRE, CDFW, CGS, and the NCRWQCB, conducted a review referred to as first review
prior to filing. During first review, each agency had the opportunity to draft questions
addressing environmental concerns relative to the agency’s expertise for the RPF to
address. A Pre-Harvest Inspection (PHI) was scheduled for August 14, 2025 and the RPF
responded to the first review questions prior to the PHI on August 12, 2025. The PHI was
conducted on August 14, 2025 and attended by representatives of CAL FIRE, CDFW,
WQ, and CGS. The Final Interagency Review (aka Second Review) occurred
on September 4, 2025 and the plan was recommended for approval. The
public comment period then ended on September 15, 2025. This Official
Response to address public concerns was drafted on October 24, 2025.

PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

During the public comment period for this THP as described above, there were nine public
comment letters received at the CAL FIRE Region Headquarters in Santa Rosa. These
public comments brought up concerns that are addressed in this Official Response (OR).
General concerns are grouped by subject matter and followed by the Department’s
response. A copy of the original letters sent to the Department are viewable through the
Department’s online Forest Practice Database CalTREES. Following the close of the
public comment period, commenters reached out to CAL FIRE regarding incorrect or
missing attachments that had been submitted or omitted from initial comment
submissions. CAL FIRE reviewed all corrected and replacement attachments and
considered their content and substance during the Director’s review of the THP.

CalTREES instructions: navigate to
https://caltreesplans.resources.ca.gov/caltrees/caltrees.aspx Click the search icon at the
top of the page, then type the Plan # in the Record Number box (county identifier not
needed). Under the Document Number column, select the Plan Number for the “Timber
Harvest Plan” Type. Below the “Record Details” should be a list of attachments for the
Plan. (Note: if there are a substantial number attachments, or attachments with large file
sizes, it may take some time to load) The Public Comments are labeled under “Record
Type” and are in pdf format, usually with a “PC” label.

Public Comments
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Comment #1 (25PC-000000333) Concerns the proposed THP is a
resubmission of a previous plan

Response:

CAL FIRE acknowledges that THP 1-25-00099-SON (Lucas Point) proposes timber
operations in the same geographic area as the previously withdrawn THP 1-20-00203-
SON (Bootleg), which was the subject of litigation resulting in a July 13, 2023 Superior
Court decision. CAL FIRE has carefully reviewed that decision and has applied its
guidance to the review of this THP. Key improvements in this THP compared to the prior
Bootleg THP include: improvements in the accuracy of consideration and analysis of Plan
alternatives, cumulative impacts assessment, archaeological disclosure, and the
disclosure and demonstration of the analytical route from evidence to conclusion.

While commenters have resubmitted materials from the prior proceeding, this THP has
been independently reviewed and addresses the Court's concerns as described above.
The attached 34 pages of prior correspondence have been reviewed and considered, and
the specific environmental concerns therein are addressed in responses to Comments 2-9
below.

Additionally, and with respect to the “two-step” analysis described within the ruling, the
THP examines each issue and determines that the effects from the proposed project are
not cumulatively significant. This negates the need for the second part of the two step test
as described in the ruling. CAL FIRE has determined that the plan adequately and
accurately evaluated potential cumulative effects such that no evaluation of incremental
effects was necessary.

Comment #2 (25PC-000000353) Adequacy of Alternative Analysis

Response:

Analysis of Alternatives and Alternatives to Proposed Project

All CEQA projects, including those considered as “functionally equivalent to an EIR”, must
discuss alternatives to the proposed activity that would “substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects” (Ref. PRC § 21002). As will be discussed below,
the range of alternatives discussed can vary depending on the specific project objectives
and the feasibility of potential alternatives.

The Forest Practice Rules are regulations designed and adopted by the California Board
of Forestry and Fire Protection (Board) to implement the Act in a manner consistent with
other laws, including but not limited to, the Timberland Productivity Act of 1982, CEQA, the
Porter Cologne Water Quality Act, and the California Endangered Species Act. The
provisions of these rules shall be followed by RPFs in preparing THPs., and by the
Director in reviewing such plans to achieve the policies described in PRC §§ 4512, 4513,
of the Act, PRC §§ 21000, 21001, and 21002 of the Public Resources Code (PRC), and
Government Code §§ 51101, 51102 and 51115.1.
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“It is the Board’s intent that no THP shall be approved which fails to adopt feasible
mitigation measures or alternatives from the range of measures set out or provided
for in these rules which would substantially lessen or avoid significant adverse
impacts which the activity may have on the environment. “

CAL FIRE’s timber harvesting regulatory program, including the THP submission and
review process, is a certified regulatory program pursuant to PRC § 21080.5 allowing for
the submission of a THP in lieu of an EIR.

As a functional equivalent of an EIR, the THP is required to discuss a range of feasible
alternatives to the project. These requirements are specified in statute and detailed in
regulations as discussed below. Additionally, judicial precedent further clarifies what is
required in a THP.

Legal and Regulatory Background

Legal Requirements

The PRC includes both the CEQA as well as the Act. Laws specific to the evaluation of
project alternatives are summarized below.

PRC § 21002. APPROVAL OF PROJECTS; FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE OR MITIGATION

MEASURES
The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the procedures required
by this division are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying
both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant
effects. The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or
such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or
more significant effects thereof.

When evaluating alternatives, feasibility is an important consideration. CEQA defines
feasible as:

PRC § 21061.1. FEASIBLE
“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors.

All projects are required to disclose potential significant effects on the environment,
discuss alternatives that would avoid such impacts and describe ways the impacts can be
mitigated or avoided.

PRC § 21002.1. USE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS; POLICY
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In order to achieve the objectives set forth in Section 21002, the Legislature hereby
finds and declares that the following policy shall apply to the use of environmental
impact reports prepared pursuant to this division:

(a) The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant
effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to
indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.

When discussing alternatives, only feasible alternatives and mitigation measures need to
be discussed.

PRC § 21003. PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCEDURES;
DOCUMENTS; REPORTS; DATA BASE; ADMINISTRATION OF PROCESS
(c) Environmental impact reports omit unnecessary descriptions of projects and
emphasize feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to projects.

When dealing with a “certified regulatory program”, such as the THP process, there are
specific prohibitions on approving a project when feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures are available that would substantially lessen a significant adverse effect. Note
that this only applies when a significant adverse effect has been specifically identified. For
most THPs, plans have been designed to avoid significant adverse effects.

PRC § 21080.5. PLAN OR OTHER WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION; SUBMISSION IN
LIEU OF IMPACT REPORT; REGULATORY PROGRAMS; CRITERIA; CERTIFICATION;
PROPOSED CHANGES; REVIEW; COMMENCEMENT OF ACTIONS; STATE
AGENCIES
(d)(2)(A) (A) Require that an activity will not be approved or adopted as proposed if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available that would
substantially lessen a significant adverse effect that the activity may have on the
environment.

(d)(3)(A) Includes 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.

Regulatory Requirements

The regulations pertaining to the evaluation of project alternatives are found within both
the Rules and the CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines). Although timber harvesting is permitted
through a “functional equivalent” process to an EIR, the substantive portions of CEQA still

apply.

CEQA Guidelines

Public agencies responsible for project approval have a duty to avoid or minimize
environmental damage when feasible (Ref. 14 CCR § 15021). Sometimes a project is
approved even though a significant adverse effect is expected. This situation is rare in
Timber Harvesting, but is discussed further below.
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Any proposed project must include a summary of the proposed project and the anticipated
consequences of those actions. When significant effects are identified, specific alternatives
and mitigation measures must be discussed that reduce those risks (Ref. 14 CCR §
15123).

A description is also required that includes the specific objectives of the project in sufficient
detail to evaluate the potential environmental impacts (Ref. 14 CCR § 15124). This
description aids in the development and evaluation of proposed alternatives to the project.
In the event that the project is to be approved despite potential significant impacts, a
special determination called a “statement of overriding considerations” (Ref. 14 CCR §
15093) will be made based upon the expected benefits of the plan. This is rare for THPs
and is typically only associated with timberland conversion projects where the benefits of
the project are determined to outweigh the potential impacts. An example of could be a
conversion for a hydroelectric plant where the benefit of producing electricity is determined
to outweigh the negative impacts from converting from forest to a reservoir and associated
infrastructure (Ref. 14 CCR § 15126.2).

When discussing alternatives to a project, the project must describe a range of reasonable
alternatives, including other locations, which would feasibly attain the goals of the project,
but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the identified significant effects of the project
(Ref 14 CCR § 15126.6). It does not have to evaluate every conceivable alternative, nor
does it have to evaluate alternatives that are vague or speculative. This can include
alternatives that do not implement the entire project as proposed, or include additional
cost. Once selected, the rationale for choosing the alternatives must be discussed. The
discussion can also include alternatives that were considered, but determined to be
infeasible.

Once the alternatives are identified, sufficient information about each alternative should be
presented to allow for a meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed project. If the proposed alternatives would cause one or more significant effects,
then they should each be briefly discussed (Ref. 14 CCR § 15126.6(d)).

One of the alternatives to the project must be a “no project” alternative (Ref. 14 CCR §
15126.6(e)). This allows agencies to compare the proposed project with what would
happen if the project was not completed at all. A discussion of what would happen in the
foreseeable future is included based upon realities of the baseline conditions found in the
vicinity of the project. For forestry related projects, this would be leaving the project area in
its current state, continuing its course based upon the conditions currently present. For this
situation, comparisons can be made between the forest remaining in its current state
versus what is expected to occur under the proposed project. This could be done by
evaluating a forests trajectory with respect to productivity, health, climate resilience and
other factors.

The evaluation of proposed alternatives must follow the “rule of reason” (Ref 14 CCR

15126.6(f)) which requires a project to only describe alternatives that “permit a reasoned
choice”. These choices are to be limited to those that “avoid or substantially lessen any

Page 52 of 94



Official Response
1-25-00099-SON

significant effects of the project”. A detailed analysis is only required for alternatives that
could feasibly attain most of the basic needs of a project. Otherwise, a brief discussion is
acceptable.

When determining feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines provide additional clarification on the
elements that could be considered:

14 CCR 15126.6(f)(1)
Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the
feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
Jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should
consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned
by the proponent). No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of
reasonable alternatives. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
52 Cal. 3d 553; see Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West Hollywood
(1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1745, 1753, fn. 1).

For timber harvesting projects that do not involve conversion of timberland, considerations
could include the policies of the Act, the Timberland Productivity Act, maintaining the flow
of high quality timber products to the economy, maintaining a forest products industry,
providing a source of employment, avoiding waste of timber resources, contributing to a
base for sustainable resources for the economy, maintaining forest health, climate
resilience and others. Local zoning and ordinances may also designate lands as most
suited for timber or agricultural uses and should also be considered.

Alternative location for the project must also be considered (Ref. 14 CCR § 15126.6(f)(2)).
This alternative is intended to determine if any of the significant effects of the project would
be avoided or substantially lessened if a different location was used. This can be
accomplished by considering another location entirely or by excluding areas within the
existing project area that have significant effects identified. If there are no other feasible
locations available (for instance, if the landowner does not own other lands), then the plan
must disclose why this is the case (Ref. 14 CCR § 15126.6(f)(2)(B)).

When it comes to deciding on what alternatives to discuss, those that have effects which
are hard to determine or whose implementation is remote or speculative do not require
discussion (Ref. 14 CCR § 15126.6()(3)).

Forest Practice Rules

14 CCR § 896 specifies the intent of the Rules to implement the provisions of the Act
consistent with other relevant laws including CEQA. It further reiterates the provisions of
CEQA law and guidelines that:

No THP shall be approved which fails to adopt feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives from the range of measures set out or provided for in these Rules
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which would substantially lessen or avoid significant adverse Impacts which the
activity may have on the environment.

As with CEQA, the Rules contain a definition of “feasible” that closely mirrors the law while
providing additional clarification:

895.1 Feasible means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social and technical factors. With regard to economic feasibility, the issue
shall be whether the plan as revised could be conducted on a commercial basis
within 5 (five) years of the submission of the plan and not solely on the basis of
whether extra cost is required to carry out the alternatives.

If a plan identifies significant effects that will occur despite the application of the Rules and
additional mitigation measures, the RPF must describe why alternatives that could
significantly reduce the impacts are not feasible (Ref. 14 CCR § 898). In these
circumstances, and if CAL FIRE decides to approve the plan, an accompanying
“statement of overriding considerations” must be provided (Ref. 14 CCR §§ 15093 and
898.1(g)).

Discussion
With the legal and regulatory aspects of alternatives analysis discussed, the individual
project must now be considered.

CAL FIRE agrees that as a functional equivalent of an EIR, a discussion of alternatives is
required for each proposed project. The difficulty for evaluating alternatives comes as a
result of the process by which THPs are designed.

The analysis of alternatives is intended to discuss ways that significant adverse effects of
a plan can be avoided, while still achieving most of the project objectives. If the plan has
been designed from the beginning to avoid any such impacts, it can make the evaluation
of alternatives appear less meaningful.

Under CEQA, an EIR is developed when potential significant adverse effects of a project
are identified. Then, specific mitigation measures are designed to avoid or minimize these
impacts. This has been described by some as “starting from zero”. There are no
standardized or established “best management practices” designed ahead of time for an
EIR that are intended to avoid significant impacts. With the Rules, this is not the case. The
Board of Forestry has promulgated Rules* intended to avoid or minimize potential
significant effects from timber operations to below the level of significance. These Rules
establish a minimum “floor” below which operations are not permitted. This elevated level
of protection is the starting point for the development of plans. In addition, since the Rules
further require that significant impacts are to be avoided by operations, any additional
measures prescribed in the plan are intended to further reduce potential impacts to below
the level of significance.
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In 1997, CAL FIRE provided RPFs with specific guidance on how to comply with the
requirements in CEQA to provide an alternatives analysis. This was developed in
response to the Friends of Old Trees v. California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection et al. and reflected the courts ruling pertaining to a more broad based
discussion of project alternatives. At the time, CAL FIRE recommended the following:

After describing the purpose and need, the RPF should develop a list of potential
alternatives that could achieve most of the objectives and that would lessen one or
more potential significant effects of the THP. It is possible that an alternative could
lessen one environmental effect but increase another environmental effect.
Applying these general rules to THPs, CDF believes that an appropriate
alternatives analysis could include, but need not be limited to, the following possible
alternatives:

1. The Project as Proposed. The THP would present the project as proposed.

2. No Project. The No Project alternative would involve no timber harvesting. The site
would remain as is, but the opportunity for timber harvest would be lost at this time.
Because the forest is a living and changing resource, this item should include a
brief description of conditions that may change in significant ways if there is no
harvesting at this time. These conditions might include changes in stand vigor, fuel
build up, wildlife habitat values and timber conditions.

3. Alternative Land Uses. An RPF may discuss one or more land uses that could be
conducted on the property, other than the proposed project while achieving some or
all of the landowners objectives and lessening or avoiding one or more potentially
significant effects on the environment.

4. Timing of the Project. A timing alternative would involve carrying out the project at a
different time within the decade. This approach could change the cumulative
impacts and allow adjacent areas to adjust to new conditions before carrying out
the new project. This alternative might not be feasible if there are reasons that the
plan submitter could not carry out this project at another time.

5. Alternative site. Conducting timber operations on an alternative site within the same
ownership should be examined if the THP could result in a significant effect that
cannot be mitigated on the proposed site and the effect could be avoided by
moving the THP to another location. This alternative could involve choosing a new
site or reconfiguring the proposed site to avoid a problem area.

6. Public Acquisition. In keeping with this court's decision, the analysis may include
the possibility of limitations on management activities through public acquisition of
the land or donation or sale of conservation easements. The landowner must be a
willing seller for public acquisition to be a viable alternative. If the landowner is a
willing seller, the alternative should identify the likelihood of there being willing
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buyers. A conservation easement could restrict timber harvesting over part or all of
the property where the harvesting could cause a significant effect on the
environment. The landowner would need to be willing to grant the easement, the
easement would need to be tailored to avoid a particular problem, and an entity
would need to be found to accept the easement. The entity could be a public
agency or possibly a non-profit organization which is involved with conservation
easements. A conservation easement could apply to a riparian corridor, a stand of
old growth timber, an archaeological site or a hiking trail corridor. An easement for a
trail might require an initial harvest and subsequent cutting to maintain the trail.

Where an RPF does not include any of these alternatives with the THP, the RPF should
explain briefly why the alternative would not be feasible or for some other reason is not
included. We recommend that an RPF develop at least three to five alternatives to assure
that a reasonable range of alternatives will be considered. Plan submitters should
remember that the alternatives need to relate to the project as a whole rather than to the
component parts of the project as proposed. After developing the alternatives, the RPF
needs to compare the merits of the alternatives.

It is important to reiterate that there is no fixed number of alternatives that must be
discussed and, aside from the required “no project” alternative (Ref. 14 CCR §
15126.6(e)), no restrictions on what the specific alternatives must be. Additionally, if there
are no feasible alternatives to a project, infeasible alternatives may be discussed along
with a brief discussion of why they were not chosen (Ref. 14 CCR § 15126.6(c)). In a THP
that has already been designed to avoid significant adverse impacts, alternatives to the
project may (and often do) fall into the infeasible category since the project as proposed
has been designed to achieve both the landowner’s objectives and avoid significant
adverse impacts.

To summarize, here are the elements of an Adequate Alternatives Discussion:

1. Project Description — A detailed discussion of the proposed project and the
landowner objectives

2. Proposed Alternatives — A discussion of Alternatives to the project

3. Evaluation of Alternatives — A detailed and well-reasoned discussion of potential
benefits and impacts from each of the alternatives using sufficient detail to permit a
reasoned analysis.

4. Conclusions — Why the chosen alternative was preferred and why each alternative
was rejected.

THP Specific Proposal
The required alternatives analysis for this plan is located on pages 101-110 and contains
the required elements for an adequate discussion as described above. The discussion
includes:
1. The project description, needs and objectives (Page 102)
2. The potential alternatives to the project (Pages 103-109)
a. Project as proposed
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b. No project alternative
c. Alternative harvest approaches
Even aged silvicultures
Special Prescription silvicultures
Intermediate Treatments
Unvenaged silvicultures
Other yarding Methods
Size reduction of Harvest Area
d. Alternative project location
e. Alternative timing of project
3. A comparison of the project alternatives (Pages 109-110)
4. A conclusion (Page 110)

~0 o0 Tw®

The THP's analysis of helicopter yarding as an alternative (pages 106-107) considered
noise impacts, wildlife disturbance, safety concerns, and operational feasibility. While
commenters request quantitative noise studies and formal cost-benefit analysis, CEQA
does not require such detailed analysis for alternatives that are rejected as infeasible.
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f)(1) provides that '‘among the factors that may be taken into
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are...economic viability.' The RPF's
professional judgment regarding operational logistics and safety concerns, and costs
provides an adequate basis for the infeasibility determination. The determination that
helicopter yarding is not the environmentally superior feasible alternative is supported by
the arguments provided by the RPF that helicopter operations are not suitable for site-
specific conditions.

In addition to the discussion of alternatives to the project itself, the Plan Submitter further
evaluated potential alternatives to the speculative future use of herbicides within the plan
area on pages 168-169.

CAL FIRE has determined that the alternatives analysis considers a reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed project. While the comment suggests that additional analysis
be provided within the consideration of alternatives, there is no indication that the
information that is provided is inadequate, inaccurate, or otherwise incapable of providing
a reasonable range of alternatives for agency consideration, as well as evaluating those
alternatives consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Other specific alternatives
recommended in public comment, but not considered were not among the choices
required for consideration.

In summary, CAL FIRE has determined that the analysis of alternatives included in the

plan is consistent with the requirements established by the Legislature, the CEQA
Guidelines and Forest Practice Rules.

Comment #3 (25-000000356-PC3) Concern regarding adequacy of
public comment period
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Response:

CalTREES (the California Timber Regulation and Environmental Evaluation System) is an
online database and document portal which is designed to improve public access to
Timber Harvesting Plans, but does not provide the sole means of document availability.
While CalTREES was offline from 6:00pm on Thursday Sep 04, 2025 to 4:50pm Sunday
Sep 07, 2025, for an update that was also made known to all CalTREES users via emails
and web-based notices, the THP remained accessible through means which were
provided on both the Notice of Submission (14 CCR § 1032.9) and the Notice of Filing (14
CCR § 1037.3). The THP and all associated documents have been available physically, or
electronically, at the offices noticed throughout the public comment period.

Under the Rules, the minimum public comment period for a plan with a preharvest
inspection is 30 days ( 14 CCR § 1037.4). This plan had an open public comment period
from submission on July 10, 2025 until September 15, 2025 for a total of 67 days. CAL
FIRE finds that both the document availability and public comment period regulations
were complied with providing adequate opportunity to solicit and receive public comment.”

Comment #4-1 (25-000000359-PC4) Archeological Disclosure

Response:

The Forest Practice Rules include numerous prescriptive notification, disclosure, and
protection requirements which are designed to protect both historic and cultural
archaeological sites from damage and also serve to increase the understanding of
California history/prehistory by recording and cataloging sites for future reference. This is
accomplished through a multi-step and layered process designed to maximize the
potential to find previously unrecorded sites and develop measures for their recordation
and protection. This process relies on the cooperation of trained resource professionals
from multiple disciplines along with the invaluable information provided through first person
sources and oral tradition. The three primary phases of this process can be summarized
as follows: Research and Inquiry, Surveys and Notification.

Research and Inquiry:

e An archaeological records check must be prepared and submitted to the nearest
Information Center, run by the Office of Historic Preservation that is part of the
California Department of Parks and Recreation (see 14 CCR § 929.1(a)(1)). For
this plan, the nearest Information Center is located at Sonoma State University.

e Aninquiry must be sent to the designated contacts found on the “Native American
Contact List” found on the CAL FIRE website (see 14 CCR § 929.1(a)(2)). This list
is regularly updated and is formed in consultation with the Native American
Heritage Commission. The purpose of this inquiry is to inform local Native American
representatives that a plan is being developed and allow them time to provide the
RPF with information on sites of archaeological or cultural significance that should
be addressed in the plan.

« Research must be conducted, and documented, to determine the likely historic and
prehistoric resources that may be included in the survey area. This includes written
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materials/records as well as individuals who have specific knowledge of the plan
area. (see 14 CCR § 929.1(a)(4)).

Survey
« Afield survey of the proposed plan area must be conducted by a Professional
Archaeologist or an individual who has completed an archaeological training
program as specified in 14 CCR § 929.4. (See 14 CCR § 929.1(a)(3))

Notification:

o All existing known and newly discovered Native American archaeological or cultural
sites must be reported to the appropriate persons included on the “Native American
Contact List” found on the CAL FIRE website. This notice contains information on
who conducted the survey, when it happened, how each site is proposed to be
protected and timelines for submitting comments to CAL FIRE. (see 14 CCR §
929.1(b))

Documentation:

o The proposed harvest plan must include thorough documentation of the process
described above. This section is called the Confidential Archaeological Addendum
(CAA) and is not available for inspection by the public. (see Gov. Code § 6254(r)
and § 6254.10):

o Who conducted the survey, where the survey occurred and when it was done (See
14 CCR § 929.1(c)(1)).

o A copy of the official records check that was sent to the Information Center (See 14
CCR § 929.1(c)(2)).

Results of the Native American inquiry (See 14 CCR § 929.1(c)(3)).
Results of the Native American Notification of sites in the plan area (See 14 CCR §
929.1(c)(4)).

o List of all of the research conducted including reference documents, knowledgeable
people consulting as well as a summary of this information (See 14 CCR §
929.1(c)(5)).

o Information on the Archaeologist or Archaeological Surveyor who completed the
field survey. (See 14 CCR § 929.1(c)(6)).

o The specific survey methods and procedures that were used (e.g. survey intensity,
time of year, ground visibility etc.) (See 14 CCR § 929.1(c)(7)).

Information on all sites within the plan boundary (See 14 CCR § 929.1(c)(8)).
An Archaeological Coverage Map? for the project area (See 14 CCR §
929.1(c)(9)).

o A preliminary determination on the significance of all identified sites in the plan
area (See 14 CCR §929.1(c)(10)).

o The proposed protection measures for all sites within the plan area (See 14 CCR §
929.1(c)(11)).

o Details for the pre-operational meeting between the RPF and the Licensed Timber
Operator (LTO) to review protection measures (See 14 CCR § 929.1(c)(12)).

o Detailed site records for all sites located in the plan area. (See 14 CCR §
929.1(c)(13)).
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o Any additional details necessary to complete the report (See 14 CCR § 929.1(c)(14
& 15)).

Post Review Site Discovery
If, despite the above measures, a previously unknown historic or prehistoric site is located
during Timber Operations, the following must occur:
o The person making the discovery must immediately inform CAL FIRE, the LTO, the
RPF and the Timberland owner. (See 14 CCR § 929.3(a & b)).
o No Timber Operations may occur within 100 feet of the discovery until protection
measures are proposed to CAL FIRE, and accepted as being appropriate to protect
the site. (See 14 CCR § 929.3(c)).
o The plan will be amended to update the CAA to include the new information. (See
14 CCR § 929.3(d)).
o If a Native American archaeological or cultural site is part of the discovery, CAL
FIRE will submit the information to the appropriate Native American contact.
o Upon receipt, the Director shall immediately provide the proposed minor deviation
or portions of the minor deviation, to Native Americans when Native American
archaeological or cultural sites are involved. (See 14 CCR § 929.3(e))

The CAA, as submitted and revised through review team recommendations at First
Review and PHI, satisfies all statutory and regulatory requirements of disclosure and
analysis pursuant to both the Forest Practice Rules and CEQA.

While existing state law prohibits the inclusion of the entirety of the CAA from inclusion in
any document provided to the public (14 CCR § 895.1), CAL FIRE recognizes that full
confidentiality extends only to those areas which are excluded as public records pursuant
to Government Code §§ 7927.000 and 7927.005. Following the judgement cited by the
commenter, CAL FIRE has re-evaluated those elements of the CAA which are not subject
to confidentiality and, consistent with the judgement, has required disclosure of
methodology and procedure to the extent that appropriate disclosure is achieved
consistent with the terms and intent of the Forest Practice Act, CEQA, and the Public
Records Act.

The non-confidential methods and procedures for the archeological and cultural resource
analysis and survey have been included with the proposed plan on page 131 since the
initial submission on July 1, 2025.

Comment #5-1 (25-000000360-PC5) I. CIRCULAR CUMULATIVE IMPACT
REASONING VIOLATES ESTABLISHED CEQA STANDARDS

Response:

The checklist used to summarize analytical findings provided on pages 136 and 137 is
required by the Forest Practice Rules (14 CCR § 912.9(c)) in order to provide an up-front
presentation of the conclusions arrived at through analysis and does not represent
analysis itself. Meaningful substantive analysis of the resource subjects identified within

Page 60 of 94



Official Response
1-25-00099-SON

the checklist, including potential cumulative impacts, can be found between pages 132-
260 of the proposed plan.

As discussed in the introduction above, the cumulative effects evaluation process is a
detailed and thorough assessment of the various resources that can be impacted by the
proposed Timber Operations. This analysis is conducted within the context of past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects that could combine with this project to
create a significant cumulative effect on the environment

Additionally, within each resource subject, the environmental function and results of
relevant prescriptive Forest Practice Rules which influence potential impacts to resource
subjects are described in detail within the analysis of each resource subject, such as, but
not limited to, the discussion of silviculture on sediment effects (page 151) temperature
effects (pages 156-157) organic debris effects (pages 159-160), and peak flow effects
(page 170), the discussion of road regulation on sediment effects (pages 151-152),
discussion of yarding methods and watercourse protection on sediment effects (page
152), organic debris effects (page 160), and peak flow effects (pages 171-172), the
discussion of unstable area operations on sediment effects (page 152), the discussion of
soil stabilization measures on sediment effects (page 152), and the discussion of winter
operations on sediment effects (pages 152-153). Again, this is a small set of examples
and similar analysis is provided where relevant for the potential effects of resource
subjects. Throughout analysis, where the plan considers the potential impacts of relevant
operations, which are subject to regulation, it does so in detail and with consideration to
environmental processes related to each activity.

Comment #5-2 (25-000000360-PC5) Il. FAILURE TO PROVIDE
REQUIRED ANALYTICAL ROUTE FROM EVIDENCE TO
CONCLUSION

Response:

In reviewing the THP, CAL FIRE finds that the cumulative-impacts assessment
consistently traces a clear line from record evidence to analysis to conclusion. The
analysis contains reasoned statements supported by the record rather than unsupported
assertions. For example, the language on page 136 has been read by some as
inconsistent; however, the THP distinguishes existing watershed conditions influenced by
historic land uses from the Project’s incremental contribution, concluding that those
background conditions “are not considered significant and are not expected to add to the
impacts of the proposed project.” This reflects the CEQA/FPR framework for cumulative
impact evaluation, which considers both the baseline and the project’s incremental effect.
As discussed above, the Plan acknowledges ongoing sediment and temperature concerns
in the watershed while finding, based on the proposed operations and enforceable
measures, that the Lucas Point project will not result in significant cumulative impacts to
the affected resource subjects. The structure and level of detail are consistent with the
summary nature of information contemplated by 14 CCR § 912.9(a)—(d).
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One example of reasoned conclusion can be found within the consideration of sediment
effects within Section IV of the THP found on pages 145-153. The plan first established the
baseline conditions of the watershed, using watershed assessment data derived from
watershed specific assessment and monitoring reports, developed specifically to identify
and quantify non-point sources of sediment (pages 141-144). With this data source, the
plan identifies both the potential sources of sediment, including both current and legacy
sources such as inadequate roads and logging practices, and describes the effects that
those sources of sediment or land uses have had upon the watershed. The plan further
describes the baseline conditions within the Plan area in relation to those potential
sediment sources (pages145-146). The plan then considers how the potential sediment
sources identified, as well as those within the plan area, are both influenced by past, and
may influence future, projects within the watershed with relation to sediment effects (146-
151). Ultimately, the plan concludes with an analysis of the potential effects of the
proposed THP, regarding sediment effects, within the context of the previous or future
environmental effects and makes a reasoned conclusion that, due to the improvements in
land use in relation to the historic sources of sediment, the project area has eliminated the
sources of sedimentation through physical means of delivery disruption and stabilization
and will not result in a significant impact, or cumulative significant impact as a result of the
proposed operations.

Similarly, regarding specific activites, such as waterbar spacing, the summary provided
earlier in the analysis is presented in advance of the more technical analysis much like an
executive summary in a larger report. Waterbars, and the role they play in hydrologic
function is discussed on pages 135, 138, 152, 173, 174, and elsewhere where the role of
waterbar placement in disruption of hydrologic continuity exists.

The "no harvest” areas are also explicitly described within the analysis in relation to Class |
watercourses. The disruptive effects of vegetation adjacent to watercourses and its ability
to prevent sediment delivery and generally protect the beneficial uses of water are
described throughout section 1V, (such as pages 153, 154, and 160). The extension of
these benefits into the no harvest areas is referred to as an enhancement of protection
measures as it provides for greater environmental benefit that may otherwise be
compulsory under the Forest Practice Rules and CEQA.

Regarding probable future projects, the plan submitter has identified several likely land-
use activities which may occur over the next 20 year period, but does not identify any
Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects, as defined pursuant to 14 CCR §
895.1, simply because none exist due to their speculative nature at this time. The
disclosure is consistent with the requirements of regulation within 14 CCR §
912.9.Technical Rule Addendum #2.D.

Comment #5-3 (25-000000360-PC5) Ill. INADEQUATE ASSESSMENT
AREA DEFINITION AND TEMPORAL SCOPE

Response:
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The geographic scope for each resource area was established consistent with Technical
Rule Addendum No. 2 (TRA 2) of the California Forest Practice Rules (14 CCR § 912.9 et
seq.), which governs cumulative impact analysis for Timber Harvesting Plans. TRA 2
expressly allows the Registered Professional Forester (RPF) to define assessment areas
“based on practicality and reasonableness” and to use different scales for distinct resource
subjects, provided that rationale is documented.

Each assessment area in Section |V is based on the physical characteristics and
environmental pathways relevant to that resource:

Recreation within and immediately adjacent to the Lucas Point property is limited to private
timberlands with no designated public trails, campgrounds, or recreation easements.
Access is via private ranch roads under Richardson Ranch LLC ownership. Therefore, the
300-foot boundary reflects the maximum distance within which temporary operational
noise, access restrictions, or visual disturbance could occur. Expanding this area would
not include additional accessible recreational resources because the surrounding parcels
are also private timber or ranch lands and CAL FIRE has determined this to be a
reasonable assessment area.

The 3-mile visual assessment area follows the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection’s
Visual Resources Guidelines (TRA 2 Appendix, “Visual Resource Subjects”), which
specify that visibility analyses for timber operations in forested, mountainous terrain
generally capture all potential public vantage points within three miles unless specific
scenic highways or vista points occur beyond that range. No such publicly accessible view
corridors exist beyond the 3-mile radius. The THP area is screened by topography and
vegetative cover, and visual change will be further minimized by the use of single-tree
selection silviculture maintaining 70—80 percent canopy closure.

The Traffic Assessment Area appropriately includes the only roads that will carry logging
traffic. Section IV recognizes that these are the sole public roads intersecting the THP haul
routes. Existing cumulative effects on those roads have been evaluated through CAL
FIRE’s multi-agency review process. Both routes are designed for intermittent timber traffic
and already serve other permitted THPs in the area. Road use will be short-term and
seasonal, and CAL FIRE’s prescriptive operational rules (road maintenance, sediment
control, and timing restrictions) ensure no adverse cumulative transportation impact.

Regarding the 10-year analysis window, such temporal limitation is consistent with TRA 2
and CAL FIRE’s cumulative impact methodology, which requires evaluation of “closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects within the same
ownership and matters of public record.” (14 CCR § 898.)

14 CCR § 895.1 Defines Past Projects as generally inclusive, but not strictly limited to,
Projects completed in the last 10years. Generally, a 10-year period corresponds to the
most recent cycle of active timber operations and environmental recovery data in the
Middle South Fork Gualala River Planning Watershed. Earlier operations pre-dating the
Forest Practice Act (1973) are addressed separately in the discussion of “continuing
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significant adverse impacts from past land use activities,” which explicitly acknowledges
historical sediment and temperature effects (Section 1V, p. 135) but distinguishes them
from current and future project contributions.

For long-recovery resources such as aquatic habitat and old-growth—associated species,
Section |V integrates data from the North Coast Watershed Assessment Program (2003),
the Gualala River Watershed Council Monitoring Plan, and more recent GRWC field
monitoring through 2023, which document improving sediment and temperature trends.
The analysis therefore extends beyond a 10-year dataset in substance, even though the
summary table covers the most recent decade of permitting.

Regarding the consideration of ministerial exemptions, the THP correctly notes that while
DDD Exemptions nominally cover a large acreage, the actual area of tree removal and soll
disturbance is extremely limited—typically less than 5 percent of the permitted acreage—
because such exemptions authorize only the limited felling and removal of dead or dying
trees. (See 14 CCR § 1038(b).) Primarily, however, these ministerial timber operations do
not represent Projects (PRC § 21065). The disclosure of these activities on the landscape
serves to provide a more complete picture of land use within the watershed, but cannot
consider these activities as Projects.

Regarding inconsistencies in the scales of assessment areas, the boundaries reflect the
distinct spatial scales of potential effect for each resource, as prescribed in TRA 2 (see
also the Introduction related to cumulative impacts). See also the introduction related to
cumulative impacts. Watershed processes such as sediment transport and water
temperature operate at the planning-watershed scale. Using the Middle South Fork
Gualala River Planning Watershed is the standard CalFire approach for hydrologic
analysis. Soil productivity is a site-specific resource, limited to soils directly subject to
equipment operation or harvest activity. Effects on soil physical properties (compaction,
displacement) do not propagate beyond the project boundary. The plan further requires
post-operation erosion control and soil stabilization measures (Section I, Item 18) to
ensure soil integrity within the harvest area. This differentiation is not inconsistent but
responsive to the different environmental mechanisms affecting each resource.

COMMENT #5-4 (25-000000360-PC5) IV. CONTRADICTORY BASELINE
CHARACTERIZATION VIOLATES CEQA STANDARDS

Response:

The THP’s description of existing conditions is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §
15125(a), which requires that the environmental baseline reflect conditions “as they exist
at the time environmental analysis is commenced.” Section IV of the Lucas Point THP
accurately describes those existing conditions, including continuing adverse influences
from historic land use practices and the 303(d) listings for sedimentation/siltation and
temperature impairment in the Gualala River watershed.

The statements on page 136 acknowledge two distinct, but related concepts: the existing
watershed condition and the incremental project contribution. The Gualala River
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watershed, including the Middle South Fork, continues to exhibit adverse conditions
caused primarily by past land uses (legacy logging, ranching, and road building before the
modern Forest Practice Act). These existing impairments are properly identified as
continuing significant adverse influences, which are simply a factual description of current
environmental status.

The THP concludes that the proposed project’s incremental effects will not add
measurably to those existing impairments. This conclusion is supported by project-specific
measures and independent technical studies, including the Focused Engineering Geologic
Assessment (page 264) and the reasoned analysis within the consideration of watershed
resources, both of which demonstrate that the project will not measurably increase
sediment delivery or temperature effects. The THP distinguishes between existing
baseline degradation (caused by historic activities) and incremental project effects. CEQA
explicitly requires this analytical separation under Guidelines § 15064 (h)(1), which directs
agencies to determine whether “the incremental effects of an individual project are
cumulatively considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects.”

The THP identifies the existing impairments under the Clean Water Act § 303(d) and
references the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan (1996),
GRWC monitoring data, and North Coast Watershed Assessment Program (NCWAP)
findings documenting historical sediment and temperature issues. The THP then provides
a watershed-scale context (7,910-acre Planning Watershed) and enumerates all past and
present timber operations, NTMPs, and exemptions by acreage and silvicultural method.
The THP evaluates whether the proposed project’s incremental contribution—through
roads, harvest area, and potential sediment sources—would cause a measurable change
to the already-degraded conditions.

The analysis concludes that it will, generally as a result of the limited operations
surrounding watercourses which limit soil detachment, the physical disconnection of road
surfaces, which limit delivery, the limitations on operations on unstable areas which have
been developed by a Professional Geologist, and the retention of vegetation and
vegetative matter to eliminate the potential for changes to water temperature to occur
through alterations to vegetation. The proposed plan fully acknowledges that legacy
degradation exists while providing substantial evidence that this project would likely
improve conditions in the watershed as a result of operations intended to physically
disconnect sediment from watercourses.

The Lucas Point THP properly establishes an accurate and internally consistent
environmental baseline that reflects existing degraded watershed conditions. It
distinguishes between historical impacts and the proposed project’s incremental
contribution, incorporates substantial technical evidence, and applies mitigation measures
exceeding rule standards.

The environmental baseline under CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) describes existing

physical conditions, which include ongoing watershed impairments from historic land uses
(303(d) listings for sediment and temperature). These existing conditions establish the
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environmental setting. The project's incremental contribution is evaluated against this
impaired baseline. The THP concludes that the project will not measurably worsen existing
impairments because the disconnection of road systems from watercourses, the limited
operations on unstable areas, and the retention of near-water vegetation. This approach
distinguishes between describing existing degraded conditions (the baseline) and
concluding that the project's incremental effects will not be cumulatively considerable (the
impact determination).

CAL FIRE has determined that the baseline characterization complies with CEQA
Guidelines § 15125(a); the analysis of cumulative watershed effects complies with 14 CCR
§§ 912.9 and 15064 (h)(1); and the determination of no cumulatively considerable impact is
supported by substantial evidence and consistent with CEQA and the Forest Practice Act.

Comment #5-5 (25-000000360-PC5) V. INSUFFICIENT IDENTIFICATION
OF REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE PROJECTS

Response:

Section IV of the Lucas Point THP complies with CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b)(1)(A) and
Forest Practice Rules (FPRs) § 898 and Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 (TRA 2), which
regulates cumulative impact analysis for timber harvesting. These authorities direct the
RPF to consider “past, present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects
within or near the assessment area” using the best available information from CAL FIRE’s
CalTREES database, county planning records, and professional knowledge of regional
land-use trends.

The THP’s cumulative assessment is grounded in a detailed accounting of past and
present projects and a reasoned projection of reasonably foreseeable future activity based
on existing regulatory, land-use, and ownership conditions within the Middle South Fork
Gualala River Planning Watershed (7,910 acres).

The THP lists all THPs, Nonindustrial Timber Management Plans (NTMPs), and
Exemptions approved in the watershed within the past 10 years, including acreage,
silvicultural method, and ownership (Section IV, pp. 147-149).

The THP recognizes that Richardson Ranch LLC and surrounding timberland owners
maintain long-term management commitments under the Timberland Productivity Act.
Because individual THPs cannot be prepared or reviewed more than five years in
advance, the RPF appropriately characterized future harvest activity based on historic and
current management trends rather than speculative plan numbers. This approach follows
CEQA and TRA 2, which allow projection of future activity where specific projects are not
yet proposed but land use patterns make continued management reasonably foreseeable.

The THP’s statement that “timber harvesting within the WAA is expected to occur over the
next 20-year period” accurately reflects foreseeable activity supported by historical harvest
patterns, sustained yield data, and CAL FIRE’s regional timber production forecasts for the
Gualala watershed. Identification of hypothetical future THP numbers or unsubmitted
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projects would be speculative and contrary to CEQA'’s direction to limit cumulative analysis
to reasonably foreseeable projects with a sufficient degree of certainty. (14 CCR § 15144.)

Additionally, the THP appropriately treats potential vineyard or residential development as
speculative within the project vicinity. The THP area and surrounding ownerships are
zoned Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) under the Timberland Productivity Act of 1982,
which limits allowable uses to timber production and compatible resource management.
Conversion of timberland to vineyard or residential use would require a Timberland
Conversion Permit (TCP) under PRC § 4621 and 14 CCR § 1100 et seq.. No such permits
have been filed or approved in the Middle South Fork Gualala watershed.

Accordingly, Section IV’s discussion of vineyard management and rural uses as part of the
broader land-use context—but not as specific foreseeable projects—is consistent with
CEQA'’s directive to omit purely speculative future actions. (Guidelines § 15145.) No
evidence in the record suggests that specific conversion or subdivision projects are
currently proposed or under CEQA review in the watershed.

Regarding substantiation of arguments related to recreational resources, the conclusions
cited are based on substantial evidence in the record and the professional judgment of the
RPF, as authorized by FPR § 1037.5 and CEQA’s “rule of reason.” The THP area is
entirely private property with no public access, trails, or recreation easements.
Surrounding lands are also privately owned timberlands. Consequently, cumulative effects
on recreation were determined to be negligible, as no reasonably foreseeable future
project would alter public access or recreational use opportunities in the area.

CAL FIRE has determined that the THP’s cumulative impact analysis adequately identifies
and evaluates reasonably foreseeable future projects within the meaning of CEQA and the
Forest Practice Rules.

Additionally, please see responses to Comments #5-1, 5-2, 5-3, and 5-4 above.

Comment #5-6 (25-000000360-PC5) VI. INADEQUATE FOG DRIP
ANALYSIS VIOLATES CEQA'S SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
REQUIREMENT

Response:

Fog drip, or the condensation of water vapor onto vegetation, is not only a well-
documented phenomenon but can represent a significant portion of available moisture in
an ecosystem (Harr, 1982). The degree to which an individual THP can influence fog drip
is highly speculative, however, and an in-depth analysis on the part of the Plan is not
required in this instance.

The THP’s discussion of fog drip conditions (Section IV, pp. 188-189) describes current

fog frequency, the forest canopy structure, slope orientation, and vegetative composition,
all of which are key physical factors influencing fog interception and throughfall. The
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analysis draws upon the regional fog climatology of the Gualala River coastal basin, which
is well characterized in CAL FIRE and NOAA datasets.

Because fog drip varies spatially and temporally across microsites and is influenced by
canopy density, tree height, and seasonal weather patterns, it is not feasible or required
under CEQA to quantify a numeric baseline for each site. Instead, the RPF’s qualitative
assessment of “frequent fog occurrence within the WAA and project area” accurately
captures existing physical conditions for purposes of cumulative analysis.

Additionally, the proposed plan’s conclusion is supported by substantial evidence based
on the relationship between canopy structure, stand density, and fog interception
documented in scientific literature and professional field observations. Selective timber
harvest, particularly single-tree selection as proposed, temporarily opens the canopy but
promotes increased growth rates and crown development in residual redwood and
Douglas-fir trees. Over time, this structural change increases overall leaf surface area
available for fog capture.

This dynamic is well recognized in forestry and hydrology research, including findings that
moderate thinning in coastal redwoods can enhance fog drip recovery by reducing
competition and improving individual tree vigor (e.g., Oberlander 1956; Dawson 1996;
Burgess et al. 2004). The THP relies on these established relationships to conclude that
any short-term localized reduction will not result in a measurable watershed-level effect.

Cumulatively, Section IV notes that approximately 17% of the watershed has been
harvested over the last 10 years, but the vast majority of that activity employed uneven-
aged management retaining dense residual canopy. In the context of a nearly 8,000-acre
watershed, the Lucas Point project’s 289 acres—3.7% of the watershed— represents a
negligible additional canopy reduction. Moreover, 32 acres of no-harvest buffer zones
along Class | and Il watercourses preserve the most fog-productive zones adjacent to the
South Fork Gualala River.

The remainder of the area outside of the proposed harvest area will remain in a forested
condition and will continue to facilitate fog drip. Any decrease in moisture from fog drip
would likely be offset by a very minor positive effect on summer base flows created by a
short-term reduction of evapotranspiration (Hicks, Beschta, & Harr, 1991); (Sendek, Rice,
& Thomas, 1988). Large trees consume large amounts of water during the summer
period. This water is removed from the soil by the tree’s roots, transported up the stem to
the leaves where it is released to the atmosphere in the process of photosynthesis and
transpiration. Research on the effects of logging on streamflows by (Evans & Patric, 1983)
(Hess, 1984), (Hicks, Beschta, & Harr, 1991), (Rice, Tilley, & Datzman, 1979), (Rothacher,
1973), (Sendek, Rice, & Thomas, 1988), (Wright, Rice, Sendek, & Thomas, 1990), and
(Ziemer, 1981) have shown that in rain-dominated hydrologic environments (including
those with fog drip contributing to seasonal precipitation), logging or forest road
construction is unlikely to adversely change the flow regime of a stream. Groundwater
availability is not expected to decrease. Harvest of trees will reduce transpiration and
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potentially slightly increase the amount of groundwater available for stream recharge,
especially in the critical summer months.

Therefore, even acknowledging some localized, short-term fog drip reduction, the THP
provides a reasoned, evidence-based conclusion that the project will not contribute to
cumulatively considerable hydrologic impacts when viewed with past and foreseeable
harvests, consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064(h)(1).

CAL FIRE finds that the THP’s fog drip analysis is adequate under CEQA, supported by
substantial evidence, and demonstrates that the proposed project will not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to watershed or microclimatic impacts in the Middle
South Fork Gualala River watershed.

Comment #5-7 (25-000000360-PC5) VIl. SPECULATIVE CARBON
SEQUESTRATION ANALYSIS LACKS REQUIRED SUBSTANTIAL
EVIDENCE

Response:

Under CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4, an agency has discretion to determine the most
appropriate methodology for quantifying or qualitatively analyzing GHG emissions,
provided that the method is supported by substantial evidence and explained in the record.
The analysis must consider the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG
emissions compared to the existing environmental setting, whether the project emissions
exceed an applicable threshold of significance, and the extent to which the project
complies with adopted plans, regulations, or mitigation programs for reducing GHG
emissions.

The Lucas Point THP’s GHG analysis was conducted consistent with these requirements
and relies upon the CAL FIRE Greenhouse Gas Calculator, an established tool that
provides standardized methods for quantifying carbon sequestration and emissions across
timber operations statewide.

The THP’s projection of future harvest cycles and growth rates reflects standard forestry
modeling practices based on regional growth data and silvicultural prescriptions applicable
to the management units identified in the plan. These projections are not speculative, but
represent reasonable estimates derived from CAL FIRE’s Forest Practice Rules (14 CCR
§ 912.7, § 913.11) and yield tables validated through long-term monitoring in comparable
redwood and mixed-conifer forests. The model assumptions are used to estimate the long-
term balance between carbon uptake through regrowth and carbon release through
harvest and decomposition.

While the comment suggests that enforceable commitments such as easements or
binding harvest schedules are required, CEQA does not mandate such instruments for
predictive modeling. Rather, the analysis must be based on reasonable and supported
assumptions. The growth and harvest cycle assumptions are supported by long-term
regional data and CAL FIRE inventory records.
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The CAL FIRE carbon calculator's wood products analysis employs national and regional
data sets from the U.S. Forest Service and California Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection, which provide empirically supported carbon retention factors for wood
products. These factors represent current scientific consensus for the average proportion
of harvested wood that remains in long-term storage (e.g., building materials) versus short-
term pools (e.g., paper, energy use). While market conditions may vary regionally, the use
of state-level data represents a conservative and standardized approach to ensure
consistency with other CEQA analyses and the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB)
Forest Carbon Plan (2018).

The THP’s GHG accounting includes emissions from harvest and haul operations, site
preparation, and equipment use, and qualitatively discusses soil disturbance. Although the
CAL FIRE GHG Calculator does not explicitly quantify soil carbon loss, the analysis
incorporates conservative emission factors that capture both direct and indirect emissions
associated with timber operations. The referenced studies (e.g., Powers et al. 2005)
demonstrate a range of possible soil carbon responses; however, those findings vary by
soil type, harvest intensity, and post-harvest treatment. The THP area’s soils and
operational design—including limited ground-based yarding and retention of no-harvest
buffers—reduce the likelihood of significant soil carbon loss.

The comment correctly notes that CEQA requires analysis of a project’s incremental
contribution to cumulative climate change impacts rather than reliance solely on relative
scale. The THP does not assert insignificance based on ownership size alone. Rather, the
analysis concludes that, because the THP results in a net sequestration benefit over time,
and because timber harvesting is a cyclical and renewable land use regulated under the
Forest Practice Rules, the project will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
statewide GHG emissions. This conclusion is supported by substantial evidence showing
that forest regrowth and long-term carbon storage in wood products offset initial harvest
emissions within one decade, consistent with CARB’s Scoping Plan and California’s
Natural and Working Lands Climate Change Implementation Plan.

The commenter does also indicate that, while the carbon break-even period is calculated
at 9 years, it is described as 16 years within the narrative on page 241. The description on
page 241 has been corrected to reflect the calculated period over which carbon stocks are
recouped from the initial harvest.

Additionally, while the comment suggests that the use of projected future harvests to
calculate carbon emissions is overly speculative, provided that there is no obligatory basis
for future harvests, the conclusions in terms of net sequestration are not dependent upon
the implementation of future harvests. As calculated, future speculative re-entry may occur
in 10 year cycles, whereas carbon stocks are recouped from the proposed harvest at 9
years in the future. The use of future harvests does not affect the net sequestration benefit
of the proposed harvest, but serves to provide an idea of potential future action, based
upon current management.
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The proposed plan’s GHG analysis meets CEQA'’s standards for substantial evidence and
methodological transparency. It employs established tools and regionally relevant data to
quantify emissions and sequestration, provides a reasoned analytical connection between
evidence and conclusions, and demonstrates that the project’s incremental GHG
contribution is less than cumulatively considerable. No additional modeling or enforceable
management mechanisms are required under CEQA for this determination.

The plan has been revised on page 241 to correct the error in the carbon break even
period to reflect the calculated value presented on page 260.

Comment #5-8 VIII. (25-000000360-PC5) DEFICIENT HERBICIDE
ANALYSIS DESPITE EXTENSIVE PROPOSED USE

Response:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulates pesticide use nationwide and has
exclusive authority over pesticide labeling. Use of a pesticide is limited to the applications
and restrictions on the label, and the label restrictions are legally enforceable. The
California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) regulates pesticides within the State
of California and has legal authority to adopt restrictions on pesticide use going beyond the
regulations of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 7 U.S.C.A. Sec. 136v. DPR
operates with extensive authority in the California Food and Agricultural Code and in the
California Code of Regulations.

Under California law, pesticide products must be registered by DPR to be sold and used in
California. Before a substance is registered as a pesticide for the first time, DPR conducts
a thorough evaluation. If DPR determines that further restrictions need to be placed on the
use of a pesticide product to mitigate potential adverse effects including human health
effects and environmental effects, DPR classifies the pesticide as a restricted pesticide,
and individual applications need a permit from the county agricultural commissioner. After
a pesticide is registered for use in this state, DPR has an ongoing obligation to review new
information received about the pesticide that might show new problems beyond those
identified in the registration process. Where the review of new information shows that a
significant adverse impact has occurred or is likely to occur, DPR is required to reevaluate
the registration.

DPR operates a statewide program of regulating pesticides and is the lead agency for
regulating herbicide use under CEQA. DPR has the greatest authority of any state agency
for analyzing and regulating herbicide use. Further, DPR acts before any other state or
local agency can act because an herbicide product must be registered by DPR before it
can be used at all. This lead agency role was confirmed in City of Sacramento v. State
Water Resources Control Board (3d Dist, 1992) 2 Cal.App.4th 960, for DPR’s predecessor
in regulating pesticides.

DPR’s program for regulating pesticides was certified by the Secretary of the Resources

Agency as a functional equivalent program under Public Resources Code § 21080.5 in the
same manner as CAL FIRE'’s program of regulating timber harvesting was certified (see
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14 C.C.R. § 15251(i)). Because the program is certified, DPR does not prepare
environmental impact reports (EIRs) but prepares other documents in the place of EIRs.
P.R.C. § 21080.5(d)(3). DPR’s registration process takes into consideration that most
herbicides will be used statewide. Because the registration evaluation process considers
use of an herbicide in a broad area and in a variety of conditions, the documents are the
functional equivalent of a program EIR for each pesticide. Site specific application and use
of restricted pesticides is evaluated by the county agricultural commissioner during its
review of applications for restricted materials permits. Not all pesticides are restricted, and
only restricted pesticides require a permit from the county agricultural commissioner,
except for a pesticide that DPR has not designated as restricted, the commissioner can
require a permit for its use if the commissioner makes a finding that the pesticide will
present an undue hazard when used under local conditions.

When posting for public comment its proposed decision to register a new pesticide product
and in approving the Public Notice for registration of a pesticide, DPR makes a finding as
to whether the pesticide would cause a significant effect on the environment. Because
DPR is the CEQA lead agency, this determination is binding on CAL FIRE. P.R.C. §
21080.1, 14 C.C.R. § 15050. Accordingly, if a DPR-registered herbicide will be used in
accordance with the directions and restrictions on the pesticide product label and any
other restrictions established by DPR, CAL FIRE is required to find that the use will not
have a significant effect on the environment unless there is new information showing
significant or potentially significant effects not analyzed by DPR. As a responsible agency,
CAL FIRE is barred from repeating the environmental analysis conducted by the lead
agency.

Herbicide use in the general location of a THP may be either a part of the THP or a
separate, but related activity that is not controlled by the THP. Where the herbicide use is
described in the THP as an integral part of the timber operations, CAL FIRE will need to
review the herbicide use and its possible environmental effects. CAL FIRE will determine
whether the proposed use would be consistent with the label and the registration
limitations and whether DPR'’s lead agency determination of significance will still apply.
CAL FIRE will also need to check for significant new information showing changes in
circumstances or available information that would require new environmental analysis.
Significant new information should be referred to DPR for that department’s analysis as
part of its ongoing evaluation program.

CAL FIRE believes that where herbicide use is related to the THP but not a part of the
THP itself, the environmental effects would be regarded as indirect effects of the THP. The
landowners may have ongoing management activities that may occur before a THP is
approved, during operation of the THP, and after expiration of the THP when CAL FIRE’s
inspection authority has lapsed. The use is subject to independent, intervening decisions
of the timberland owner, a pest control advisor, and in the case of restricted herbicides, the
county agricultural commissioner, and these independent decisions may lead to no
herbicide use at all or a use differing from predictions in a THP. CAL FIRE would not know
whether in fact the timberland owner would use herbicides at all, which ones the owner
may use if any, what restrictions the pest control advisor may recommend, and, in the
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case of restricted herbicides, what conditions the county agricultural commissioner may
impose. Outside of the THP, CAL FIRE has only general information about possibilities.
Even if the timberland owner provides herbicide use plans to CAL FIRE with a THP, the
use plans may well be changed by the county agricultural commissioner if the timberland
owner intends to use a restricted herbicide.

The effects are generally not cumulative impacts because herbicide uses related to
different THPs are separated in time and distance so that their individual effects do not
reinforce or interact with each other. Use may occur a year or two before a THP begins,
then possibly two to five years or more after operations are complete to reduce
competition with small seedlings, or later to release the young trees from competition with
brush.

The project proponent has disclosed potential use of herbicides in accordance with
Federal and State labeling and under the CEQA certified regulatory program administered
in California by the DPR. The County's agricultural commissioner oversees portions of the
DPR's functional equivalent program and is designated as a state agency for the purposes
of certification (3 CCR § 6100(a)(7)). Detailed records are kept on any pesticide
application. This information is tracked by DPR and is available to the public.

In addition to the use of herbicides in accordance with Federal and State labeling, the
project proponent avoids all required watercourse and wetland buffer areas. The
watercourse buffer zones required by the Forest Practice Rules are greater than what is
required for label requirements. The project proponent utilizes the buffers which give the
most protection, even when the buffers are greater than what is required by the herbicide
label.

Prior to commercial application of any herbicides proposed in the plan, the project
proponent must comply with California's DPR process that requires additional site specific
analysis. The analysis takes the form of a written recommendation for herbicide use
prepared by a licensed Pest Control Advisor (PCA). They must use contractors that are
supervised by Licensed Qualified Applicators. All work must be are conducted in a
professional manner that strictly follows all regulatory and licensing requirements.

The THP-specific analysis of potential impacts from herbicide application is found on
pages 160-170. The plan establishes that the future use of herbicides is not a required
component of the THP but could be a reasonably foreseeable future activity. CAL FIRE
has determined that the herbicide discussion included in the plan is adequate to disclose
and evaluate the potential impacts from future actions which are speculative at this time.
CAL FIRE has evaluated the potential herbicide use and concluded that adherence to
State and Federal laws pertaining to certifications and operations will prevent significant
effects.

To reiterate, the application of herbicides is regulated by DPR. While not part of the THP

and CAL FIREs permitting/regulatory authority, the use of herbicides has been determined
to be likely enough that a discussion of potential cumulative impacts is warranted. This
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discussion and evaluation has been included in the plan and determined to adequately
disclose the potential for the plan to combine with other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects to impact the environment.

Additionally, please see response to Comment #2 regarding alternatives to chemical
herbicides.

No changes have been made as a result of the comment.

Comment #5-9 (25-000000360-PC5) IX. MARBLED MURRELET
ANALYSIS CONTRADICTIONS UNDERMINE BIOLOGICAL
ASSESSMENT

Response:

The marbled murrelet (MAMU) is federally listed as Threatened and state listed as
Endangered. Regional population trends and limiting factors are well documented in
CDFW and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service recovery planning materials. Those analyses
attribute long-term population decline primarily to historic old-growth logging, nest
predation, and coastal prey availability—not to selective harvest in second-growth stands
such as those covered by this THP.

Given the project’s limited scope, extensive habitat retention, and absence of any
occupied sites within or adjacent to the plan area, CAL FIRE determined that a detailed
regional population-level analysis is not required for this site-specific plan. This
determination is consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15151, which directs that analysis be
“‘commensurate with the severity of the potential impact and the degree of information
reasonably available.”

The THP establishes a clear baseline for MAMU habitat in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines § 15125(a), which requires that environmental documents describe the existing
physical conditions at the time analysis commences.

Section Il (pages 96-99) and Section V (pages 370-426) describe the survey history and
CDFW consultation regarding marbled murrelets. The THP identifies potential but
unoccupied nesting habitat within the plan area based on canopy characteristics (e.g.,
large redwoods with suitable platforms).

CDFW correspondence included in Section V (letters dated February 3, 2021 and June
16, 2025) confirms that no occupied marbled murrelet sites occur within or adjacent to the
THP boundary; suitable trees within the plan area were appropriately mapped and
designated for retention; and the proposed operations would not result in “take” or adverse
modification of MAMU habitat when implemented as proposed.

Therefore, the plan’s acknowledgment of unoccupied habitat is consistent with the
evidence in the record and does not contradict the finding of no impact—it reflects that
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suitable structural features exist, but occupancy has not been detected despite multiple
years of protocol surveys.

Additionally, the proposed plan incorporates multiple avoidance and protection measures
consistent with 14 CCR §§ 919 et seq., which govern protection of sensitive wildlife
species in timber operations. All trees exhibiting characteristics favorable to marbled
murrelet nesting (large lateral limbs, broken tops, platforms) were painted orange for
retention and are excluded from harvest (Section Il, ltem 14). Additionally, a no-harvest
buffer ranging from 100 to 400 feet is established along Class | and Class II-L
watercourses (Section Il, Items 14 and 27(j)), which encompass nearly all potential
MAMU-quality redwoods within the THP. Furthermore, any tree felled for safety or cable
clearance in these buffers must be left on site as downed woody debris, preserving habitat
structure. These enforceable measures maintain canopy cover, structural complexity, and
the microclimate necessary for potential murrelet use. With these measures, CAL FIRE
concluded that the project will not directly or indirectly affect MAMU nesting or foraging
habitat.

The cumulative biological assessment in Section 4 evaluates potential effects on special-
status species within the Middle South Fork Gualala River Planning Watershed, consistent
with 14 CCR § 898 and Technical Rule Addendum No. 2. Approximately 140 acres of
occupied MAMU habitat on Richardson Ranch are permanently protected at the Clipper
Mill site, located more than one mile northwest of the THP area. Since 2007, the
ownership has implemented continuous annual MAMU monitoring and habitat protection
measures verified by CDFW. The THP’s harvest area represents less than 4 percent of
the planning watershed, and harvest intensity (single-tree selection with > 75 percent
residual canopy) does not reduce connectivity between known occupied and potential
habitat areas.

Because the project maintains canopy continuity and leaves all trees with nesting features
intact, the incremental change in habitat suitability or connectivity is negligible. CAL FIRE
determined that the project’s contribution is not cumulatively considerable under CEQA
Guidelines § 15064 (h)(1), which requires this determination to be made “in light of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.”

The Lucas Point THP provides substantial evidence demonstrating that existing conditions
and unoccupied MAMU habitat are accurately described (§ 15125); project design
incorporates avoidance measures consistent with 14 CCR §§ 919 et seq.; cumulative
analysis under 14 CCR § 898 and CEQA § 15064(h)(1) demonstrates that incremental
effects are not cumulatively considerable; and CDFW consultation confirms the adequacy
of protection measures.

Accordingly, CAL FIRE concludes that the Lucas Point THP’s analysis of marbled murrelet

habitat and cumulative effects is adequate under CEQA and supported by substantial
evidence in the administrative record.
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Comment #5-10 (25-000000360-PC5) X. WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS
IGNORES TMDL REQUIREMENTS

Response:

As no Implementation Plan for exists for the Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)
established by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, and no thresholds
of significance have been established for the Gualala River, it must be acknowledged that
there are no prescriptive limitations, prohibitions, or standards outside of the general goals
and objectives of the Basin Plan and TMDL. That being said, the Lucas Point THP
demonstrates conformance to CEQA and applicable water quality objectives by accurately
identifying the degraded 303(d) baseline and relevant TMDLs; by implementing
enforceable sediment and temperature control measures consistent with the North Coast
Basin Plan, Anadromous Salmonid Protection Rules (14 CCR § 916.9), and Erosion
Control Standards (14 CCR § 914.6); by providing site-specific, professional analyses
supporting effectiveness of those measures; and by demonstrating that the project’s
incremental effects will not be cumulatively considerable under CEQA Guidelines §

15064 (h)(1).

The THP accurately identifies the Middle South Fork Gualala River Planning Watershed as
part of a waterbody listed under Clean Water Act section 303(d) for sediment and
temperature impairment. (page 99.) It acknowledges that the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) adopted TMDLs for sediment and temperature for the
Gualala River, establishing numeric and narrative targets for fine sediment delivery,
stream channel stability, and riparian canopy shading.

Under CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a), an environmental baseline must describe the
physical environmental conditions at the time the environmental review is commenced.
The THP satisfies this requirement by incorporating the most recent data available from
the NCRWQCB Basin Plan and the Gualala River Watershed Assessment (NCWAP
2003). It also recognizes that the watershed is in a degraded condition from historic land
use practices, establishing a conservative baseline for evaluating incremental project
effects.

The THP demonstrates consistency with TMDL objectives through proposed operations
related to watercourse and sediment control. The following measures correspond directly
to the TMDL sediment reduction and temperature objectives:

The establishment 32 acres of no-harvest Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones
(WLPZs) extending 100—400 feet along Class | and Class II-L watercourses (Section I,
Items 14 and 27(j)). These exceed the minimum buffer widths required by 14 CCR §§
916.4 and 916.9 (Anadromous Salmonid Protection Rules), maintaining riparian canopy
cover and temperature control.

The limitations on proposed road construction and use within Section Il and the Focused

Engineering Geologic Assessment identify slope stability conditions, mapped unstable
areas, and design criteria for drainage structures. The assessment includes field-based
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slope gradient data (30-95%) and identifies all new road construction (approximately 0.5
miles) as occurring on stable ridge-top locations. All existing and new roads are required to
be drained using waterbars installed to “Extreme EHR standards” in accordance with 14
CCR § 914.6, with spacing values specified in Table 3 of the plan, and all roads proposed
for use are physically hydrologically disconnected from watercourses, eliminating the
potential for delivery.

The geologic assessment provides quantitative site-specific data on basal area retention
(=100 ft¥/acre) and sediment delivery risk from mapped unstable areas, concluding that the
partial harvest design “is compatible with site conditions and will retain root strength and
rainfall interception processes.”

Collectively, these enforceable practices implement the sediment control mechanisms
outlined by the Gualala River TMDL and the Basin Plan, thereby ensuring that the project
will not violate or impede attainment of applicable water quality standards.

Additionally, the proposed plan provides substantial, site-specific evidence that the
proposed measures are effective. The proposed plan includes a licensed Engineering
Geologist’s analysis documenting slope conditions, landslide morphology, and sediment
delivery potential with specific retention and buffer recommendations, a quantified buffer
network (100—400 ft) maintaining overstory canopy to preserve shade and temperature
regulation; the explicit prohibition of equipment entry and harvest operations within the
Class | WLPZ; and most importantly, describes the function of all of these proposed
operations in relation to the effect they may have on sedimentation and temperature.

Accordingly, CAL FIRE concludes that the THP’s water quality analysis is adequate under
CEQA, supported by substantial evidence, and consistent with applicable TMDL
implementation and Basin Plan objectives for the Gualala River watershed.

Comment #5-11 (25-000000360-PC5) XI. CLIMATE CHANGE
ADAPTATION FAILURE UNDERMINES BASELINE ASSESSMENT

Response:

Under existing state law within 14 CCR § 15125(a), the environmental baseline must
describe “the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project at the time
environmental analysis is commenced.” The Guidelines and case law (including Cleveland
National Forest Foundation v. SANDAG (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413) do not require
speculative prediction of future climate conditions, but rather require that the analysis
consider whether known or reasonably foreseeable environmental changes could alter the
significance of project impacts.

Please see all previous responses related to the suitability of the provided environmental
and cumulative impacts analysis.

Comment #6-1 (25-000000361-PC6) Erosion and Sedimentation
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Response:

The Erosion Control Plan identifies Controllable Sediment Discharge Sources, which are
those discharges of sediment in amounts deleterious to beneficial uses, and is not
applicable to all surface sediment which exists across the landscape. While concentrated
flow may exist on the landscape, without a potential for delivery, or discharge, to a
watercourse no threat of impairment of beneficial uses exists.

Please see response to comments 5-1 through 5-10 above for discussion on the
consideration of impacts associated with vegetation and canopy removal on watershed
resources, including sedimentation.

Additionally, please see the discussion of Sedimentation/Siltation above.
Comment #6-2 (25-000000361-PC6) Anadromous Salmonids

Response:

CAL FIRE recognizes the sensitivity of salmonid species to sedimentation and
temperature increases and acknowledges the impaired status of the Gualala River
watershed. The proposed THP accurately describes current impaired conditions using
credible, existing data; it implements Anadromous Salmonid Protection Rules (14 CCR §
916.9) and site-specific geotechnical prescriptions exceeding minimum requirements; it
provides substantial evidence that sediment and temperature effects are controlled and
not cumulatively considerable; and it aligns with ongoing TMDL implementation and Basin
Plan objectives for the watershed.

The proposed plan establishes the baseline for anadromous salmonid conditions through
the North Coast Watershed Assessment Program (NCWAP 2003), which provides
comprehensive sediment and temperature data for the Gualala River watershed, including
the Middle and South Forks; the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
(NCRWQCB) Basin Plan (1996, as amended), which identifies beneficial uses, impairment
listings, and sediment and temperature TMDL targets for the Gualala River; and through
monitoring by the Gualala River Watershed Council (GRWC), which documented habitat
conditions and sediment delivery trends throughout the watershed.

The THP also incorporates on-site professional evaluations by a licensed Engineering
Geologist and Registered Professional Foresters who conducted field reconnaissance of
watercourses, mapped unstable areas, and characterized stream morphology, canopy
cover, and substrate conditions.

CEQA does not require new, duplicative field studies where substantial existing data are
available or where the information required to make a reasoned analysis already exists in
the public record (see CEQA Guidelines § 15144). The THP’s use of the existing
watershed data, combined with on-site geologic and hydrologic evaluation, provides an
adequate factual basis for CAL FIRE’s analysis of sediment effects on salmonids.
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Accordingly, CAL FIRE finds that the THP’s analysis of sediment effects on salmonids is
adequate under CEQA, supported by substantial evidence, and demonstrates that the
project will not impede recovery of listed salmonid species or violate applicable water
quality standards.

Please see response to comments 5-1 through 5-10 above for responses related to
impacts associated with sedimentation and watershed resources.

No changes have been made as a result of the comment.
Comment #7-1 (25-000000362-PC7) Numerals I. through V.

Response:

This comment raises concerns about professional relationships among parties involved in
the THP preparation and review. While CAL FIRE has reviewed these assertions, they do
not constitute environmental concerns subject to CEQA review or Forest Practice Act
requirements. Questions regarding professional conduct or potential conflicts of interest
are outside the scope of this environmental review process. To the extent the commenter
believes violations of the Professional Foresters Law have occurred, such concerns
should be directed to the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, which has jurisdiction over
such matters pursuant to PRC §§ 750 et seq

Comment #7-2 (25-000000362-PC7) “VI. Inaccurate Silvicultural Method;
Significant Adverse Impacts will occur”

Response:

The RPF has accurately described the proposed silviculture. Selection silviculture, while it
can result in a variety of structures and arrangements across the landscape, must retain at
least 75 square feet of basal area per acre. The plan does not propose the use of group
selection and is not proposing the harvesting of any Small Groups (openings greater than
0.25 acre but less that 2.5 acres). Additionally, the harvest must establish or maintain an
unevenaged stand structure, with a multi-aged balanced stand to promote the growth of
leave trees throughout a broad range of Diameter classes, and encourage natural
Reproduction. Residual leave trees must include trees that are representative of the best
phenotypic quality of the preharvest stand.(14 CCR § 913.2)

When inspected by CAL FIRE on August 14, 2025, the inspector noted that the silviculture
was appropriate for existing stand conditions, would comply with the requirements of the
Forest Practice Rules, and confirmed that no group selection is proposed (PHI Report
pages 3-5).

Additionally, please see response to comment 8.

Comment #7-3 (25-000000362-PC7) “VII. lllegal Harvest Activity”

Page 79 of 94



Official Response
1-25-00099-SON

Response:

While CAL FIRE has reviewed these assertions, they do not constitute environmental
concerns subject to CEQA review or Forest Practice Act requirements. Questions
regarding professional conduct or potential conflicts of interest are outside the scope of
this environmental review process.

Comment #7-4 (25-000000362-PC7) “VIIl. Middle South Fork Gualala
Planning Watershed; Cumulative Harvested Acres”

Response:

There does not appear to be an environmental concern identified within this portion of the
comment. It should be noted, however, that only 1 plan is proposed within the Planning
Watershed, not 2 as is stated in the comment.

The proposed plan accurately identifies all Past Projects and Reasonably Foreseeable
Probable Future Projects in accordance with the requirements of the Forest Practice Rules
within 14 CCR § 912.9.

Comment #7-5 (25-000000362-PC7) “IX. CDF practices do not require,
gather, or disperse information needed by their agency and the
public to make informed decisions”

Response:

The authority for the regulation of Timber Operations, the content of Timber Harvesting
Plans, and the review of Timber Harvesting Plans is exclusive to the California Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection pursuant to PRC § 4551. Provided that the adoption of
thresholds of significance is a regulatory action related to the review of Timber Harvesting
Plans, pursuant to both GOV § 11342.600 and 14 CCR § 15064.7, such an action is
beyond the authority of CAL FIRE and rests solely with the California Board of Forestry
and Fire Protection. Additionally see Thresholds of concern discussion in the introduction,

The comment is beyond the scope of both the proposed project and the authority of CAL
FIRE.

No changes have been made as a result of the comment.

Comment #7-6 (25-000000362-PC7) “X. Limiting the Assessment Area is
the Lucas Point Plan is an Attempt to Avoid the Required
Cumulative Impact Analysis of the Downstream Watershed.”

Response:

The assessment area chosen to evaluate cumulative effects must end at some point. The
standard that CAL FIRE must use for evaluating is not if it the “best” assessment area was
selected, but rather if it is reasonable to evaluate impacts from the proposed plan. The
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goal is to define an assessment area small enough to detect impacts but not so small that
impacts are exaggerated.

Regulations pertaining to sizing of assessment areas:

14 CCR § 895.1

Planning Watershed means the contiguous land base and associated watershed
system that forms a fourth order or other watershed typically 10,000 acres or less in
size. Planning watersheds are used in planning forest management and assessing
Impacts. The Director has prepared and distributed maps identifying planning
watersheds plan submitters must use.

Where a watershed exceeds 10,000 acres, the Director may approve subdividing it.
Plan submitters may propose and use different planning watersheds, with the
Director’s approval. Examples include but are not limited to the following: when
10,000 acres or less is not a logical planning unit, such as on the Eastside Sierra
Pine type, as long as the size in excess of 10,000 acres is the smallest that is
practical. Third order basins flowing directly into the ocean shall also be considered
an appropriate planning watershed.

14 CCR § 898 Feasibility Alternatives

After considering the Rules of the Board and any mitigation measures proposed in
the plan, the RPF shall indicate whether the operation would have any significant
adverse Impact on the environment. On TPZ lands, the harvesting per se of trees
shall not be presumed to have a significant adverse Impact on the environment. If
the RPF indicates that significant adverse Impacts will occur, the RPF shall explain
in the plan why any alternatives or additional mitigation measures that would
significantly reduce the Impact are not feasible.

Cumulative Impacts shall be assessed based upon the methodology described in
Board Technical Rule Addendum Number 2, Forest Practice Cumulative Impacts
Assessment Process and shall be guided by standards of practicality and
reasonableness. The RPF's and plan submitter's duties under this section shall be
limited to closely related past, present and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable
Future Projects within the same ownership and to matters of public record. The
Director shall supplement the information provided by the RPF and the plan
submitter when necessary to ensure that all relevant information is considered.

Technical Rule Addendum #2

B. Identification of Assessment Areas

The RPF shall establish and briefly describe the assessment area within or
surrounding the Plan for each resource subject and shall briefly explain the
rationale for establishing the resource area. This shall be a narrative description
and each established assessment area shall be shown on a map when a map adds
clarity.
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CAL FIRE released guidelines for conducting a cumulative impacts analysis which
provides additional insight relative to the sizing of assessment areas:

1994 CIA Guidelines (CAL FIRE, 1994)

A. Biological Resource Inventory

The biological assessment area will vary with the species being evaluated and its
habitat requirements. In addition, more than one species may be evaluated and the
assessment area may be different for each species.

Part B. Watershed Assessment Area

The watershed resources assessment area for this analysis should be selected to
include an area of manageable size relative to the THP (usually an order 3 or 4
watershed) that maximizes the opportunity to detect an impact. Where there is a
choice of combining watersheds with different disturbance levels, the assessment
area should be based on the smallest area that includes the more disturbed
watershed. For example, the assessment area for a THP located in a heavily
logged watershed that combines with a stream from a relatively undisturbed
watershed should not include the less disturbed watershed. In contrast, where
logging is planned in a relatively undisturbed watershed that combines with a more
disturbed drainage, both watersheds should be included in the assessment area.

Where first and second order streams flow directly into order five or larger streams,
the watershed assessment area may be limited to the watershed of the order one
or two streams and the channel of the larger stream adjacent to these watersheds.
When the plan area includes an area that drains into a large river (5th order or
greater), but does not support even a first order tributary for an assessment area
(generally called "face" areas, as opposed to tributary basins), the plan alone will be
considered as the CWE assessment area, since these areas do not concentrate
runoff that could export watershed products such as sediment or heat. The CWE
assessment area must always include, at the very minimum, the entire THP area.

This criteria is intended to focus the assessment on an area of manageable size,
where the presence of cumulative impacts related to the proposed project and the
benefits or failings of proposed mitigation measures can be reasonably considered.

Significant cumulative watershed impacts on identified beneficial uses that are
known to occur at locations downstream from the assessment area must also be
addressed, but do not enter into the assessment of project conditions.

In the case of this THP, the chosen Watershed Assessment Area did not include
downstream areas containing additional groundwater inception areas. By limiting the area
for watershed assessment to just the area contained within the chosen assessment area,
the environmental baseline is more consistent than it would if a larger or more diverse area
was included. Using this smaller area allows for the detection of impacts that would not be
possible if the larger area was included.
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Another standard that is referenced within the rules relative to the evaluation of cumulative
effects is “Practicality and reasonableness.”

In the Board of Forestry Rulemaking files, § 1037.5(g)(3) is repeatedly referenced when
discussing “Practicality and reasonableness” of requests for additional information from the
Plan Submitter:

Requests, if any, for additional information, from the plan submitter during the
review period shall be as prescribed by Section 1034 and other conditions in the
Rules. Such requests shall be supported by reasons for the request. During the
review period, the Director shall be responsible for determining whether requests
for information not contained in the plan as filed or developed in preharvest
inspection by review team members, reviewing agencies and members of the
public, are consistent with the Forest Practice Rules, are reasonably necessary and
should be requested from plan submitters. The Director's determination of
additional information to be provided by plan submitters shall be guided by
standards of practicality and reasonableness, recognizing the statutory review
period s of 14 CCR 1034 and the availability of information from alternative
sources.

Based upon this section, in order for CAL FIRE to request additional information from the
Plan Submitter, the following is required:

1. The request must be substantiated.
2. CAL FIRE must concur with the request.
3. The statutory timeframes for review must be considered when making the request.

For the evaluation of cumulative effects, the Board uses the same concept as described in
the CEQA Guidelines (See 14 CCR § 15130 under discussion of “CEQA Analysis”)

Ultimately, expanding the size and scope of an assessment area is a double-edged sword:
You include the potential for consideration of more past activities, but you dilute the
impacts of the proposed project. As has been expressed using other words, you cannot
say to the waters of the South Fork of the Gualala River, “At this point, you cease to be the
South Fork and become the Gualala River.” The water does not care about our human
compulsion to classify and subdivide. One could argue that the proper scale upon which to
assess impacts to Salmonids is the entire North Coast Hydrologic Region of 12,409,600
acres. However, at that point it flows into the larger Gualala and into the Pacific Ocean.
This entire area effects the survivability and health of salmonids. How can one ignore the
prey and environmental impacts of juveniles in the Sacramento River system, or the
predation they face from harbor seals as they move into the ocean, or the impact of
variable ocean temperatures or commercial fishing? We must because the ability to
assess impacts becomes impossibly complex at large scales and, most importantly, the
impacts of the individual project become undetectable. If the Plan Submitter was to choose
such a large area for evaluation, it would not meet the standards for a reasonable analysis.
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The comment does not provide any indication or evidence that the size of the assessment
area is inappropriate to address potential impacts to identified environmental resources,
simply stating that it is too small.

Please see General Discussion above

Comment #7-7 (25-000000362-PC7) “XI. Reasonable Scientifically-based
Thresholds for Sustainability Already Exist”

Response:
Please see response to comment 7-5 above.

Comment #7-8 (25-000000362-PC7) “XIl. Waterhsed Modelling Shows
No Carbon Increase since 2012-Plan Fails to Assess Cumulative
Effects (Carbon)”

Response:

The concern states that a model was used to determine changes in volume for the Middle
South Fork Gualala watershed and that biomass has not accumulated since 2012. This is
based upon the comment writers own analysis of information contained within the plan.

1. The specific inputs used were based upon the RPF description of the THP area in
Section Il of the plan, which may or may not accurately describe the remainder of
the watershed area involved.

2. There is no requirement under the rules to increase biomass over time.

At this point, it is unknown if an independent evaluation of CAL FIRE, using the best
available information would yield similar results. This does not mean, however, that the
analysis in the THP is deficient. In reality, as discussed above, CAL FIRE could accept
the results of the comment writer's analysis as valid, and still approve the plan. CEQA
analysis often consist of information that can be interpreted in different ways, even
resulting in different conclusions. This does not mean that the chosen project is invalid.
Disagreement even between recognized experts is does not invalidate a CEQA analysis.
Having conflicting data within the record is more common with complex and controversial
projects, and Timber Harvesting Plans are no different. Even more to the point. The Plan
Submitter is not even required to make the “best” choice, based upon the information in
the Record. The decision must, however, be supported by evidence in the Record. In this
instance, CAL FIRE believes the Record provides sufficient information to substantiate the
position that the plan as proposed does not result in a significant adverse impact on the
environment.

Please see response to comment 5-7 above.

Page 84 of 94



Official Response
1-25-00099-SON

Comment #7-9 (25-000000362-PC7) “XIl. Waterhsed Modelling Shows
No Carbon Increase since 2012- Plan Fails to Assess Cumulative
Effects (Water)

Response:

Timber harvesting plans are not required to evaluate the water cycle as part of the
cumulative effects analysis, and it is difficult to understand how a THP could alter patterns
of the water cycle on a regional or global scale. The concern makes a series of
generalized and generic conclusions about timber harvesting that can be generally
responded to:

» The concern equates timber harvesting with “land degradation” which cannot be
supported based upon the Record. One of the definitions used by the International
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is “a negative trend in land condition, caused by
direct or indirect human-induced processes including anthropogenic climate
change, expressed as long-term reduction or loss of at least one of the following:
biological productivity, ecological integrity or value to humans.”(IPCC, 2019). The
report “Definitions and Methodological Options to Inventory Emissions from Direct
Human-induced Degradation of Forests and Devegatation of Other Vegetation
Types”(IPCC-NGGIP, 2003) notes that there were over 50 definitions of
“degradation” in the literature they reviewed.

» The concern equates timber harvesting with increased fire danger, ignoring the
requirements found within the Rules for hazard reduction, the requirement to
evaluate fire hazard and risk in the Cumulative Impacts Discussion.

* The concern assumes increased erosion, despite protection measures included in
the Rules and the plan to assess erosion potential (e.g. EHR) and reduce erosion
to below the level of significance.

» The concern assumes that harvesting will result in loss of soil fertility without
providing evidence to support the concern.

The concern states that nothing has been done at the local, regional or state level to
address the effects on the water cycle, yet it is unclear what could be done at the THP
level to address this. Further, requiring mitigation on an individual THP when the ability for
forest management to affect the local water cycle is entirely speculative cannot be
supported by the Record.

While impacts on the water cycle are not addressed specifically, the impact that the plan
could have on the release and sequestration of Greenhouse Gasses (GHG) has been
evaluated on pages 241-250 and is also extensively discussed in the General Discussion.
Additionally, the long-term trends in expected changes in temperature and rainfall have
also been discussed in the General Discussion and taken into consideration when making
a determination on this plan.

CAL FIRE reviewed the Lukovic study (Sekuli¢, 2021) which reviewed rainfall data for the
last 60 years and identified a statistically significant decrease in precipitation in the
autumn, extending the dry period in California. This research was conducted in order to
inform future modeling of precipitation trends.
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CAL FIRE reviewed the Porkony study (Pokorny, 2018) compared temperatures collected
and released on different surfaces such as forest, meadows and concrete. Not
surprisingly, forested landscapes moderated temperatures much more effectively than
areas not covered with vegetation such as concrete. Concerns are noted over conversion
of forests into non-forested or urban landscapes. This is not proposed under this plan a
forested condition will remain immediately upon harvest

CAL FIRE reviewed the Ellison work (Ellison, 2017) and found it to be primarily an opinion
piece intended to influence public policy. A variety of topics are discussed in this piece,
and it is worth noting, however, that the authors conclusions on the value of biodiversity
and native species in plantations meshes very well with current practices in California.

The long-term maintenance and perpetuation of forested ecosystems is of primary
importance in achieving both regulatory and strategic objectives for mitigating the
anticipated negative effects of climate change. This is discussed in great detail in the
General Discussion along with the role that forests and forestry play in achieving these
goals.

When studies are referring to deforestation, there does not seem to be a unified definition.
Some refer to the conversion of forests to non-forest uses to be deforestation while others
would consider a native forest replaced by an exotic tree species to meet the definition.
The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization has the following definition for
“deforestation”. (UNFAO, 2021)
Deforestation is:
Decision 11/CP.7 (UNFCCC, 2001): the direct human-induced conversion of
forested land to non-forested land. FAO 2001: The conversion of forest to another
land use or the long-term reduction of the tree canopy cover below the minimum 10
percent threshold.
Explanatory note:
1. Deforestation implies the long-term or permanent loss of forest cover and implies
transformation into another land use. Such a loss can only be caused and
maintained by a continued human-induced or natural perturbation.
2. It includes areas of forest converted to agriculture, pasture, water reservoirs and
urban areas.
3. The term specifically excludes areas where the trees have been removed as a
result of harvesting or logging, and where the forest is expected to regenerate
naturally or with the aid of silvicultural measures. Unless logging is followed by the
clearing of the remaining logged-over forest for the introduction of alternative land
uses, or the maintenance of the clearings through continued disturbance, forests
commonly regenerate, although often to a different, secondary condition. In areas
of shifting agriculture, forest, forest fallow and agricultural lands appear in a
dynamic pattern where deforestation and the return of forest occur frequently in
small patches. To simplify reporting of such areas, the net change over a larger
area is typically used.
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4. Deforestation also includes areas where, for example, the impact of disturbance,
over-utilization or changing environmental conditions affects the forest to an extent
that it cannot sustain a tree cover above the 10 percent threshold.

Using the definitions established by the UN, nothing short of timberland conversion would
meet this definition, and no conversion is proposed in this THP.

Comment #7-10 (25-000000362-PC7) “XIl. Waterhsed Modelling Shows
No Carbon Increase since 2012-Importance of Fog: Reduction of
Fog: Reduction of water intake in water cycle”

Response:
Please see response to comment 5-6

Comment #7-11 (25-000000362-PC7) “XIll. Lucas Point Plan Will Affect
Down Stream Areas — Harmful Algae Bloom in Big Pepperwood”

Response:

The presence of downstream algae blooms can be caused by a variety of factors, low
steam flow, higher temperatures and increased nutrients. These conditions can be
exacerbated by many human activities including, but not limited to, agriculture, viticulture,
human developments (homes, golf courses etc.), grazing etc. The degree to which a
Timber Harvesting Plan could contribute to these conditions is analyzed as part of the
Cumulative Effects Analysis in the following areas, among others:

Sediment Potential: Pages 145-153
Organic Debris: Pages 157-160
Temperature: Pages: 153-157

The THP analyzed these, and other, possible factors and concluded that no significant
adverse effects are anticipated from the proposed operation. CAL FIRE, having examine
the entire record, concurs with this conclusion.

Please see responses 5-1 through 5-10 related to the consideration of impacts to
watershed resources as a result of Sediment and Temperature.

No changes have been made as a result of the comment.

Comment #7-12 (25-000000362-PC7) “XIlil. Lucas Point Plan Will Affect
Down Stream Areas-Historically Low Flow Rates in Middle South
Fork”

Response:
Please see responses to comments 7-6 through 7-10.
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No changes have been made as a result of the comment.

Comment #7-13 (25-000000362-PC7) “XIll. The CDF Reviewer may be
implicitly and unconsciously biased”

Response:
The comment does not contain an environmental concern.

Comment #8 (25PC-000000364-PC8)

Response:

The Lucas Point THP proposes uneven-aged single-tree selection on 257 acres and a No-
Harvest area of 32 acres. Selection is constrained by rule and by plan commitments to
retain substantial basal area and canopy immediately post-harvest. The plan must retain a
minimum of 75 square feet of basal area at the completion of operations, and on on
mapped unstable features, the plan exceeds this minimum per the Certified Engineering
Geologist (CEG) recommendations (see Item 14 and geologic recommendations). The
No-Harvest area is mapped upslope of the South Fork Gualala River and Class II-L
tributaries and extends beyond standard WLPZ widths where slopes warrant it.

The focused geologic assessment documents post-harvest dispersed basal-area retention
on deep-seated slide areas averaging ~158—187 ft?/acre, with no less than 100 ft*/acre on
mapped high-hazard terrain, and ~275 ft?¥/acre within Class Il WLPZs where marking is
“‘very light.” These site-specific retention levels address slope stability and also maintain
significant canopy along streamside slopes and adjacent stands.

The proposed plan is not a landscape-scale fuel-reduction program, but rather a proposed
harvest of commercial timber. Under CEQA, the question is whether the project, as
conditioned, would result in a significant increase in fire hazard. Substantial evidence in
the THP shows:

+ High residual stocking/canopy immediately after harvest (see above),
including enhanced riparian/no-harvest buffers, which maintain shaded
microclimates along major slopes and waterways.

* No ground-based operations in steep/unstable inner-gorge segments; cable
yarding is used to avoid soil and canopy disruption in these areas, with
ground-based equipment limited to designated tractor-assist routes on
moderate ground and subject to CEG constraints.

» Operational timing and surface-fuel controls (e.g., slash clean-out in and
near WLPZs pursuant to 14 CCR § 916.3(b); treatment/containment of
residues as fuel chips/wood; and soil-stabilization that also suppresses
flashy-fuel establishment through 90%+ slash/straw coverage on disturbed
soils).

» Seasonal operating constraints and drainage installation deadlines tied to
the Erosion Hazard Rating and wet-weather periods; these limit traffic and
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disturbance during periods when fine-fuel creation and curing risk are
highest, and require rapid installation of erosion/drainage measures.

Collectively, these measures retain canopy and reduce ladder-fuel continuity while
preventing post-harvest accumulation and spread of fine, flashy fuels on disturbed soll
surfaces.

We acknowledge and appreciate the extensive literature cited by the commenter. Under
CEQA, CAL FIRE considers both broad scientific literature and the site-specific record.
The scientific record on fire behavior in mixed redwood/Douglas-fir along the coastal belt
includes varying findings depending on forest type, weather class, treatment intensity,
time-since-treatment, and topographic position. The THP’s analysis and the Review
Team'’s evaluation rely on site conditions and enforceable design features summarized
above: high residual basal area, light marking in WLPZs, and no-harvest buffers, with
limited, conditioned use of ground-based equipment. This site-specific retention-focused
prescription differs materially from the high-intensity thinning and post-fire salvage
scenarios highlighted in parts of the literature the commenter cites.

The THP’s selection prescription does not “target large, fire-resistant trees” for wholesale
removal. Marking direction prioritizes phenotypically superior residuals and requires post-
harvest basal-area standards that maintain multi-storied structure; trading and damage
rules further protect residuals, and specific wildlife/habitat trees are retained (e.g.,
MAMU/orange-marked wildlife trees).

Where the CEG identified elevated delivery risk (sites G1-G7), the plan raises retention to
= 100 ft?/acre across those polygons and excludes inner-gorge portions from harvest (G6)
except for limited safety felling with on-site retention—further preserving dense streamside
canopies that function as windbreaks and shade.

Within WLPZs and sensitive areas, slash clean-out is mandatory under the Forest Practice
Rules and is reiterated as an LTO instruction in the THP. On disturbed ground, the plan
specifies mulch/slash packing to = 90% cover (< 12-inch depth) and straw to = 2-inch
depth where appropriate. These requirements reduce exposed soil, which in turn reduces
establishment of flashy invasive annuals and limits near-term fine-fuel continuity as
residues cure.

All road use and tractor-assist segments are limited by EHR-based spacing, rolling
dips/outslope, and wet-weather restrictions, and tractor-assist is confined to flagged routes
on moderate slopes. These constraints reduce both the area of exposed surface fuels and
the wind-channeling potential often associated with poorly drained legacy roads.

Finally, the comment claims that the THP assumes that dense, mature and old forests will
burn more intensely, however no such statement or assumption is made within the THP.

Based on the site-specific prescription (selection harvest with high residual basal area and
canopy, enhanced riparian/no-harvest buffers, and CEG-directed retention on unstable
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terrain), the operational restrictions (wet-weather limits, equipment exclusions, and slash
clean-out/ground cover requirements), and enforceable Forest Practice Rules, CAL FIRE’s
substantial evidence record supports the conclusion that the project, as conditioned, will
not create or exacerbate a significant wildfire hazard. The commenter’s cited literature is
entered into the administrative record; however, given the coastal redwood/Douglas-fir
context and the plan’s high post-harvest retention, the THP’s wildfire analysis and adopted
measures remain adequate under CEQA and the Forest Practice Rules.

Comment #9 (25PC-000000365-PC9) NSO Cumulative Impacts

Response:

With respect to potential cumulative impacts to the NSO as a species from the proposed
operations, a cumulative impacts analysis related to all biological resources has been
provided on pages 201 through 236. According to pages 138-139, the biological
assessment area (BAA) for the NSO is 0.7 miles from the project boundary as per 14 CCR
§ 919.9(b) and general USFWS guidelines. A discussion specific to potential impacts to
the NSO is found on page 202-203 and is supported by the consideration of owl presence
and pre- and post-harvest habitat analysis on pages 325 through 369.

The RPF preparing the plan must evaluate whether significant cumulative effects will occur
as a result of the proposed THP in combination with interactions from past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future projects. A significant adverse impact on the environment
means a substantial or potentially substantial change in any physical conditions within the
area affected by the project (14 CCR § 895.1). The cumulative impact regulations within
the Forest Practice Rules require the RPF preparing the plan to evaluate off-site effects,
which may combine with the direct effects of the proposed operation. To offset direct
impacts, the Forest Practice Rules are designed to mitigate on-site impacts and
cumulative impacts that may otherwise occur with timber harvesting.

Within the defined assessment area, Present and future projects were identified to include
the subject THP, as well as other past and reasonably foreseeable future private
timberland harvesting. This allows the proposed project to be evaluated with respect to
other projects that may have an impact on NSO habitat. For this plan, there will be no
elimination of NSO habitat, especially not in quantities beyond what is recommended in
the most recent take avoidance guidance by the USFWS, therefore it is not expected that
it will combine with the effects of other projects to result in a cumulative effect to the
species.

CAL FIRE has determined that this plan has accurately and correctly disclosed all past
harvesting and has adequately disclosed the impact that these operations will have on
available NSO habitat. Further, CAL FIRE has determined that the plan as proposed,
when combined with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, shall
not result in a significant cumulative effect on the NSO.
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Summary and Conclusions

The Department recognizes its responsibility under the Forest Practice Act (FPA) and
CEQA to determine whether environmental impacts will be significant and adverse. In the
case of the management regime which is part of the THP, significant adverse impacts
associated with the proposed application are not anticipated.

CAL FIRE has reviewed the potential impacts from the harvest and reviewed concerns
from the public and finds that there will be no expected significant adverse environmental
impacts from timber harvesting as described in the Official Response above. Mitigation
measures contained in the plan and in the Forest Practice Rules adequately address
potential significant adverse environmental effects.

CAL FIRE has considered all pertinent evidence and has determined that no significant
adverse cumulative impacts are likely to result from implementing this THP. Pertinent
evidence includes, but is not limited to the assessment done by the plan submitter in the
watershed and biological assessment area and the knowledge that CAL FIRE has
regarding activities that have occurred in the assessment area and surrounding areas
where activities could potentially combine to create a significant cumulative impact. This
determination is based on the framework provided by the FPA, CCR’s, and additional
mitigation measures specific to this THP.

CAL FIRE has supplemented the information contained in this THP in conformance with
Title 14 CCR § 898, by considering and making known the data and reports which have
been submitted from other agencies that reviewed the plan; by considering pertinent
information from other timber harvesting documents including THP’s, emergency notices,
exemption notices, management plans, etc. and including project review documents from
other non-CAL FIRE state, local and federal agencies where appropriate; by considering
information from aerial photos and GIS databases and by considering information from the
CAL FIRE maintained timber harvesting database; by technical knowledge of unit foresters
who have reviewed numerous other timber harvesting operations; by reviewing technical
publications and participating in research gathering efforts, and participating in training
related to the effects of timber harvesting on forest values; by considering and making
available to the RPF who prepares THP’s, information submitted by the public.

CAL FIRE further finds that all pertinent issues and substantial questions raised by the
public and submitted in writing are addressed in this Official Response. Copies of this
response are mailed to those who submitted comments in writing with a return address.

ALL CONCERNS RAISED WERE REVIEWED AND ADDRESSED. ALONG WITH THE
FRAMEWORK PROVIDED BY THE FOREST PRACTICE ACT AND THE RULES OF
THE BOARD OF FORESTRY, AND THE ADDITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES
SPECIFIC TO THIS THP, THE DEPARTMENT HAS DETERMINED THAT THERE WILL
BE NO SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS RESULTING FROM THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS THP.
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