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As Trustee Agency for California’s fish, wildlife, and native plant resources under Public 
Resources Code § 21000, et seq., a Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA § 15381 and 
Trustee Agency pursuant to §15386, and a Review Team Agency under Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
14, § 1037.5(a), CDFW provides the following feasible and project specific recommendations 
to reduce potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts in accordance with the 
Forest Practice Rules, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 1037.5(f).  

RECOMMENDATIONS  

1. CDFW PHI Recommendation 1, Map Point 9 – In the RPF responses to the PHI 
recommendations, the Map Point Table (MPT) description on page 44 was revised to 
state a 48-inch culvert will be installed to replace the existing 36-inch culvert at Map 
Point (MP) 9, however, the proposed culvert (PC) field states “NA” and the existing 
culvert (EC) field incorrectly references a 30-inch culvert. Additionally, the RPF 
response indicated the Fish & Game Code (FGC) 1611 Notification Information section 
was updated to include MP 9 on pages 90, 91, and 92, however, pages 90 and 91 did 
not appear to contain edits to include MP 9.  

CDFW recommends the MPT be revised for MP 9 to state a 36-inch culvert in the EC 
field, a 48-inch culvert in the PC field, and the FGC 1611 section on pages 90 and 91 be 
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revised to include MP 9. The RPF was issued a CDFW 1600 Incomplete Letter on May 
4, 2026. Once the MPT and FGC 1611 section are revised as described above, CDFW 
can move forward with completing the Notification and then issuing the draft Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

2. CDFW PHI Recommendation 2, Map Point 14 – In the RPF responses to the PHI 
recommendations, the Map Point Table (MPT) description on page 46 was revised to 
state a 30-inch culvert will be installed at Map Point (MP) 14, however, the proposed 
culvert (PC) field states “NA”. Additionally, the RPF response indicated the Fish & 
Game Code (FGC) 1611 Notification Information section was updated to include MP 14 
on pages 90, 91, and 92, however, pages 90 and 91 did not appear to contain edits to 
include MP 14.  

CDFW recommends the MPT be revised for MP 14 to state a 30-inch culvert in the PC 
field, and the FGC 1611 section on pages 90 and 91 be revised to include MP 14. The 
RPF was issued a CDFW 1600 Incomplete Letter on May 4, 2026. Once the MPT and 
FGC 1611 section are revised as described above, CDFW can move forward with 
completing the Notification and then issuing the draft Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 

3. CDFW PHI Recommendation 3, Map Point 17 – In the RPF responses to the PHI 
recommendations, the Map Point Table (MPT) description on page 46 was revised to 
state the existing 18-inch culvert at Map Point (MP) 17 will be fully removed at the end 
of operations, however, the existing culvert (EC) field states “NA”. Additionally, the RPF 
response indicated the Fish & Game Code (FGC) 1611 Notification Information section 
was updated to include MP 17 on pages 90, 91, and 92, however, pages 90 and 91 did 
not appear to contain edits to include MP 17.  

CDFW recommends the MPT be revised for MP 17 to state an 18-inch culvert in the EC 
field, and the FGC 1611 section on pages 90 and 91 be revised to include MP 17. The 
RPF was issued a CDFW 1600 Incomplete Letter on May 4, 2026. Once the MPT and 
FGC 1611 section are revised as described above, CDFW can move forward with 
completing the Notification and then issuing the draft Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 

4. CDFW PHI Recommendation 4, Map Point 19 – In the RPF responses to the PHI 
recommendations, the response indicated the Fish & Game Code (FGC) 1611 
Notification Information section was updated to include MP 19 on pages 90, 91, and 92, 
however, pages 90 and 91 did not appear to contain edits to include MP 19.  

CDFW recommends the FGC 1611 section on pages 90 and 91 be revised to include 
MP 19. The RPF was issued a CDFW 1600 Incomplete Letter on May 4, 2026. Once 
the FGC 1611 section is revised as described above, CDFW can move forward with 
completing the Notification and then issuing the draft Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 

5. CDFW PHI Recommendation 5, Salmonid Species Impacts, Item 32(a) and Map Point 
Table – In the RPF responses to the PHI recommendations, Item 32(a) and Map Point 
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(MP) 4 were revised. On page 80, Item 32(a) was revised to state under coho salmon, 
steelhead trout, and chinook salmon that, “There will be no impacts to the 
[coho/steelhead/chinook] habitat from timber operations, therefore no mitigations are 
proposed. The potential habitat within the plan will be adequately protected with the 
implementation of WLPZ rules outlined in the Forest Practice Act.” The THP proposes 
temporary bridge crossings which will require heavy equipment to pass through flowing 
water in Class I watercourses that have potential suitable coho, steelhead and chinook 
salmon habitat. CDFW’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) for these 
watercourse crossings will contain extensive protection measures to mitigate the 
temporary impacts. Due to this temporary impact to potential salmonid habitat, CDFW 
recommends the RPF revise the mitigation measures for the three salmonid species to 
replace the first two sentences with: “The potential habitat within the plan may be 
temporarily impacted by operations, and the habitat will be protected with the 
implementation of CDFW LSAA protection measures and the WLPZ rules outlined in the 
Forest Practice Act.”  

On page 43, in the Map Point Table (MPT), MP 4 was revised to provide details on how 
impacts to listed fish species will be avoided. CDFW has identified four errors in the 
description. MP 4 is a temporary bridge installation, however, the proposed culvert (PC) 
field states 30-inches in error. The Mitigation/Management Measures (MMM) section 
states, “See the diagram on the next page”, however, the following page, 43.1, is a 
continuation of the MPT. The MMM section describes a type of fish hazing that will 
occur, “A person who has skill in walking ahead of the tractor across the river will walk 
ahead of the tractor splashing and yelling to scare fish away so they don’t get run over”, 
however, CDFW’s LSAA for this watercourse crossing will contain extensive protection 
measures, including a Fisheries Impact Minimization Plan, which contains details of how 
fish will be flushed from the watercourse crossing area prior to heavy equipment and 
those measures contradict what is currently written in the THP. Lastly, the MMM section 
references notifying CDFW via email, however, the email provided (ctp@wildlife.ca.gov) 
appears to be for CDFW Region 1a. CDFW recommends MP 4 be revised to state “NA” 
for PC, and for the MMM section; revise the referenced page number for the diagram, 
replace the fish hazing language with “RPF shall follow the Fisheries Impact 
Minimization Plan in the CDFW LSAA to avoid impacts to fish”, and replace the 
referenced email with R3Timber@wildlife.ca.gov.  

The THP MPT describes four additional crossings that propose a temporary bridge over 
a Class I watercourse, however, none of those MPs (670, 28, 29, and 30) were revised 
to provide details on how impacts to listed fish species will be avoided. CDFW 
recommends the MPT be revised for MPs 670, 28, 29, and 30 to clearly state if heavy 
equipment will cross the creek. If heavy equipment is proposed to cross the creek, then 
CDFW recommends those MP descriptions be revised to include the same or similar 
information as what is provided in MP 4. 

 

 


