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GUALALA REDWOOD TIMBER LLC Timber Harvesting Plan
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GUALALA, CA 95445 Little Pepperwood THP
FIRST REVIEW REPORT

In accordance with 14CCR §1037, the following report provides documentation of the 1st Environmental Review
conducted in compliance with the Z'berg Nejedly Forest Practice Act. This report concludes with specific questions
which the plan submitter is required to address in order for CAL FIRE to consider the plan to be in conformance with
applicable laws and regulations of the State of California.

Review Team Recommendation: File - PHI

Note to RPF: All responses to the first review questions are due at the Coast - Santa Rosa prior to the preharvest
inspection, or prior to second review in the event that no preharvest inspection is scheduled. You may e-mail any plan-
related correspondence to SantaRosaReviewTeam@fire.ca.gov

Date Received: 6/16/2026 Date of first review: 6/25/2026 Date of Filing: 6/25/2026
PHI must be conducted by: 7/5/2026

RPF: Seamus Morrison-Fleming
CDFW Region: 1, Water Quality Region: 1

3
Inspection Unit: Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit Inspector: Kim Sone
First Review Chair: Eric Hedge Tentative Second Review Chair: Eric Hedge

Note to Inspector: If you cannot schedule the PHI by the deadline indicated above, it is your responsibility to request
an extension of the PHI date from the RPF. In the event that an extension is granted, please send a copy of the RPFs
response to review team ASAP.

Agencies Requesting Attendance on the Preharvest Inspection

Agency Name PHI Attendance Phone Available
Dates

Santa Rosa Amanda Jorgenson Notify Only (707) 696-4659

Region Office

CDFW Julie Coombes Notify Only 707-576-2825

CDFW Kristin Garrison Notify Only 707-944-5534

CGS Hillary Adam Mutually Agreeable 707-738-4118  contact

CGS Kevin Doherty Mutually Agreeable 707-576-2904  contact

"The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection serves and safeguards the people and protects the property and resources of California.”
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Agency Name PHI Attendance Phone Available
Dates

CGS Patrick Brand Mutually Agreeable 707-576-2143  contact

RWQB David Fowler Mutually Agreeable 707-576-2756  6/30,7/1,7/7,7/8,7/

9,7/14,7/15,7/16

REVIEW TEAM QUESTIONS

RPF - Please provide the following information prior to the PHI (if a PHI is required) and have the information available
in writing for the Review Team members prior to the PHI. Please also send a copy of your response to these questions
to the Review Team in the Coast - Santa Rosa. Failure to send a copy of these responses to the Coast - Santa Rosa
may result in delays of approval.

Review Question
Agency

CAL FIRE 1. Section II, Item 14.b. — Group Selection (page 12): 14 CCR § 913.2(a)(2) requires
post-harvest stocking levels to be stated in the plan, not a range of all possible post-
harvest stocking levels. Please revise the plan to indicate the percentage of the stand that
will be harvested by Small Groups for compliance with 14 CCR § 913.2(a)(2). Please also
consider including a statement that the Plan will be amended if this percentage changes.

CAL FIRE 2. Section II, Item 24 (pages 36 & 37): The Plan proposes Deactivation of Temporary
Roads, but it does not indicate that there will be any Temporary Road construction or
reconstruction [ref. 14 CCR § 895.1: Reconstructed Roads & Reconstructed]. Please
confirm that the existing Temporary Roads do not require substantial change in the
original prism of the road or revise the Plan to disclose any proposed Logging Road
reconstruction.

CAL FIRE 3. Section II & III, Item 27.j. (pages 56, & 116): The proposed in-lieu practice is not in
compliance with 14 CCR § 913.2(a)(1), which requires trees to be Marked prior to felling
operations. Please revise the Plan for compliance with 14 CCR § 913.2(a)(1).

CAL FIRE 4. Section II, Geologic Features Map (page 82): Please revise the legend to indicate the
meaning of the symbols used per 14 CCR § 1034(x).

CAL FIRE 5. Section III, Alternatives Analysis (page 101): The alternatives analysis does not state
the objectives that are referenced within the remaining alternatives. The project includes
the Needs and Purpose but does not include the objectives in which the alternatives are
analyzed against analysis. For example the plan states within the No Project Alternative,
it would not fulfill the purposes, needs, or objective”. Please revise the plan to state the
basic objectives of the project to allow for review of the alternatives considered.

CAL FIRE 6. Section III, Alternative Silviculture — Clearcutting (page 103): Please revise the analysis
to includes the reasoning to which Clearcutting may result in higher potential for
significant impacts resulting from the Unstable Areas and the EHR. Also includes the
reasoning for why Clearcutting is unfeasible and undesirable for the management
detailing the basic objectives that would not be met from this alternative.

CAL FIRE 7. Section III, Alternative Yarding (page 103): Please revise the analysis to includes which
of the “previously listed factors” listed don’t meet the objectives of the landowners and
why these factors don't meet these objectives. Furthermore the analysis states that more
landings would have to be created in order to Helicopter yard the proposed project.
Please provide a brief analysis comparing the potential impacts for the current landings
and yarding methods present to the potential impacts of creating a new landing.
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Review
Agency

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

Question

8. Section III, Plan Addendum to Item 14 — Variable Retention (pages 111 & 112): Within
Item 14.b. the plan states that “No harvesting of trees located within retention
aggregates is proposed.”. However, the tables provided of pre/post-harvest composition
do not appear to consider the proposed retention of aggregates. Please revise the plan to
include the pre/ post-harvest composition for the entire unit for compliance or provide
separate tables, pursuant to 14 CCR Section 1034(m)(1) for aggregate retention pre and
post-harvest levels in consideration of proposed cable corridor harvesting.

9. Section 1V, Past Projects (page 123): One approved THP within the assessment area (1
-19-00050-MEN) and one proposed THP (01-26-00021-SON) does not appear to be
included in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment. To support a complete evaluation
consistent with TRA #2.D.1, please revise the Plan to identify and briefly describe all past
projects and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects within the assessment area.
In addition, please consider whether inclusion of these projects affects the cumulative
impacts analysis and revise the assessment accordingly.

10. Section 1V, Assessment Areas (page 128). Please briefly explain the rationale for the
establishment of the Recreational and Visual Resources Assessment Area [ref. 14 CCR §
TRA #2.B.].

11. Section IV, Watershed Impacts Assessment — Sediment Effects — Past Activities
(pages 134-136): This discussion (as well as the first sentence of the conclusion on page
140) confuses the Impacts of Past Projects with the baseline physical conditions shaped
by past land uses that are not Past Projects. Please revise the assessment to differentiate
the Impacts associated with Past Projects from the existing conditions shaped by past
land uses (e.g., logging prior to the passage of the FPA).

12. Section IV, Watershed Impacts Assessment — Sediment Effects — Quantitative
Analysis of Past Projects (page 137): The assessment does not discuss the sediment
Impacts of Past Projects. Please revise the assessment to describe the relevant Impacts
of Past Projects within the assessment area (i.e., explain how Past Projects have changed
the physical environmental conditions related to sediment [ref. TRA #2.A.1.a.]).
Additionally, if there are any continuing significant adverse sediment Impacts from Past
Projects within the assessment area, which may add to the sediment Impacts of the
proposed Timber Operations, identify and describe the Past Projects’ Impacts as well as
the rates of recovery [ref. 14 CCR § 912.9(b) [932.9(b), 952.9(b)] & TRA #2.D.2.].

13. Section IV, Watershed Impacts Assessment — Sediment Effects — Reasonably
Foreseeable Probable Future Projects (pages 137-139): The assessment describes
Projects that are not described on pages 123 & 124 (e.g., road rehabilitation and fish
habitat improvement). Considering that Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects
are not speculative [ref. 14 CCR § 895.1], please revise the Cumulative Impacts
assessment for clarity and consistency, and, as necessary, for compliance with TRA
#2.D.1.

14. Section IV, Watershed Assessment Sediment Effect — Proposed THP — Road
Improvements (page 140): The plan states that no new road construction is proposed,
however Item 24.a. in Section II identifies new seasonal road construction. Please revise
the plan for consistency. Additionally, please revise this subsection to further substantiate
the broad claims within the analysis with site specific instances and clear descriptions on
why these site-specific instances support the claim.

For example, “Maintenance, like adding rock armoring or cleaning the existing
infrastructure secures bare mineral soil to the site and allows for proper functioning of
facilities” How was the bare mineral soil secured? Why was this practice effective enough
to control soil erosion? What do does proper function mean and why is that function
effective enough to control soil erosion?
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Review
Agency

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

Question

15. Section IV, Watershed Assessment Sediment Effect — Proposed THP — Yarding Effects
& Unstable Features (page 139 & 140): The plan states that “Section III of the THP
explains why this exception practice has been proposed and why it will provide equal or
greater protection to the environment than the standard rule.” Please revise the plan to
include this in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment.

16. Section IV, Watershed Assessment Sediment Effect — Proposed THP — Yarding Effects
& Unstable Features (page 139 & 140): The assessment is conclusory and does not
disclose or discuss the potential Effects (direct or indirect physical Environmental changes
caused by the proposed Project) [ref. 14 CCR §§ 15358 & 15360] from the proposed
Tractor Operations on unstable areas or the proposed Tractor Operations within slopes
greater than 65%, nor does it explain why these Effects are less than significant [ref. 14
CCR § 895.1: Significant Adverse Impact on the Environment]. Please revise the
assessment to provide site-specific analysis of the potential Effects from the proposed
Tractor Operations on unstable areas and the proposed Tractor Operations within the
WLPZ, and substantiate the conclusion of the assessment (i.e., explain how site-specific
measures proposed under the Plan and application of the Rules will prevent significant
sedimentation and instability from the proposed Tractor Operations on unstable area and
the proposed Tractor Operations within slope greater 65%).

17. Section IV, Watershed Impacts Assessment — Sediment Effects Conclusion (page
140): The conclusion is not supported by Substantial Evidence. Please revise the
conclusion to describe the relevant potential Cumulative Impacts of the proposed Project,
Past Projects and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects within the assessment
area (i.e., explain how the potential Impacts of the proposed Timber Operations could
combine with the Impacts of Past Projects and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future
Projects to change the physical environmental conditions related to each resource
subject), and explain why these Cumulative Impacts are less than significant (i.e., explain
how the potential Impacts do not have a reasonable potential to join with the Impacts of
any other Project to cause, add to, or constitute any significant adverse Cumulative
Impacts related to each resource subject).

18. Section IV, Watershed Assessment Water Temperature Effect — Proposed THP (page
143): The assessment for the proposed Water Temperature Effects doesn‘t address the
proposed exception of removing unmarked trees within the WLPZ. Removing trees within
the WLPZ can increase solar radiation exposure to the surface of a watercourse and
increase water temperature. Please revise the assessment to analysis for the potential
impacts of the proposed exception and how the effects of removing unmarked trees is
not significant to cause cumulative impacts.
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Review
Agency

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

CAL FIRE

ARCH

Question

19. Section IV, Watershed Resources and Soil Productivity Impacts Assessments: The
assessments discuss the proposed exceptions and measures intended to avoid Significant
Adverse Impacts. However, to further support the analysis, please provide additional
discussion of the potential Impacts (direct or indirect physical changes in the Environment
caused by the proposed Timber Operations [ref. 14 CCR § 15358]) from the proposed
exceptions: Tractor Operations on Unstable Areas, slopes steeper than 65%, and slopes
steeper than 50% with high EHR. Please revise the assessments to provide a more
thorough description of the potential Effects from these Timber Operations, and
substantiate the conclusions of each assessment (i.e., explain how site-specific measures
proposed under the Plan and application of the Rules will prevent reasonably potential
Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment) [ref. 14 CCR §§ 897(b)(3), 914.2(d) &
(f); TRA #2.A.1.a. & B.2.].

For example, please revise both assessments to explicitly identify and describe the
following:

e The potential direct/primary Impacts (e.g., soil disturbance, displacement of organic
matter, altered local surface drainage patterns, exposure of bare soil, etc.),

« the potential indirect/secondary Impacts (e.g., concentrated surface runoff resulting in
accelerated surface erosion, mass wasting, reductions in site productivity, sediment
transport, etc.),

« the applicable requirements of the Rules, and

« the site-specific treatments to implement these requirements; and explain

» how these required treatments will minimize and/or prevent potentially significant
secondary Effects, and

e why these required treatments are sufficient to avoid Significant Adverse Impact on the
Environment.

20. Section 1V, Soil Productivity Assessment (pages 178-184) The assessments currently
provide a vague overview of the proposed timber operations where additional site-specific
analysis would clarify and support the conclusions reached. While adherence to the Forest
Practice Rules is an important consideration, it does not by itself establish that potential
impacts would be less than significant. We respectfully request that the assessments be
revised to more clearly describe the analytical link between the baseline conditions, how
past project have shifting those baseline conditions and how the proposed timber
operations such as harvesting within Unstable area, including the proposed in lieu
practice of heavy equipment within the WLPZ will not have significant adverse impacts to
the baseline conditions [ref. 14 CCR § 897(b)(3)].

21. Section 1V, Visual Resource Assessment — Proposed THP (page 216): The assessment
for the impacts of visual resources states that uneven aged silviculture was chosen to
reflect the concerns of the public. However this assessment does not includes the analysis
to the proposed use of the alternative prescription aggregate variable retention where the
majority of basal area will be removed creating larger openings that described within this
assessment. Please revise the visual resources assessment to accurately describe all
proposed silviculture and the effects to the visual aesthetics of the proposed silviculture,
and why these effects will be not significantly impactful to the public and the visual
resources in the area.

22. Section V, Past, Present and Future Projects in the Big Pepperwood Creek PWS (page
233): On page 124, the Cumulative Impacts assessment identifies a Reasonably
Foreseeable Probable Future Project on land owned/controlled by the Timberland owner;
however, its location and boundaries are not mapped. Please revise the Plan for
compliance with TRA #2.D.1.

23. A confidential ARCH RTQ report has been prepared based on review of THP Section
VI: CAA.
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Review
Agency

CDFW

CDFW

CDFW

CDFW

CDFW

Question

24. Please describe how the Watercourse Transition Line was established on Big
Pepperwood Creek where it is adjacent to THP Units: GSEL2, VR3 and VR2. Please clarify
the following:

-Are there any Channel Migration Zones or Flood prone Areas present between the Creek
and base of the hillslope?

-If so, where?

-What is the site class (1, 2 or 3) in the WLPZs?

-Are there any unconfined watercourse channel area present adjacent to these units,
where there's a watercourse with a valley to channel width ratio at bankfull stage of 4 or
greater.

25. Please describe how the Watercourse Transition Line was established on Big
Pepperwood Creek where it is adjacent to THP Units: VR4, VR5 and VR6? Please clarify
the following:

-Are there any Channel Migration Zones or Flood prone Areas present between the Creek
and base of the hillslope?

-If so, where?

-What is the site class (1, 2 or 3) in the WLPZs?

-Are there any unconfined watercourse channel area present adjacent to these units,
where there’s a watercourse with a valley to channel width ratio at bankfull stage of 4 or
greater.

26. Please describe what prevents the watercourse adjacent to Unit VR1 from being a
Class I watercourse from the unit down to the confluence with Big Pepperwood Creek? Is
there a barrier present? If so, please characterize the barrier and why it is a barrier to
fish migration for all life stages of fish. If based on stream gradient starting at the
confluence with Big Pepperwood Creek, what is the approximate stream gradient from
the confluence and approximatly1,000 feet upstream.

27. Regarding the MAMU habitat near the ‘Green Bridge’ at the confluence of North Fork
Gualala: Please revise the plan to include protection measures, such as those in the
MAMU consultation 16-R1-CTP-041-MAMU in Section II, Item 32, to avoid potential
impacts to the Marbled Murrelet (MAMU). Currently, the THP does not appear to include
approved surveys indicating probable absence of MAMU at the Green Bridge Habitat Area,
or MAMU protection measures. According to 14 CCR 919.11, the THP requires
consultation with CDFW to determine, in short, if the THP might result in potential “take”
of MAMU. While earlier survey efforts resulted in no MAMU detections, the 2003 Pacific
Seabird Group protocols suggest re-surveying potential habitat after 5 years, or more, to
support probable absence. Multiple offshore MAMU survey detections at the mouth of the
Gualala (including potential juveniles) within the nesting season infer potential nesting
may be occurring in suitable inland habitats within 28 km of the coast. In order to
provide the appropriate protection measures for MAMU nesting habitat adjacent to the
THP operations (including appurtenant road(s)), CDFW recommends the THP include
protection measures such as those in CDFW consultation 16-R1-CTP-041-MAMU, entitled:
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Pre-Harvest Inspection (PHI) Report
for Timber Harvest Plan (THP) 1-16-094 MEN "Plum”.

28. Section II of the THP (page 68) states that botanical surveys are forthcoming;
however, Section V discloses that a focused survey was completed on May 20, 2026.
Please revise the THP to clarify whether additional surveys are anticipated. If so, revise
the THP to include a commitment that all survey details (including surveyor name and
qualifications, survey dates, maps of survey routes, and a resultant floristic list) will be
amended into the THP prior to operations.
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Review
Agency

CDFW

GIS

GIS

WQ

cc: Unit, File

Question

29. The rare plant assessment in Section V (page 386) identifies species for which timber
operation impacts were ruled out, either because suitable habitat does not occur within
the THP area or because the species are assumed to be protected by virtue of occurring
within @ WLPZ. Prior to PHI, please revise the table on page 387 to include the habitat
basis for each species’ regarding this determination.

30. Section II, Item 24j, page 26: 2188 feet of temporary road are proposed to be
deactivated, but no temporary roads are proposed for construction in 24a. Per the
definition in 14 CCR 895.1, temporary roads must be deactivated or abandoned upon
completion of use, and as such, temporary roads should not exist prior to the start of a
THP unless they are already abandoned or deactivated. Please clarify the current and
planned status of this road.

31. Both springs and seeps are marked in Item 26a, but only springs are shown on the
Section II maps. Please adjust for clarity and consistency.

32. North Coast RWQCB Waste Discharge Information for RPF:

Discharges, or potential discharges of waste from timber harvesting on private lands
within the North Coast Region must be permitted under either Waste Discharge
Requirements. Following plan approval by CAL FIRE, and prior to beginning timber
harvest activities, landowners must apply for coverage under the General WDRs (Order
No. R1-2004-0030) or an individual WDR, or in some cases a Watershed-wide WDR.

Copies of the GWDR, as well as other timber related information, can be found at the
following web address:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/forest_activities/

To view harvesting documents, please visit: https://caltreesplans.resources.ca.gov/caltrees/




