
 
August 25th, 2026 
 
CAL FIRE 
Resource Management 
135 Ridgway Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 
santarosareviewteam@fire.ca.gov 
 
RE: First Review Responses to 1-26-00099-SON 
 
Below are responses to the First Review questions for 1-26-00099-SON. The RPF responses are 
highlighted in Bold text.  

CAL FIRE Questions: 

1. Section I, Item 5 (page 4): The zip code provided is inconsistent with the zip code provided in Items 3 & 
4, as well as the 1600 permit (page 143). Please revise the Plan as necessary for accuracy and compliance 
with 14 CCR § 1034(e). 
Please revised page 4 and 5. 
 
2. Section I, Item 8.d. (page 7): On page 121, the Plan states that THP area was “transitioned to conservation 
status under the ownership of Save The Redwoods League”. Please revise Item 8.d. as necessary for accuracy. 
Please see revised page 121.  
 
3. Section II, Item 24.f. (page 40); & Section III, Addendum to Item 25 (page 139 & 140): On page 40, the 
Plan states that “R1 is located 30-100 feet upslope and parallel to the Class I”; however, on pages 139 & 140, 
the Plan states that “R1 is located 20-100 feet upslope and parallel to the Class I”. Please revise the Plan for 
consistency. 
Please see revised page 139 and 140.   
 
4. Section II, page 46: Please revise the footer to reference this THP, instead the Garcia South THP. 
Please see revised page 46. 
 
5. Section II, Item 26.c1. (page 50): It appears that this should be marked “yes” [ref. THP Map Point T4]. 
Please address and revise the Plan as necessary for accuracy. 
Please see revised page 50. 

 
6. Section IV, Watershed Impacts Assessment Area Description (page 157): Regarding the RPF’s response 
to RTQ #13 from the Letter of Return, the Planning Watershed number is still incorrect. Please revise. 
Please see revised page 157.  
 
7. Section IV, Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects: Regarding the RPF’s revisions in response 
to RTQ #17 from the Letter of Return, on page 129, the Plan mentions further planned prescribed burns, but 
the Cumulative Impacts assessment does not explicitly identify any planned prescribed burns. Please clarify 
if these planned prescribed burns meet the definition of Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects 
[ref. 14 CCR § 895.1] and revise the Cumulative Impacts assessment as necessary for compliance with TRA 
#2.D.1. 
 Please see revised page 129.   

 
8. Section IV, Botanical Resources Conclusion (page 239): Regarding the RPF’s response to RTQ #25 from 
the Letter of Return, the botanical resources conclusion still discusses soil productivity and growing space 
loss, instead of botanical resources. Please revise. 
Please see revised page 239. 
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9. Section IV, pages 154, 182 & 220: The Cumulative Impacts assessment includes multiple references to 
the Garcia River. Please revise. 
Please see revised page 154, 182 and 220.  
 
10. Section IV, GHG Impacts Assessment (pages 254 & 255): The assessment states “Current project 
parameters were applied to the CalFire model and summarized on the following pages support our conclusion 
that the project will result in a net reduction in atmospheric carbon dioxide over time (break projected at 16 
years).” However, the conclusion on page 261 states “The stands will take less than 10 years to recoup carbon 
lost and emitted during harvest” and the project carbon accounting worksheets indicates 6 years for the 
proposed Selection and 14 years for the proposed Fuelbreak. Please revise the assessment for consistency. 
Please see revised pages 255 and 261. 
 
11. A confidential ARCH RTQ report has been prepared based on review of THP Section VI: CAA. 
Received.  
 
CDFW Questions 
 
12. Section II, Item 32(a), page 72, Coho Salmon, Steelhead, Chinook Salmon – During 1st Review 
conducted on July 29, 2026, CDFW stated, “Section III, Notification Information List Pursuant to Fish and 
Wildlife Code Section 1611 (1611 Addendum), page 142, states that work will be conducted “April 1 through 
November 15” and “Please evaluate the impacts to listed fish species at Map Point 13 and revise Item 32(a) 
and the 1611 Addendum to include protection measures including a modified work period to avoid listed fish 
species that may be present at Map Point 13.” Item 32(a) and the 1611 Addendum do not include information 
regarding listed fish species that may be present at Map Point 13 during work activities, nor do they include 
a protective measure establishing a modified work period to avoid listed fish species. The Map Point Table, 
Section II, page 84, and the 1611 Addendum, Section III, page 147 state methods to divert the watercourse 
around the work area and to maintain unimpeded flow for fish passage, however, impacts to listed fish could 
occur due to excavation of temporary watercourse channels, diversion of water from the watercourse to the 
temporary channel, and incidental release of sediment, debris, or hazardous materials (e.g., heavy equipment 
leaks) from work areas adjacent to the watercourse. Please consider revising Item 32(a) and the 1611 
Addendum to include information regarding presence of listed fish during crossing work and a modified 
work period to avoid listed fish species that may be present. 
Please see revised pages 72, 84 and 143-148. 
 
 
13. Section II, Item 32(a), page 71, Biological Resources, Gray Wolf – The THP states, “If a gray wolf is 
discovered within the THP area, halt operations and notify the RPF or Plan submitter, and CDFW will be 
consulted for further recommendations.” Please consider revision of Item 32(a) to also include establishment 
of a 500-foot buffer if a gray wolf den or rendezvous site is detected. 
Please see revised page 71. 

 
14. Section II, Map Point Table, page 84, and Section III, Notification Information List Pursuant to Fish and 
Wildlife Code Section 1611 (1611 Addendum), page 147 – For Map Point 13 the THP states, “Coffer dams 
may consist of clean sandbags, native material, or aquadams.” Use of aquadams requires filling of the dam 
liner with water. Please consider revising the Map Point Table and 1611 Addendum to include information 
regarding the source of the water to be used to fill the dam liner and whether filling will occur by gravity or 
by pump. If the origin of the water for filling the aquadam is from the Class I watercourse at Map Point 13, 
please consider revising the Map Point Table and 1611 Addendum to include protective measures to avoid 
the entrainment and impingement of listed fish species. 
Please see revised page 143-148. 
 
15. Section III, Notification Information List Pursuant to Fish and Wildlife Code Section 1611 (1611 
Addendum), page 147 – The 1611 Addendum for Map Point 13, a Class I watercourse, states, “…water 
diverted around the project site using a pump…” and “…with water diverted either by gravity or a pump...” 
However, the 1611 Addendum states, “Water will be flowing unimpeded…” and “…maintain proper 
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unimpeded flows for any wildlife resources including fish.“ Pumps are typically used when a coffer dam 
completely blocks flow, thus, use of a pump may conflict with the intent of providing unimpeded flow for 
fish passage. Additionally, the use of a pump is not included in the description of Map Point 13 within the 
Map Point Table, page 84. Please address these discrepancies. 
Please see revised pages 143-148. 
 
 
WQ Questions: 
 
16. MP 13: Is there anticipated aggraded material in the current crossing that potentially mobilize after the 
culvert is removed? Does the typical diagram provided in section II accurately represent the extent of the 
channel excavation that will occur at this site? What is the expected frequency of use of this crossing after 
timber operations are complete? How can the RPF ensure that this proposed design does not result in sediment 
discharge to the Class I watercourse if the channel is wetted year-round? 
There is no aggraded material that can mobilize, and the surface of the road will be rocked as per the 
proposed treatment armoring the channel and banks through the crossing. The diagram accurately 
represents the extent of excavation, which can be better understood on the PHI. The frequency of use 
will be low. The watercourse may be wet year round, but is not necessarily the case every year. The 
crossing will be rocked, including the approaches; the western road that leads to the crossing is already 
rocked for hundreds of feet prior to the crossing. R1 approaching at the east of the crossing will require 
surface treatment as it is in the WLPZ, and will likely be rocked as well. There should be no sediment 
on the road surface leading to the crossing, within the crossing, or deposited in the crossing through 
driving.  The improved rocked ford design will not include timber operations, and if such operations 
are intended, a new permit will be obtained and crossing of the watercourse for timber operations will 
be addressed.  
 

 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me.  

Thank you, 

 

Madeline V. Pusich 
Forester, RPF #3069 
North Coast Resource Management, Inc. 
Phone: (707) 489-5195 
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SECTION II PLAN OF OPERATIONS ITEM - #24 & #25 

RM-63 THP form v5-25 HRRR Timber Harvest Plan  

ITEM #25 ASP WATERSHEDS 

a. [X]Yes  [☐]No
 

[☐]N/A

Will hauling on roads and landings be limited to those which are hydrologically disconnected from 
watercourses to the extent feasible, and exhibit a stable operating surface? 
If “No” address the exception per 14 CCR § 923.6 [943.6,963.6](h)(3). 

b. [X]Yes  [☐]No Is there any proposed logging road(s) or landing(s) construction or reconstruction located in ASP 
watersheds or immediately upstream and contiguous to, any watershed with listed anadromous 
salmonids? 
If “Yes” address the following in SECTION III: 
 How the proposed operations will fit into the systematic layout pattern? [ref. 14 CCR §

923.1 [943.1. 963.1](g)(1)].
 What, if any, offsetting mitigation measures are needed to minimize potential adverse

impacts to watersheds from the road system (including but not limited to,
abandonment of logging road(s) and landing(s)? [ref. CCR § 923.1 [943.1. 963.1](g)(2)].

 Specific provisions for the protection of salmonid habitat for all logging road(s)
construction on slopes, greater than 50% with access to a watercourse or lake. [ref. 14
CCR § 923.4 [943.4, 963.4](s)(1)].

 Specific erosion control measures for all permanent and seasonal roads with a grade of
15% or greater which extends 500 feet or more. [ref. 14 CCR § 923.5 [943.5,
963.5](q)(2)].

Please see Section III, Item 25(b) for information regarding the four bullet points listed above. 
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SECTION II PLAN OF OPERATIONS - ITEM #26 

RM-63 THP form v6-25 HRRR Timber Harvest Plan 

Wet Areas with WLPZ:  

These wet areas can support hydrophilic vegetation, can provide habitat for aquatic species, and can have pool structure 
(typically at least a couple of feet wide and at least several inches deep). If located outside of Class I or II WLPZs, these 
areas shall be provided with a 25’ EEZ (Slopes less than 50%) to a 50’ EEZ (Slopes greater than 50%) and canopy 
retention zone where 50% total canopy shall be retained.  The 50% canopy shall be comprised of at least 25% of the pre-
existing overstory conifers. The zone is flagged with blue/white striped “WLPZ” flagging and orange glo. Please see 
Section II Maps for location of wet area symbols. 

Seeps: 
A seep is a feature created by anthropogenic structures (e.g. roads, landings) which intercepts subsurface flow and may 
create wet ditches, possibly including pools that may support hydrophilic vegetation.  No protection is afforded seeps.  
Typically, they may be drained to ensure continued functionality and use of infrastructure.  Seeps are only mapped (as map 
points) if specific work is associated with such sites.  

Class IV:  

WH-2 is classified as a Class IV pond, and is located at the end of the road in an area outside of the THP and WLPZ is 
hung for the adjacent wet areas along the THP boundary.  

c1. [X]Yes   [☐]No Is there any tractor road watercourse crossings that require mapping? [ref. 14 CCR § 
1034(x)(7)] 

c2. [☐]Yes   [X]No Will tractor road watercourse crossings involve the use of a culvert? 

If “Yes” state the minimum diameter and length for each culvert. [ref. 14 CCR § 914.8 
[934.8, 954.8](e)] 

Map Reference Points (MRP) Culvert Diameter Culvert Length 

d. [☐]Yes   [X]No Is there a Master Agreement for Timber Operations (MATO) for Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (SAA) approved by the Department of Fish and Wildlife for any portion of 
this Plan? 
MATO or SSA Number: ___________________________________________________ 

If “Yes” provide a list of the crossings, water drafting sites, or other water features to 
be used during operations and provide the conditions to be utilized and or consider 
including the conditions of the MATO or SAA as operational instructions to the LTO in 
SECTION II.  

MATO or SAA Instructions to LTO 
Specific water 
feature under 
MATO or SAA 

(crossings, drafting 
sites, etc.) 

Conditions of MATO or SAA to be utilized at each specific feature 

a 
A 
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HRRR THP 
1600 Permit 

 
Removal at MP 13 will transpire as follows:  
First, removal of most vegetation, rock armoring and fills at one side of the culvert will be 
conducted while maintaining the culvert and keeping the inlet and outlet clear of debris 
and sediment deposition. This work can be conducted prior to the removal of the culvert 
which will maintain the current passage and will create space at watercourse grade next to 
the culvert on one side. A coffer dam will be installed beginning upstream of the culvert, 
with water diverted by gravity. Coffer dams may consist of clean sandbags, rock and native 
material covered with plastic tarps. This structure shall continue along one side of the 
culvert where fills have been removed, which will push water around one side of the culvert 
in preparation for removal. Water will be flowing unimpeded against the coffer dam, but 
outside of the culvert and will be available for aquatic species to continue to use. The coffer 
dam and diverted flows may be shifted around the site during operations to best suit the 
removal activities and ensure sediment is not entering the water, as well as maintain proper 
unimpeded flows for any wildlife resources including fish. Finally, the culvert will be taken 
out of the crossing (without disturbing the coffer dam), and any remaining fills will be 
excavated. The channel will be excavated to watercourse grade and shaped, and the 
proposed rocking will commence. Once the natural channel path is rocked, flows can return 
to the channel, the remaining fills shall be removed, and all coffer dams & associated 
materials shall be removed from the channel upon completion of the activity. The area that 
accommodated the coffer dam shall be shaped and rocked, which will complete the 
crossing removal and construction.  

 
j. Calculations or other data used to size culverts. 

Please see the attached tables (also located in Section V).  
 

k.        For bridge installations: indicate if the abutments or road approaches will encroach 
into the floodplain or channel; provide the calculations or data used to determine 
bridge height and flow capacity; describe the type of abutments and scour protections 
with dimensions; provide any engineering reports or plans; etc.  
N/A 
 

l. Describe any torrent, debris or landslide conditions at each encroachment. 
 
Refer to Road and Map Points Table in Section II for additional information. 
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HRRR Timber Harvest Plan 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA BOARD OF FORESTRY 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ASSESSMENT 

Introduction 
The HRRR THP is 129 acres and is located approximately 2 air miles southeast of the Stewarts 
Point Rancheria in Northern Sonoma County, California. The proposed operations are located in 
portions of T09N, R13W, Sections 9, 10, 15 & 16; MDBM. The THP is located in Haupt Creek 
Planning Watershed (1113.840301) and is adjacent to and upslope of a Class I tributary to Haupt 
Creek, tributary to Wheatfield Fork of the Gualala River. The Gualala River is 303(d) Listed – 
Sediment, Siltation  and High Water Temperature Impaired; Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for sediment (USEPA, March 2001). The following watercourses receive drainage from 
the proposed timber harvest plan: unnamed Class I and Class II-Standard watercourses which are 
tributaries to the Haupt Creek. Elevations within the plan area range from 600 to 1220 feet. The 
plan area contains mostly gentle slopes situated on a northeast aspect that range from 0% to 35% 
for the majority of the project area, with a small steeper section over 65% near the proposed road 
construction R1. Within the last 10 years none of the proposed project area has been harvested, and 
only 1.5% of the watershed has been harvested under one THP.  

The State Water Resources Control Board has listed over 300 water bodies within California as 
being water quality limited in accordance with the federal Clean Water Act section 303(d). 
Included in their listing is the Gualala River, which has been identified as a high-priority waterbody 
due to excessive sedimentation and elevated temperature. Accelerated erosion from land use 
practices and other causes was identified as affecting the migration, spawning, reproduction, and 
early development of cold water fish such as coho salmon and steelhead trout. When the Gualala 
River was designated a high-priority waterbody under the requirements of the CWA, the 
development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the river became necessary. The EPA 
established the Gualala River Watershed TMDL in 2001. The recently adopted Gualala Sediment 
TMDL Action Plan outlines implementation measures, clarifies roles and expectations, and 
establishes a path toward achieving water quality standards. For sources like timber harvesting, the 
responsible reviewing party is the North Coast Water Board, with the ongoing action as follows: 
Continue to evaluate compliance with and enforce waste discharge requirements (WDRs) or 
waivers of waste discharge requirements (Waivers) and make recommendations for additional 
measures to ensure water quality objectives for sediment are achieved during the timber harvest 
review process, as necessary. The responsible party conducting timber harvesting shall follow the 
ongoing action of: Comply with WDRs or Waivers issued by the North Coast Water Board, 
including erosion control measures that meet water quality standards for sediment. An erosion 
control plan is located in Section V, and the THP will be enrolled in the GWDRs in order to address 
significant existing and potential erosion sites.  

The proposed THP includes 102 acres of Fuelbreak/Defensible Space, 21 acres of Single-tree 
Selection, and 6 acres of No Harvest. 100% of the THP is designated as tractor yarding. There is 
approximately 1,500 feet of seasonal road proposed for construction within the plan area that has 
been evaluated by a Professional Geologist (see Section V Geology Report).  

Currently, uneven age conifer stands are present in varying densities throughout the project area 
and include late successional forest stands. The upper elevations near the southern boundary of the 
plan contain multiage conifer classes with occasional areas of windthrow where large Douglas-firs 
are dominant. Tanoak and bay laurel is present throughout the plan area and sometimes is a 
significant component of the stand. Fuelbreak silviculture in the majority of the plan aims to greatly 
reduce ladder and surface fuels while maintaining all large and healthy conifers. Within the lower 
elevations, stocking levels are densely stocked with large redwood, Douglas-fir, and small tanoak 
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(d) If column (1) is checked in (c) above describe why the expected Impacts cannot be feasibly
mitigated or avoided and what mitigation measures or alternatives were considered to reach
this determination.  If column (2) is checked in (c) above describe what mitigation measures
or alternatives have been selected which will substantially reduce or avoid reasonably
potential significant adverse Cumulative Impacts.

Resource Subject Assessment Areas 

A. Watershed

The watershed assessment area (WAA) includes the following planning watershed(s): 

Haupt Creek is a CALWATER 2.2 Planning Watershed (1113.840301) containing 6,039 
acres. The proposed plan area encompasses 129 acres of the watershed which is approximately 
2.1% of the planning watershed. The plan area and the planning watershed (which is the 
watershed assessment area (WAA)) are portrayed on the Watershed Assessment Area (WAA) 
and Biological Assessment Area (BAA) Maps. 

Rationale: 
This assessment area is consistent with the January 7, 1992 CDF recommended guidelines to RPFs 
which states: “The watershed assessment area for assessing cumulative watershed effects should 
be selected to include an area of manageable size (usually an order 3 or 4 watershed) relative to the 
THP that maximizes the opportunity to detect an impact”.   

B. Soil Productivity

The soil assessment areas are confined to the soils within the timber harvesting area. 

Rationale: 
Soils outside of this area are unlikely to be significantly effected by operations.  As a result, this 
best represents the area in which potential adverse effects may be detected.  Soils outside these 
areas should be left undamaged and untouched by this timber harvest. 

C. Biological

The Biological Assessment area (BAA) comprises all the area within 0.7 miles of the plan 
boundary.  The 2,970 acre BAA is portrayed on the WAA and BAA Maps located in Section IV of 
this THP. 

Rationale: 
Terrestrial plants and animals further away from the harvest area will be less affected by the 
disturbance than those within the plan area.  Aquatic species downstream from the THP area may 
be affected by water temperatures and sedimentation moving downstream.  In addition, this 
assessment area was chosen because it coincides with the survey area for the Northern Spotted Owl 
set forth in the Forest Practice Rules. 

D. Recreational

The recreational resource assessment area includes the harvest area plus 300 feet surrounding the 
harvest area.  

HRRR Timber Harvest Plan 
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HRRR Timber Harvest Plan 

• Road Building: Road building is associated with all the other past land uses discussed here.
The sedimentation of watercourses and therefore an increase in water temperature is
perhaps the greatest past and continuing effect within the watershed and a major
contributing factor to that would be the construction and use of forest and ranch roads. The
building of logging roads through riparian areas and alongside Class I watercourses within
the WAA, reducing canopy cover and therefore increasing temperatures, and the pushing
of fill material into creeks during their construction most likely contributed to an increase
in water temperatures in the past.

• Rural subdivisions: Whenever there is human activity, there is potential for adverse effects
on the environment. Human population growth affects all resources, either directly or
indirectly, and increased pressure upon rural settings is a manifestation of those effects.
Accelerated erosion can occur from access roads and home sites. Today, the county/state
controls almost all land use activities with regulations designed to prevent significant
adverse effects. Past building and conversion in riparian areas at the lower elevations of
the WAA also reduces canopy and therefore could have effected water temperature of the
Gualala River and its tributaries.

• Wildland Burning: The removal of canopy cover on a large scale followed by wildland
burning and therefore the removal of organic material and root strength increases the
amount of runoff, mass wasting and rain drop impact which led to excessive
sedimentation, turbidity, and increased water temperatures. The lack of streamside canopy
due to burning, as well as organic matter and LWD also contributed to an increase in
temperatures.

• Agriculture/Grazing: Past grazing activity often converted forestlands to grassland which
decreased the amount of canopy in the WAA at times. Additionally, roads and access for
grazing and agricultural activities in the WAA through grasslands with flashy
watercourses and poor drainage caused mass wasting events and sediment delivery.

Water Temperature-Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects 
There are no known future Projects.  
As described above, the main activities that have been conducted within the Watershed Assessment 
Area affecting water temperature are road building, timber harvesting, ranching, and to a lesser 
extent wildland burning, agriculture, and rural subdivisions. It is anticipated that these activities 
will continue into the future, as discussed above. 

Road building is not expected to result in adverse effects to the assessment area in the future as a 
majority of the assessment area currently has roads, and any new roads constructed will utilize 
proper planning, design, and construction techniques. Road maintenance and repair will increase 
in the future as awareness of the effects of roads are evaluated and landowners work to improve 
their roads, using the Handbook for Forest and Ranch Roads. 

Wildland burning is expected to be conducted in the future, to a certain degree, to control fuel loads 
and vegetative cover and for site preparation activities.  The amount of burning conducted is 
expected to be minimal and should not result in any adverse effects to sediment, canopy or water 
temperature. 

Ranching and livestock grazing and other agricultural uses are expected to continue at limited levels 
which is not expected to have significant effect. 
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River.  

The Gualala River is primarily known for steelhead populations. There are four occurrences of 
winter-run steelhead and one central California DPS occurrence within the CNDDB Nine Quad 
search area. There is one occurrence within the BAA in the Annapolis Quad. The THP uses the 
NOAA Intrinsic Potential Model for salmonids and stream assessments conducted in 2019 where 
natural fish barriers were identified upstream of the Class I crossing MP 13, and has designated all 
Class I watercourses within and adjacent to the plan area as having presumed presence within, 
upstream and downstream of the THP. Measures that are proposed for the protection of coho above 
should also be considered adequate for the protection of steelhead, therefore no significant effects 
are expected on this species. 

Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. 
The proposed timber harvest plan is located within the California Coastal ESU for Chinook. 
Sustained water temperatures greater than 80 degrees Fahrenheit are fatal for adult salmon, which 
will migrate into the headwaters of smaller Class I waters to spawn when water is sufficient and 
debris dams do not prevent access.  Chinook salmon are riffle spawners and typically construct 
redds near the head of riffles in gravel 6 inches or less in diameter.  Ideal temperatures for spawning 
occur between 41-58 degrees Fahrenheit.  Chinook salmon prefer to spawn in the main stem of 
rivers or larger tributaries but will come further up watercourses depending on the stream flow 
in any given year. Chinook were not historically known to exist in the Gualala River, which has 
more reliable documentation of coho and steelhead populations.

Although there are no reported occurrences on CNDDB within the Plan area, BAA or Nine Quad 
search for the Chinook, the distribution information from NOAA Intrinsic Potential Model 
highlights that populations of Chinook salmon exist within the Plan area and BAA. The 
THP presumes presence within, upstream and downstream of the plan area. Measures that are 
proposed for the protection of coho and steelhead above should also be considered adequate for the 
protection of chinook, and therefore, no significant effects are expected on this species. 

Tide Water Goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi): (Status: CDFW Species of Special Concern) 
Northern tidewater goby inhabit brackish lagoons and estuaries feeding into the Pacific and 
likely feed on vegetation. There are no occurrences within the CNDDB Nine Quad search 
area. They were not spotted downstream of the plan and do not inhabit flowing channels. As 
such, timber management activities are not expected to directly effect Northern tidewater goby 
populations.  

California Freshwater Shrimp (Syncaris pacifica): (Status: State and Federal Endangered) The 
California freshwater shrimp is a small crustacean that lives in small streams. The shrimp 
reaches a maximum length of 1.96 inches (50 millimeters), and females are generally larger 
than males. Juveniles and males appear translucent to nearly transparent while mature females are 
often brown with a tan dorsal stripe. The California freshwater shrimp is found in low 
elevation, low gradient, freshwater streams in Marin, Napa and Sonoma counties, California. The 
shrimp typically shelters near the edges of stream pools and under stream banks, exposed 
root material, or submerged leafy branches. There is one occurrence in the Cazadero Quad 
within the CNDDB Nine Quad search area. They were not spotted within the THP watercourses 
and ASP rules will provide protection for their habitats. As such, timber management activities 
are not expected to directly affect shrimp populations.  

HRRR Timber Harvest Plan 
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HRRR Timber Harvest Plan 

Botanical Resources Conclusion 
The existing conditions within the BAA regarding botanical species indicate that there are many 
diverse habitats that exist that could support rare, threatened or endangered species, and some 
reported occurences within the BAA and 9 quad search. Past projects had botanical reports and 
surveys, with protection measures, therefore there was not a significant effect in the past. This 
THP does not propose to use herbicide. The THP will utilize existing skid trails on slopes mainly less 
than 40%, therefore the effect of opening and using the skid trails requires less movement and 
displacement of soil; growing space is not fully lost as the trails have been constructed and used in 
the past and are not completely grown over. Some rare species may populate areas of disturbed road 
way or skid trail prism, and some may benefit from the increase available sunlight in some of the 
denser stands. The new road construction area did not have any detections, however it is possible 
that the new road construction and available light could increase the presence of listed plant species, 
and overall species diversity. This would be expected to occur months to years after timber 
operations as the disturbed soil revegetates. There is not a present significant adverse effect to 
growing space loss, surface soil loss or soil productivity that would effect the ability for botanical 
species and rare plants to grow in the assessment area. Future projects are not anticipated to 
require extensive new road construction. The proposed THP will promote new habitats for species to 
population and will result in higher biodiversity through sunlight availability. An evaluation of 
interactions of proposed project activities with the effects of Past Projects and Reasonably 
Foreseeable Probable Future Projects on growing space is that there are no significant 
cumulative effects, and that current conditions will be maintained or improved through the 
project implementation. 
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over time. This is possible due two primary processes: 
1) Wood products used for building store carbon typically for decades deferring

their conversion through the natural carbon cycle process.
2) Forests growing at faster rates store more carbon at a correspondingly faster

rate. Younger forests grow more quickly and have lower decay rates than older
decadent stands of timber.

Other factors not quantified by the model include: 
• A reduction in fire hazard as a result of the planned harvest due to the fact that

overgrown roads will be opened and rehabilitated providing much improved access for
wildfire fighting equipment in the event of a forest fire.

• California consumes far more natural resources, including wood than we produce. This
is a type of economic/environmental colonialism which amongst its many other
negative attributes increases carbon emissions associated with moving bulky resources
long distances. Locally produced wood products have a lower per unit "carbon cost"
than those imported from abroad. I think time will show that real solutions to this issue
will be more consumer based than producer based.

Greenhouse Gas Baseline Conditions 
Climate Change Overview  
The scientific literature on the phenomenon of global warming, and effect of greenhouse gas 
emissions on the State of California, as well as to the remainder of the Earth, is growing, conflicted, 
and politically charged. Consensus is growing on the occurrence of global warming, although there 
is considerable debate regarding the causes (Bast and Taylor, 2007; Ferguson, 2006). The Stern 
Review of the Economics of Climate Change (2006) was a comprehensive report commissioned 
by the British government and provided projections of economic cost based on assumptions of 
effects. Studies of past and present temperatures show a natural variability of Earth's climate. Past 
climates were as warm as (and even warmer than) what we currently experience, and such warm 
periods were typically, relatively short-lived respites from ice-age conditions that dominated the 
past half-million years (Ferguson, 2006).  

Regardless of the aforementioned issue, the State of California has recognized climate change and 
global warming as a threat to health, safety, and the economy. Global warming could result in 
reductions in water supply due to changes in snowpack levels, adverse health effects from increases 
in air pollution, adverse effects on agriculture caused by changes in quantity and quality of water 
supplies and significant increases in diseases and pests, increased risk of catastrophic wildfires, and 
significant effects to consumers and businesses due to increased costs  
of goods and services (AB 1493, 2002). In response, the State of California has enacted legislation 
and policies designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to increase energy efficiency (AB 
1493, 2002; AB 32, 2006; Gov. Schwarzenegger Executive Order S-3-05). The Executive Order 
established greenhouse gas emission targets using 1990 thresholds and established the California 
Climate Action Team to coordinate the State's efforts to reduce and report on progress of those 
efforts and on effects of global warming to the State. The 2008 “Approved Scoping Plan” calls for 
a reduction in annual emissions from a per capita amount of 14 tons of CO2 to 10 tons per person 
of CO2 by 2020 (CARB 2008). According to the CARB 2020 California Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Inventory, California statewide GHG emissions dropped below the 2020 GHG limit in 2016 and 
have remained below that limit since then (CARB 2020).  

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is considered the greenhouse gas (GHG) that has the greatest effect on the 
dynamic of global warming due to the fact that it composes the vast majority of the releases by 
human activities. There are two basic ways carbon emissions are reduced. First is efficiency, where 
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Site Preparation -554.88
Non-biological emissions 
associated with harvesting -961.12
Non-biological emissions 
associated with milling -55.50
Total Sequestration 33,225.36 
Years to Recoup Single Tree Selection (6 years) 

Fuelbreak/Defensible Space (14 years) 

Greenhouse Gas Conclusion 
This plan, alone or in combination with other harvest plans in the past in the watershed, 
ownership, Sonoma County, or State of California is not expected to have an adverse effect 
on climate change. Carbon from trees harvested will be sequestered for decades or longer in 
the form of the wood products cut from the logs. Importantly, additional carbon will be 
sequestered in the future as newly planted, sprouting, and growing crop trees occupy and 
grow on the site. Therefore, in combination with the goals of the State, future projects likely 
will not effect Climate Resources. The proposed THP activities do not have a significant effect 
on GHG. The stands will take less than 15 years to recoup carbon lost and emitted during 
harvest. An evaluation of interactions of proposed project activities with the effects of Past 
Projects and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects on GHG is that there is no 
significant cumulative impact, and that current conditions will be maintained through the 
project implementation. 
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