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PROTECTING HABITAT IN RIPARCAN  CORRIDORS
FRUM THE IMPACTS OF TIMBER HARVESTJl’?G

Status of $an#a Cruz County Streams

santa &u.z County streams were once among the best producers of salmon ZMJ St&head in
the State of California,  however, this historictily strong fishery has collapsed due to the
im~cts of timber  ha.w&ting,  road building and other development. Into the 1960’s, the bpFG
rated IocaI streams mo,mg the highest in number of juvenile fish produced per mile (3,100
juveniks  per mile in Zayante Creek, D, W. Kelly). The San Lorenzo River was the second
most fished river in the State in the i96O’s. The Department of Fish and Game estimated an
annual run Qf 20,000 steelhead and 2500 to 10,000 coho salmon in the San Lorenzo River in
I%4 (San Lorenzo River Management Plan). The most accurate data on adult runs during
the period 197611980  came from a trap on the San Lurenzo River operated by the Coutlty,  the
Department of Fish and Game and the City of Santa Cruz.

Adult Trap on the San Lwenzo River

1976-77- 1614 steelhead and 174 coho salmon
1977-78- trap did not operate due to low flows
1978979- 625 sfeelhead and 100 coho saImon
1979-R& 496 steelhead and 77 coho salmon

As the data &My indicates, there WBS a continuai decrease in the numbers of steelhead and
coho salmbll aver this time period.

In the iQ80’s and 1990’s, the downward trend has continued and is repeated throughout the
Cwnty.  Estimates that the runs of adult spawning steelhead had dropped to less than 5% of
tick historic numbers prompted the status review and Ming of the steelhead as “Threatened”
by the National Marine Fisheries Service. The status of coho salmon is even more dire:
salmon runs on four streams have  ~~rnpletely  disappeared and the numbers have f&n tQ less
than 1% of the historic runs in tie remaining streams. This precipitous drop in coho salmon
populations has led to a status review by the DFG and a listing of the coho as YEndanger&’
under the C&fornia Endangered Species Act. A 19PS fish count documented that, although
~rne aspects of fisheries  habitat had improved due to the high stream flows of the 1997-Q8
winter, there was overa a decline in habitat quality due, for the most part, to sedimentation
(Alley, 1999).

Al1 major streams in Santa Gnu. County are listed as “Impaired” (Section 404(d) ofthe Clean
Water Act) due to sediment impacts, by the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. This evaluation is confmecj by The San Lorenzo
River Manapmnt PIan (1979 and its update  in 1948), and the “Assessment of Streambed
Conditions” (Hecht and Kettleson, 1998). All ofthese  studies show that Santa Cruz County
streams are seriously impaired  with sediment, which has led to a serious loss in fisheries and
dwad&n of water quality. These signs of declining environmental habitat have alarm&d
the residents of the County, who have requested that more be d&tie  to protect this iqmtant
legacy of salmonid fishe15es. Salmon and steelhead are not only a barometer to the health of
the streams, but a symbol of the environmental attributes that make Santa Cruz a place that
the residents chose to live in.



This has prompted  the County to begin the development of a program to aPdress the County’s
watti +aIity issue~,.in~~ud@~ the development ~fvan~us ordlqances relatmg to water quality
and pmtiti, the hnng &additional  staff to address continued impacts of accelerated
erosion/sediietltation  of County streams, and the participation in a State rule~making  process
for tit&x harvesting, This is seen as a multi-year, multi-task program that will include the
Plann& Dqtirnent,  the Department of Public Works, Environmental Health Services and
other agencies working. together to bring about the restoration ofthe liged steelhead or coho
salmon species. Oile of the ordinances, the Locational Criteria for Timber Cutting., is intended
to apply  the County’s riparian corridor protection policies to timber harvesting.

Proposed “‘Locational Ctiteria  for Timber Cutting” Provisions

The County’s existing Ripark~ Corridor and Wetland Protection ordinance prohibits any
disturbance within perenniai  md titermittent  stream corridars and a corresponding  buffer we&
except under limited circumstances. The proposed ‘Locational Criteria f’~r Timber Cutting”
ordinance will extend these resource protection measures to proposed timber harvests,  as
follows:

Perennial  Streams (defined as streams that have year round flow and/or are shown as blue line
9n the U.S.G.S. Map) - No timber cutting or removal pursuant to m appved  Timber
Harvest Pian (TIP) or Non-industrial Timber Management Plati (NTMP)  is permitted within
a SO&foot buffer area on each side of the stream, measured horizontally from “me.an  high
w&t&

htermittmt $ve!ams (defined as streams that flow more than 30 days after a rain and/or are
shown as a dotted blue line on the U.S.G.S. map) - No timber cutting or removal pursuant to
m approved THP or NTh4P is en&ted within a 30-fmt  buffer area on each side of the
stream, measured hQrizonta!ly Pom “mean high water”-

Value of Riparian Corridors

Riparian corridors are one of the most vibrant and critically important habitats in California.
What is telling is the sheer number and vtiety of wildlife that depend on riparian corridors.
In “Status  of Rip&an  Habit.at”(Kondolf,  Kettleman, Embry,  Erman), the authors  state that
“ripa,&m habitats can consist of only 0.4% of the land area but are essential for at least one
phase of life for 75% of local wildlife species. For example, at Ieast 88 species of birds are
completely dependent cw western  riparian systems. Other bird species use forested wetlands
throughout the United States for food and rest during migration, or breeding and netiing
habitat (4 Mitsch and Grczssiink, 1993).

In the western United States, healthy fishties  are related to perennial streams with
undisturbed riparian wetland zones (4 Mitsch  and Grosslink,  1993). High quality streams in
Santa Crut are totally dependent on the &ility of riparian corridors to moderat!  th!
temperature  extremes  of the inland areas. Transpiration by coniferous trees mamtams  low soil
and water temperatures that are critical  to the survival of cold water fish in streams  fed by or
KV$.LI such forested lands (5 Sharitz and Gibbons, 1989). Studies have shown that intact
stream corridors regulate “microclimate” (Raedeeke et al, 1988) and regulate aquatic habitat
thmq# shading and moderation of water tempefature  and algal growth  production @OW~I,
~969).  The more intact and densely  forested a riparian  streamside mne is, the better rt IS
pro~ectecl Born solar radiation and air mixing f?om the heated upslope areas. In Central
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&om C~aml redwood forest to the semi-arid Mediterranean, Santa Cruz County is the
@rthest  southern edge of coho salmon habitat, because cool shaded  streams such as tk San
LorenzQ River are not found in the southern areas of the state where there are more Open
canopies and higher temperatures.

Riparian Values Related ta Water QuMity  and Flood Storage

The CQIlnty of Santa Cruz has a responsibility to protect public health, safety and wetire as
wea a to preserve sensitive resource& Locat streams play a crucial role in supportirrg  in-
stream municipal water supply (approximately 50% of rnunicipd use is derived from &MXUII
~urces} and ensuring adequate local groundwater recharge. However, these streams have
historically had serious problems with flooding (1955,1964,  1977,1982,1983,  1986, 1996,
19!J7)- It is wet! documented that riparian corriddrs play an important rale h protecting  tile
quality and quantity of this municipal water source. “Riparian forested wetlands have a
significant water storage and ground wafer recharge role, [and] thus tie valuable in water
supply and flood control” (1. Reilly et al., 199 1; Hook et al,. 1998; EWE, 1990; Demissie and
Khan, 1993; Brow-n and Sullivan, 1998; Grosslinket al-, 1990). “The wider the floodplain, the
greater  Ihe storage  action and reduction of flood peaks that occur. Larse floodplains with
long retention times can be important ground water recharge areas, depetldi~  on substrate
permeability” (2 Taylor et al., 1990; O’Brian,  1998). “A forested wetland overlaying
perxne&l~  soil may produce 100,000 gallons of water per day” (3 Anderson and Rockerel,
1991). Theref~r;ct,  a program that results in the protection of riparian corridors is not only a
benefit to aquatic species, but it is also beneficial to the preservation ofwater  quantity md BS
a flood control measure to protect the citizens of the County.

In addition to helping to reduce floodiig  and improve groundwater recharge, riparian corridor
buffers also benefit water quality by filtering sediments out of runoff before they can reach the
stream, thereby reducing pollution, Along with reducing the sedimat load Corn onsite and
offsite  sources, riparian buffers provide fin-ther benefits  by reducing the impacts of off site
Ccpoint”  and “nonpoint” sourGeS that lead to a cumulative effect on a water body- Studies by
*Peterjohn  and Carrel  (19&l), showed that riparian corridors are effective at fihering out 89%
of nitrogti that entered the forest from runoff, groundwater and precipitation. Riparian
forests have prtivm  &ective in reducing in “phosphate concentrations in runoff and flood
water by 50%” (*Glliam,  ‘1994). Riparian  wetlands that are adjacent to small streams are
particularly v&able in trapping palltitants and preventing nonpoint source pollution fi-om  ever
reaching larger water sources (*Gill&m, 1994; Walbridge,  1993).

Large Wood Rtiiuitmcnt  to Streams

hong the most important effects of fofeest  management on fish habitat in western North
America are changes in the distribution and abundance of large  woody debris (LWD) in
streams (‘Hicks et al., 1991). Timber harvestins has reduced the amount and size of LWD in
harvest4 ueas as compared to that in nonharvested  areas (Ralph et al-,  1994). LWb in
streams is a fundamental building btock for creatitig and maintaininp  salmon habitat. The lack
of LWD in $ma Cruz is a critical factor in the loss ~8 quality salmbnid  habitat. Since the
clearcutting of the County at the turn of the century, the local streams have been unable to
route  sediment  to adequately form pools, and to create channel stability, processes that are
normally asmiated with 1a.r~~~ trees embedded in the stream channel.

PhysbA  processes associated with LWD in streams iti&& but are not limited to, formation
of PO& (important to both juvenile and adutt salmon), creation of overwintering  a~$ other
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important rearing and feeding habitat, ccmtr01 of sediment and organic matter storage, and
;modific&on of water  quality. Biological attributes of large woody debris structures can
include providing refuge from predators and flood events, and mainttining ~rgamc matter that
&nthic mnvertebrates  feed, breed and take refuge in (B&on et al, 1987); Irr the “Status of
Rip&n Habitat”, the authors find that “[h]ilarvest  of timber in riptian areas, [and] removal of
trees for logging road constructi&’  can cause “[d)irect  loss of large trees in riparian areas,
reduction in structural ~mplexity,  [and] elimination Qf the supply of large woody debris to
the channel” along with “habitat caqhtity  reducti&‘(  &dell and Luchessa, 1981).

No Cut Buffem  Afford Superior Benefits to Riparian Corridor

A no cut buffer offers the best prottition  fos’ the features that make riparian corridors work
As cited before, intact carridcm  are necessary for cool waters and a he&y salmonid  fishery,
‘IThe intact, undk,&xl  corridor  provides the best protection fiQm Solar heating and any
reinoval of trees can only increase solar racliation or increase air flow, bringing about air
mixing and microclimate changes that raise water temperature.

NO cut buf&rs along a watercourse will achieve the conditions necessary to recruit and
deliver LWD to the stream much quicker than a managed zone, hy reduction of biomass in
the near stream zone will retilt in a direct reduction of material available for recruitment to
the stream. Any removal of large trees till set back the recruitment of ]L!%TJ  by many years
&UWS~ old dun&ant  trees are the t?)ost likely and most desirable trw to enter the stream,
and these trees take a minimum of 100 to 200 years to grow to the size and height necessary
to have proper function. This is true because, for proper function, trees need to be large
enough to last i&ream for 50 to 100 years before rotting, and must be at least a$ tdl BS 150%
of the stream width (with the large diameter section in the watercourse) (Califbftia
Department of Fish and Game Stream RestoraGan  Manual).

Large trees by nature are dodnant and do not benefit frwn management (thinning ofco-
dominant  trees) because dominants already have all the sun and water they need in the rip&n
ronc. Overcrowding  is a beneficial Gctpr in accelerating recruitment because it hastens the
shading out and dead fall of less dominant tress. Becaus the need for LWD is extreme, any
reduction in Iarge trees within the riparian corridor will prove detrimental, and will set back
the future desired state of increased recruitment of LWD. Because adequateIy large conifer
trees are rare along the stream banks and the instream LWD is almast nonexistent, the desired
fbture state for LWD is at least 100 years away if natural recruitment is employed.
Consideirig  the* factors in combination with the fact that Santa Crux County streams “are
deficient in LWD” @FG,  199S), any management that rcdwes the number or sets back the
delivery  ofLWD will be detrimental to the health of the streams and to salmonid  recovery
(Qqlifornia Department of Fish and Game S trateg.ic Nan, 1998).

There may be certain very limited instances in which seledive thinning af small trees cduld
benefit the ripax-ian  zone. Such thinning for environmtntal non-commercial purposes could be.
permitted under the County’s proposed riparian corridor ordinance, By restricting the cutting
of mature trees within the riparian zone, however, the proposed riparian buffer WA on balance
enSure greater recruitment of LWD into the streams than would occur without such a buf&r.

Timber &wvest Effects On Streams

The problems of sedirnetit delivery associated with timber harvesting are well bcumented  and
are recognized as is cost of doing business! ‘War-vesting timber on hill  sIopes, results in
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increased peak runoff  and erosion,” with the consequence of “blank erosion and conversion
of vegetated bottomland  into open gravel-bed channel” (Lyons and Beschta,  1983; cant,
1988). Roads in forested  landscapes also lead to surface erosi6ii  and mass wasting which
matribute  to the dramatic  increase in the delivery of sediments  to streams. The critical Sites
Erosion Study @urgin  et al, 1989) found that, “although forest  roads accounted for only 4%
of the area, they accounted for 760/o of the erosion  measured.” Conqruction  of roads reroutes
waters, GonGentrating  natural sheet flow aff slopes and channelizing  water, thereby greatly
increasing the sediment delivery rate off hilhidcs, Roads may affect  groundwater and su&ce
water by intercepting and rerouting water that might otherwise drain to springs atid streams,
This increases the density of drainage channels within a watershed and results in water being
routed more quickly into streams (NRC, 1996, SpenGe et al., 1996),

The rerouting of flows and resulting mtxentration  of sheet flow atttibutable  to timber
hanresting  and associated road operatibds is especially dangerous during flood events. During
periods of intetlse rainfall, any increase in surface waters discharged on a given site can make
a small 10 year storm the equivalent of a ioo year storm event of higher in terms of runoff.
The two most common sites of discharge are existing channels or bench flats on hillslopes.
3,,oading  fiats  {which can be unstable benches in hummock topography) with nxtloff  can lead to
landslides  and debris flows, as slopes become saturated. Not only are short duration storms
exacerbated, but the continuous loading of B slope causes long term saturation of the area,
which can lead to large scale block Imdslides,

Photo # 20 shcnvs JAII example ofhaw an individual tree in the riparian corridor caught and
stop@ a small slide that had a short run. Substantial benefits are gtined by leaving an
m&abed  corridor along the stream margins to buffer such landslide delivery into the creek.
The most dangerous and damaging slides are much larger (10 to 100 pubic yards) and travel
downslope a great distance (100 to 1000 feet). These larger landslides require a substantial
amount ofundisturbed, large timber to create an effective battier or buffer to landslides.
However, even when the landslides we larger than the ripatian buffer can stop, is the material
that will be delivmed to the base of the slide will1 be mostly large woody debris that protects
the toe of the slide from being eroded by flows and helps retain slide debris soils on the &pe
above the wood (U.S.G.S.  Professional Paper 1551-c). Undisturbed buffers have an ability to
absorb s&ent in the leaf’litter,  duff layers and throughout the @sroundcover  and
undergrowth.

The redirecting of additional waters into existing drainage  channels leads to channel
enlargement, because of the resulting hydrologic adjustments  needed to accommodate
additionA flow volumes. These hydrologic adjustments cause channel bed and bank soil loss
and lead to formation of head cutting gullies as the channel adjusts uphill. This channel
erosion results in direct inputs of sediment from Class III watercourses to higher order Cl&$ I
and Tz fish b&g streams.

Riparian Buffers  and Sediment Reductieti

The County of Santa Cruz and the State Resaurces Agency partnered in the early 1970s
jointly endeavored to conduct extensive surveys TV determine what could be done to correct
the S&CM decline in salmon and steelhead. The survey led to a complete watershed atiysis
ofthe San i,orenzo  River basin. This 5 year study was followed u with a County-wide
watershed analysis, which led to the creation bf the San Lorenzo K-ver Management Plan and
County-Wide Watershed Management Plans.
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These plans and the highly informative studies that accompanied them recognized the need
for a specific analysis of a project’s effects in relation to cumulative effects caused by human
activity  in the watershed, both past and present. To address this, the County adopted
orditlances  and a perr&ing  system that required minimum Best Matiagement  Practices to be
placed on all projecfs. But it was with the insistence  of the Departmetit of Fish and Game,
and the State of California Kesaurces Agency, that the County agreed to protect the tiparian
corridors from the development activities because it was undisputed that if recovery was
going to be possible it wm tlecessary,  at a minimum, to protect the integrity of these stream-
&de zones. The resulting Rip;vim Ordinance (1977)  has proven to be highly effective because
it creates buffers that protect streams from the impacts of development, erosion and
sedimentation, and creates wildlife corridors to facilitate wildlife travel from fragmented
habitat and bird breeding areas.

The County has not historidly~~pplied  its Riparian  Ordinance to timber harvesting
operations. The conttiig decline of runty streams and ripnrian habitats, however, has
demonstrated the need for zoning that restricts timber harvesting along County streams to
protect fish and wildlife habitats and to ensure the protection of high-quality drinking water.
‘l%e med to protect the County’s endangered fisheries is particularly clear. For example, the
State Resources Agency and the National Marine Fisheries SeGce  “Scientific Review Panel’
concluded by consensus that, “the existing Forest Practice Rules (FPRs) and the Timber
Harvest Plan, do not ensure prc~~iotl of anadromous salmonid  populations.”

Ftimt practices and timber harvest activity, including ground disturbance, road and landing
construction,  and the resulting CompaCtion of soils, result in increased sedimentation of
streams. Site di~~bance  and road construction typically increase sediment delivered to
meams through mass wasting and surface  erosion, which can eievate  the level of fine
sediment delivered to spawning gravels, filling the inner spaces that provide hbitat for aquatic
invertebrates and reducing salmonid egg survival. Utitil toads are eliminated, recontoured,
surfaGed pqwly, a~~d/or  drained properly to eliminate their adverse eff’ect  on Santa Cruz
County streams, the impacts ofthese roads must be mitigated. A standard practice for
r&caan in sediment delivery is to disperse concentrated flows and insure that a large
undisturbed strip of well vegetated land exists between the site of disturbance and the nearest
watemourse. The Monitoring and Study Group (MSG) of the Bbard of Forestry noted “that
Water and Lake Protection Zones WPZ ) provided sediment filtr&t&  for m&&ed fine
sediment associated with surface disturbance immediately above the WPZ”,  This filtering of
sediment is one of the key f&ntitibtiS  of a riparian  corridor buf&r.

Widths of Riparfatn lNflers

There have been suggestions fiorn the timber  industry that the proposed buffers are too wide.
Such statements do not take into account the function of an undisturbed filter strip. The
County tipa.rian  corridor buffer is a reasonable compromise, providing for the minimum width
necessary to ensure an adequate  buffer, while not significantly limiting timber operations, The
larger the undisturbed riparian buffer, the greater the filter capacity, as is recognized by the
FPRs in their acceptance  of maimurn  disturbed soil amounts in the Water and Lake
Protection ZOkIe.

When Dr. Peter  Mayle,  a Fiisheries  Professor at U. C. Davis, analyzed the Pacific Lumber
Company (“PAKD”)  Sustained Yield Plan/Habitat Conservation Play  he stated that the
w&mess  of the plan was that the Xparian Management Zone (BMZ) was too WWOW,  at 170
feet, with a 30 foot noJogging  buEej. Dr. Maybe stated that the R&Es are ?oo narrow and
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allow tm much intrusion  for logging. It is important to keep in mind when considering the
w that the WaterSheds inv&& are sune of the most fragilehrodibfe  on the Pacific Coast
and t&t evm sm,all ICEWS  of stream habitat should not be tolerated if we are sirwere iti
rsovering  cob p~p~~tions”  (Moyle,  letter Re:SYP 96-002).  Dr. Maybe  suggested  that a
340 f&l RIVE and a 60 foot no-logging buffer  would be inore appropriate. (The Santa Cruz
Mountains  are considered to be at least as fiagile/erbdible  as lands owned by Pacific Lumber
and the r&x&ll  intensity rating is higher: than that re@~n of californ%!.)

On federally  owned’  lands, the Forest Ecosystem Management Team report recommended a
standard, un&&urbed buffer of approximately 300-f&t  along (fish bearing) watercourses.
Tree removal and equipment activity  is precluded within these 300-foot  wide zones, until an
‘$ntens;Ve assessment of resource implication” is performed. This need for a NI undisturbed
buffer is additionally supported by Dr. Moyle  who stated in “Potential Aquatic Diversity
Umagement  Areas,” that “until watershed-specific; management strateies are developed, it
is highly desirable to US broad-scale prescriptions for land and water that err on the side of
prot.&an of habitats and biota”.

R@.x$n  buffers under the Oregon Forest Practice Rules for private lands inclu,de a 20 foot
no-harvest  zone, pltis a zone of 30-80 additional feet where only Limited Farqemenr is
allowed (Man tech Report 1996). Buffer zones recommended by the NatIonal Marine
Fisheries Service include a 30 foot no-harvest zone, with limited management out to the
height of one site-potential tree, which could be 200 feet or more ,

Proposed buffi~ z&nes Ike almost invariably designed to take into accent the economic
impact  of the regulation on timber harvesting and do not include the maximum protection for
fish and wkllife values. The Federal and State Endangered Species Acts, however, dearly
state that  economk impact shall not be considered when establishing protteGotl3  and
restrictions to recover a $pWA$.

Con$idetig all of these factors, the County’s proposed bu@ers  on perennial and intermittent
streams ate clearly justified in light of the current state of the fisheries, the listings of the who
and steelhead by the State of California and the federal government (Brown L.R. MoyIe
P.B. I991), and Endangered Species Act, which forbids the “take” of an endangered species.

Recent Timber Harvest and Rocumented  Dnmage
to the Riparian Corridor and Stredm

The County of !&nta C~IJZ was aware of the effects of both urbanization and timber harvest
activity when it oonsidefed the positive effect of requiting an undisturbed bufYer  along streams.
The County also can point  to examples ofi how the present Forest Practice Rules and their
implementation have not protected the integrity and fi.mction  of riparian corridprs within the
County.  ‘IThe Timber  Harvest Plan(THP) l-96-376 SCR Gamecock Canytiri  (pettires mcludeci)
removed canopy over an important “COW water source feeding the beAt restorable coho salmon
stream  in the Pajaro  River watershed. By the foresters own data, the ?ream temperatures were
4 degrees higher &et operations were completed under this THP. This is crjticalIy  important
because the temperature downstream in the main stem of Corralitos Creek approaches the limit
for both steelhead  and coho salmon. This T!#? removed canopy by over-cutting, cutting
unmarked  trees, and knocking down the majority of the remaining non-commercial riparian
hardwoods along the stream. This plan resulted in numerous violations of Forestry regulations
but continued to operate, and to damage and remove riparian canopy over the stream.

Page 7
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operatiofls  under this THP would not have continued if the County staff could have issued a
L’$fop Work Order”  and prevented the damage. Cotinty  staff warned CDF that damage was
omrring,  but no actions were taken until the County set up a meeting and threatened to sue the
St&e. j?ivqa  afk h&q the County’s concerns, the State Forest Practice Officers let the
operation  mntinue  unabated for months. Tt was not until late in the opera&~ that the Forest
Practice 0fficer  Supervisor stepped in and conducted the first canopy suwey WY conducted by
the Department  of Forestry in the coastal region. This survey wified the over-harvest and
timber harvesting  was stopped within 50 feet of both sides of the stream.

machmmt /I contains  a collection of letters, analysis and photographs that fbrther  supports  the
County’s  position that the Forest Practice Rules do not protect the r@riat~ corridors of the
coum from the adverse  impacts of timber harvesting, and that additional protection in the form
of a no-cut buff&r is needed,
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In 1998 and 1999 the County of Santa Cruz proposed a set of special County Rules for
consideration by the State Board of Forestry. Part of that packet included establishing no-cut
buffer zones around water courses. Three THP’s are especially important for understanding the
inability of CDF to protect critical watersheds, and the lack of concern for County appeal issues
to the Board of Forestry. The three plans are: THP l-94-353 SCR, lands of Golitzen/Diesel, RPF
Gary Paul; THP l-96-275 SCR (formerly l-95-33 1 SCR), lands of BurchKoleman, RPF M. W.
Zeke Se&rest; and THP l-96-247, lands of Koppala/Eel River Sawmills, RPF Roy Webster. All
three of these THP’s took place in upper headwaters reaches of their watersheds, reaches which
are particularly important for providing cold water to streams, and which are immediately above
anadromous fish spawning areas.

THP l-94-353 SCR involved the helicopter harvesting of Rattlesnake Gulch Creek. Violations
were issued by CDF for deposition of slash and trees into the watercourse. However, no
violations were issued for stream canopy removal in excess to what was stipulated in the THP,
even though large areas were essentially denuded because of falling practices which not only
paralleled the watercourse, but also fell from two directions to a central point for easier pick-up
by the helicopters (see photo’s). County staff were told that the fallers were from Oregon and
didn’t know the local rules.

THP l-96-275 SCR (formerly l-95-33 1 SCR) involved timber harvesting in Gamecock Canyon.
The harvest resulted in excessive removal of tree canopy above the stream. Extensive pre-harvest
review was conducted in an attempt to protect the watercourse. The photo’s clearly show that
protection was not achieved. Numerous violation within the WLPZ are documented, and even
continue to occur after the first violations are noted. The sensitivity of the watercourse, with
regard to anadromous fish, is well documented in the appeal. Finally, after nearly all of the class I
and II streams had been cut excessively, CDF required a 50 foot no-cut zone for the remaining
portion of Gamecock Creek. The photo’s show excessive canopy removal, slash material entering
the stream, inner gorge instability within the WLPZ, and what a 50 foot no-cut zone looks like.
County staff were told that the LTO was from Northern California and didn’t know the local
rules.

THP l-96-247 SCR was a timber harvest along Fritch Creek. Again, this THP was cited in the
County appeal as having water quality and fisheries concerns. The RPF even did cross-sections
of cable corridors, to show that the proposed harvest would not damage the canopy cover over
the creek (attached). Also attached are the numerous violations along the WLPZ which were
noted by CDF, and an amendment to the plan which attempts to correct the excessive removal of
canopy by the planting of 6” tall seedlings! Again the photo’s show excessive removal of stream
canopy, and slash and soil entering the watercourse. Once again County staff were told that a
very difficult LTO from Northern California did the job, and he didn’t know the local rules.

Redwood Empire, and their RPF Peter Twight, have proposed a new THP immediately adjacent
to their last harvest in Gamecock Canyon. The initial review of this THP (l-99-095 SCR) has
been interesting in a number of ways. Redwood Empire has documented that their Gamecock
harvest (l-96-275 SCR) has indeed had an impact on water temperatures, raising them up to 4
degrees Fahrenheit. The Department of Fish and Game has requested no harvesting within the
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entire WLPZ (let alone 50 feet) due to the impacts of l-96-275. CDF biologist Brad Valentine
has also made a recommendation for a 25 foot no-cut zone based on stream gradient which
would accommodate flows which would wash out all but very large trees, elimination of most
LWD present or recruitable at the turn of the century, and because the “young” 100 year old trees
are “unlikely to contribute substantial volume of LWD to the watercourse for decades.” These
same factors similarly limit nearly all of the streams. In fact, this is the best case scenario, all
stream corridors which have had harvests since the turn of the century would be less able to
provide LWD.



County of Santa Cruz
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN  STREET,  4l” FLOOR,  SANTA CRUZ,  CA 95060

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN  D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

September 9, 1999

Mr. Christopher Rowney, Executive Director
Board of Forestry
14 16 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 958 14

SUBJECT: PROPOSED RULEMAKING - 1999 SANTA CRUZ COUNTY RULES

Dear Mr. Rowney:

The public hearing on the 1999 Santa Cruz County Forest Practice Rules package is scheduled for
September 14, 1999, before the Board of Forestry. The County of Santa Cruz is submitting the
enclosed material for consideration as a part of the deliberations on the County’s Rules package. It
is hoped that these comments provide the Board with further information and clarity on the proposed
Rules and their related economic costs and benefits.

The County of Santa Cruz believes that the proposed revisions to the Forest Practice Rules are
essential for the achievement of sustainable timber harvesting in a manner which does not adversely
affect existing residential development and other beneficial uses in the watersheds.

If additional information is required, please contact Mark Deming at (83 1) 454-3 183.

Sincerely,

Planning Director

enclosures

cc: Board of Supervisors
County Counsel
County Administrative Officer 61
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direction of local foresters, In fact, local forester’s first met over three years ago to discuss the
need for changes to 14 CCR 926.25. This meeting was prompted by the observation that the
successive harvest on a second 10 year reentry was only yielding one-half the volume as was
harvested on the first entry.

The proposed rule suggests harvest rates that can be used by landowners who do not wish to
pay for growth and harvest inventories. These rates are maximum harvest percentages that if
followed will reduce the present overcutting, but will still allow enough reduction of canopy
to stimulate stump sprouts.

Proposed cutting standards for non-TPZ parcels was a compromise with environmentalist’s
who wanted even more restrictive measures, Regardless of zoning, 926.25(d) allows
landowner’s an alternative cutting percentage and cutting cycle based on sound forest
management science.

Reference:
Attachment 15: City of Santa Cruz Water Department, Forest Management Report, 1994.
(Tunheim/Butler).  Proposed the continuation of the existing 12 - 14 year cutting cycle.

Page 63 - “Experience has shown that 12-14 years as a cutting cycle has many benefits:
1. It adds flexibility to the actual harvest schedule because it exceeds the State
regulated 10 year minimum re-entry, and
2. It provides time for the leave stand to fully respond to the release factor of the
harvest, and
3. It provides time for the redwood stump sprouts and planted trees to achieve enough
size to survive the next entry (they get big enough to miss), and
4. It adds the flexibility of over-lapping and adjusting unit boundaries because it exceed
the State regulated 10 year minimum re-entry.”

Attachment i6: Soquel Creek Water District Watershed, Management Plan, 1993.
(TunheimButler).  Recommends a cutting cycle of 12 years for the above cited reasons.

Cost: There is no cost to this rule for lands zoned TPZ as this is sound forest management
and will result in the maximum sustained production of high quality timber products. The only
true cost, even to the more restrictive rule on non-TPZ land, is the cost of setting up the
timber harvest operation. Harvesting is still allowed, just at a slower rate. There is no loss of
actual inventory.

7. 926.26 Watercourse and Lake Protection

Purpose/Intent: To maintain and protect the functioning of riparian ecosystems for the
conservation of aquatic habitat for all of it’s beneficial uses.

Justification/Documentation of Need: The County’s Riparian Corridor and Wetlands
Protection Ordinance requires a 50 foot buffer distance from perennial streams, wetlands and
other bodies of water (Attachment 17). The proposed rule for TPZ parcels reflects this
County standard. For non-TPZ parcels, a higher standard has been proposed in deference to
environmentalist’s concerns. The National Marine Fisheries Service recommends a riparian
management zone (RMZ) based on the height of one site-potential trees, measured
horizontally from the outer edge of any floodplain or channel migration zone (Attachment
18). The RMZ contains a 30 foot no harvest area with the remaining RMZ managed. to grow

Page 6
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mature forest conditions typical of an 80 - 200 year stand. In addition, salvage logging of
dead, dying or downed trees is not allowed in the RMZ.

The California Department of Fish and Game, in ranking the value of different plant
communities to wildlife, states that riparian habitat “provides living conditions for a greater
variety of wildlife than any other type”, Riparian buffer zones are essential for the recovery of
endangered fisheries. Riparian buffer zones provide the processes that create and maintain fish
habitat, such as shade, stream bank integrity, recruitment of large woody debris and nutrient
input (Attachment 19,20,21,22  and 23). Riparian buffer zones also provide protection
from debris flows and logging slash from entering the stream. Agencies responsible for the
recovery of coho  and steelhead salmon are pressing for the requirement of riparian buffer
zones of appropriate width on all permanent and ephemeral streams on on forested land
adjacent to waterways that include or influence essential fish habitat. The cumulative affects of
past and current forestry management activities on endangered fishery habitat needs to be
addressed.

The County has appealed several plans for specific stream corridor impacts and the
importance of pre-harvest stand composition (Attachments 24,25 and 26). These concerns
were also raised by other numerous commentor’s to these Plans. During the harvest operations
these concerns were ignored and many serious violations to existing Rules were committed
(Attachment 27).

Reference - Violations to FPR and/or DFG 2090 Agreement:
THP# l-94-353 SCR GolitzenDiesel,  RPF - Paul
THP# l-96-275 SCR Redwood Empire, RPF - Sechrest/Twight (Gamecock Canyon)
THP# l-96-247 SCR Koppala, RPF - Webster (Fritch  Creek)
Photographs (Attachment 12)

Cost: It is important to note that a change to proposed rule 926.25(c), approved by the Santa
Cruz County Board of Supervisors on September 22, 1998, allows the credit of trees
restricted from harvest in the non-cut zone under this rule for harvest in other portions of their
property, for both TPZ and non-TPZ parcels. The discussion of the economic impact of this
proposed rule has been adequately addressed in the 45-day Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Under the DFG 2090 Agreement an extensive amount of agency staff time is required to
review and regulate stream canopy retention. In addition to the subjective and varied
application of the 2090 Agreement (i.e. there is no scientific method to determine percent
canopy retention), it is not possible to predict the amount of canopy knock down that will
inadvertently occur during harvest operations. Using THP# l-96-275 SCR as a recent exam-
ple, the immense amount of THP review efforts on the part of CDF, RWQCB, DFG
(approximately $10,000 in staff time) and the County, totally failed to protect the Class I
watercourse.

The CDF economic analysis also notes that there are some incalculable environmental
benefits, such as the health of the stream habitat, wildlife and drinking water supply.

8. 926.27 Non-native Plants

Purpose/Intent: To attempt to manage disturbed areas resulting from timber harvesting by
eliminating non-native plants.

Page 7
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GOVEWAENTAL  CE!iTER

C O U N T Y  OF SANTA CRUZ

701 OCEAN STRCET s;:iTA GUZ. S.J.LIFCRNIA S15OEO

FM (408) 45?-2!:1 TED (W3) 354-2!23

Mr. Steve Hollett
California Department of Fcrestry
San Metso-Santa Cruz Raqsr Unit

AuGust 23, 1994

RE: Cor,cerns  with THP l-54-353, Lands of Golitzin Dies21 ,

The following is intended to reiterate the concerns rcisxi by County Staff
at the Review Team Meetin: this mornins.

The Timber HErvest Plan ~r-~r,os~~-c the constructicn of an approxima:?ly  I.7
mile permaner,t  road to accass 3 landiqs, which kill raouirf extsnsive
excava.rior, and fills cn slcces in excass of 65:. Th? County is particularl;

ICO~CE~~~ECI aocut tho use cf ths proposed roac s:fs:S  fcr rJiJr2 d2iElCciXYt.
The r-cad is prcblematic k t:n regard to its permar,er,t dasicnaticn si,nce the
ccnstruction  of the propcscd road kculd not meet County sttndards for l-t:-
cut (crossin: slcpes >3CS) or design (unencineers,?).

AddiTionally, the prop0se.j  road raises serious concerns irith pctential
szdiment transport from proposed cut banks, and permanent fills placed
within Cl ass 3 Watercoursas, into the relatively undisturbed head..+aters cf
RattlEsnake Gulch a Class I WC~~~CGU~SE.  The proposed winter operations
along this road are of further concern.

It appears that the third landing propcsed (furthest south) l&ill access an
insianiiicant vclume of timber over that
landira, and dces

which can be reached by the cent??
not warrant the potential for sianiiicant  environmental

impacts associated with road construction between the ttio landings.

The cumulative impacts of the proposed plan with rqcrd to water quality
and canopy cover on the Ciass I watercourse of Rzttlesnaka  Gulch, especial-
ly in'conjunction with THP l-24-298 which was net addressed in the TtiP,
appear sianiiicant.

Sincerelv.

Matt Baldziko+,ski
Resource Planner III



PLANNING DEPARTMENT COUNTY OF S.ANTA CRUZ

GOVERNMENTAL CENTER 701 OCEAN STREET SANTA CRUZ, CALLFWdiA a5060

FAX (408) 454-2131 TDCI (4E) 454-2!2j

September 19, 1994

Nancy Drinkard
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
P.O. Drawer F-2
Felton CA, 95C18

Subject: Nonconcurrance on THP plan # l-94-353 SCR

The County of Santa Cruz has e.xpr2ssed  conc2rn ov2r this proposed TtiP in
past communications. After further revie:q of the Plan and th2 Revi& Team
Recommendations, the County of Santa Cruz dces not csrxur  kith approval of
THP l-94-353 SCR, as recommended by the Review Team Chairperson.

The Cumulative Effects s2c:ion of this plan did riot include a Tar-92 T!-iP
I-94-298 SCR on the adjacent parcel. At the r2;uest of COF the neignooring
plan was included, but no mention about it's combining eff2cts was csnsid-
ered in the revised CEA. This is important becaus2 isscles relating to c,oho
salmon must be addressed in this plan, and there are clearly combining
effects. Corralitos Creek is listed as a stream that must receive protec-
tion under the "Candidate" listing of coho salmon by the California Fish
and Game Commission on April 7, 1994.

The Cumulative Effects assessment does not mention coho salmon or stselhead
impacts and how they will be addressed. The class I watercourse, Rattle-
snake Gulch is one of the most important tributaries to Corralitos Cr2ek.
This section of the creek is one of the least disturbed headwat2r ar2as
that delivers cool waters and minimal sediment to the system.

Removal of any shade canopy must be evaluated and addressed by the-plan
submitter. The plan admits to removal of 25% of the cancpy over the crs?k,
but does not mention what pre sent levels are and what effect this will have
on water temperatures. No review was made of the sample marking on the
Class I watercourse (due to In Lieu Practices) so the effects are net yet
clearly understood. The exemption for flagging 0.f the WLPZ boundary may be
justified but the exemption for sample marking in the zone clearly is not
justified. Th2 protec tion cf canopy is critical for this plan and all tr22s
marked within the Class I WPLZ should be reviewed to determine if 56% cano-
py retention is being met and if residual tr2es will be damaged by falling
which could further reduce the canopy. Cable Skyline corridors must also be
looked at to determine their effect on shade canopy.

The plan mentions in addenda $40 that, us2 of 913.8 (a) hill adequately
protect the watercours2, this is not true as 50% canopy retintion is net



assured under this rule. The plan also checks item 46 and 47 stating "NO"
that neither aver or understory canopy will be retained at 50%. The plan
states under addenda #40 that no equipment will be operated within the
WLPZ, but q-e,1 ction #46 is checked "NO" far exclusion of heavy equipment
from the Zone. These are material misstatements or at 123s: contradictions
that should be cleared up.

Another issue that should be address& is the feasibility of the ne:H 1.5
miles of Truck Road. This proposed read is intended to cross st227 slopes
to access timber that might be reached by other routes and methods. Feasi-
bility for this route must be weighed against other routes and other meth-
ods of extraction. Our records also show that an Open Space Agreement ex-
ists on the parcel that will be used to access this proposed THP Truck
Road. Road construction across the Open Space parcel is prohibited "except
for the construction, alteration, relocation and maintenance of public
roads." This indicates that the propc sad road is not feasible due tJ lack
of access to the County Road.

This propos& truck road is also irithin the San Andreas Rift Zone and is
located cn over 65% slapes in an unstable High Erosion Hazard raTi?+ area.
This road has the potential to deliver large amounts of szdimenr:  t,c Rattle-
snake Gulch via steep Class III drainages prone to debris floks and rock
slides. The existing condition of Corralitos Crf?k is clearly a cas? oi too
much sediment input with little recovery time bet'tieen large storm events
and huge sediment input.tiinter operations are not acceptable for this plan
as the entire road must remain open during operations.

This proposed road construction will create a large bedload problem that
will threaten fisheries. This undisturbed headwater drainage ( Rattlesnake
Gulch) is extremely valuable and requires protection. The recovery value to
the system provided by thi s type of drainage is critical because it can
speed recovery by giving refuge in clear cool watsrs, and with its' loin
sediment budgets, can flush and clear out sediment in the head+,ate.r  areas
of the creek just below. This allcws for recovery at least in the headha-
ters. Conversely if this drainage has accelerated erosion, the sediments
effects are felt throughout the full length of the stream greatly increas,
ing the length of effect.

In canclusion the County cannot concur with the approval of this plan due
to the lack of adequate review of Cumulative Effects and feasible altcrna-
tives. The plan must consider all feasible alternatives before sucgzsting a
road that has such a serious potential for environmental degradation. The
plan must also give evidence that it has considered its' effect on cohc and
steelhead as these are clearly 916.2 (?),and 916.4(a) requirements.

Sincerely,

fi+qs$&--

61
Dave Hope,
Review Team Member, Senior Resource Planner
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Timber cperations are propos2d through this pian for property icczrad ir,
the hexha~srs of Rattlesnake Gulch, a tributary to Ccrraiitos Crsti (S2.c.
19 TlOS RZC). Ken Hart Iwill act as the County contac: fcr the pcrpcses CL
t?ii 5 apeal . Mr. Hart may be reached at (GE) 454-3127. T h e  Cour,t:/  szb-
4&-mml;Lz d a letter of non-concurrence for this plan and that letter is z:-

tECh2 d for ycur r2viej.q. Concerns raised by the Count:/ during the res/ie:v cf
tne plan, and c'ontained in the non-concurrerc2 letter, have not beer. Ed?-
euazely addr2ss2d,  includincj  issues rslatinc to public health and sc?e::/
End the environment and construction activities which are mor2 a;prccrir:t-
ly dealt with through local land use .reGulatory processss.

The timber hardest plan contained in the Nctice of Del2rmination inciuc2s
significant discrepancies when compared to other information contained in
the official record. The plan map depicts a road to be constructed tc the
ssutn 2na west of landir,g 92, including instaliatSon of crossiq F's 6: 7
ant 8 and cons truction of a third landing. This entire * *s2ctlon or rcxt
a:cn9 with the crossings and landing, was deleted frcm the plan (pie;_se
refer tso a letter from the RPF dated November 17, 1994 and paraGra;h s'x of
th2 COF r2cpons2 to the leftsr of non-concurr2nce).

In additicn, paragraph five of the COF r2spcns2 indicates that czlverts
hav2 been eiiminatsi at crossin9'#'s 4 and 5 and that roiling dips hiTi be
inztalied in thes2 lccatjons. .The approved plan map and the culvert list
c,ontained  on paae 29 of the plan still indicate that culverts will be us2dI e

!-IEY3L. Clearly, the approved timber harvest
RPF and LTO during operations, must accuratt
przcosa. i which have occurred through the rel/

lan, which will be us2d by the
y reflect the changes to the
ew process. Convers2ly, ii

61
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APPEAL OF TIMBER HARVEST
PLAN $1-04-353

these mitigations will not be incorporated into the plan as originally
anticipated, the Csunty  and affected public must be apprised 0f this f&Ct.

Many of the County's cor,c=.-rns rs!arding this timber. harvest plan are C27-

t-r24 cn atyess-rsjat2d i jj,dEc, bcth from the stancpcint C? the pctt~ti~l

for environmental impacts and circumvention cf 1cca.i development poi;'cizs.
Accss; -Is t5e property frcn Mt. E!a,donna Road is propcsed across an ad~acfnt
parczl wkich is stibject tmc an Cpen Space Easement. This Cpen Space Easz-
m2ni) exfrnted in 1976, dces r,ot pemit the cznstruction or ne!:i roads cn
the prcpert:/, such 2s that proposed in timber hariest plan fl-9<-?53SC?~.

In rssponss to our COncern, the RPF has stated that Fir. Ciiesel, c:vrer or
the propert:/  on which the pian is proposed, has a deeded rjght.-nf+ay
thrcuch the Open Space Easement parcel and that the deeded access predates
the o&n Space Easement. If this is indeed the case, the County :y.\il defer
on th'is issue. The Department of Forestry, hchever, has based their deci-
sion to allow this road construction on an unsubc:antiated statement. The
County believes that, because this matter invclves a ccntractuai cbiigt-
ticiY, the C~partm~nt of Forestry must s.uppcr:  its deeisicn with szbc:t::iaY
evidence-in the form of the deed in question.

An addi:icnal a?t-crncti\fe  tc~ road construciicc  cn the prsperty,  es:is:::ti
to rerzirz in eXC2Si  of 5,032 cubic yards of qrtd'nc, was rais?ti by the
County during plan revie!<. The County Revie!v IC,Z reyrestntativ?  rz,;xestzti
the RPF to evaluats the use of a helicopter as part or the operaticns and
was civE?l. fn cur estimation, an inadequat; rssgcnse. The RFF starts in
his ieitec of October 25, 1594 that "%elicopter lccginc is not feasible,
since ccsts associated with flyjnq timber uphiii ~72 prohibitive. Eelicsp-
ter lcq<i;r,q wcuid still require road ccnstructicn to the property and wcuid
require a much larger landing than which could b'e feasibly constructed."
k'hile theze statements are valid, they do not reflect the alternative pro-
posed by thy Count;{: the evaluaticn  of helicept?.r  logginq utilizing t'ne
nenrbv" 3 dcwn slope City of Watsonvilie proper::/  as a landins site. The
County vi~:vs this proposal as a feasible alternative that shculd receive

serious consideraticn. KE believe that, in crder to satisfy the reqcire-
ments of CEQA, a quar,~~l'--atf~fe anajysis is rsquir2rj hers.

The Ccunt;/'s  conczrns abcut rocd construction related to th's timber har-

61
vest ar2 based not only on the potential for environmental effects, bet on
the very rea? possibility that these activities cculd ser'de to circumvent
local land use regulations. Previous actions taken by Mr. Diesel, coupled
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with ctr:ain acticns propcsed in the timber harvest plan, provide 6 clear
indfcaticn of an intent to develop the property. The parcel, in its cw-
rent configuration, contajns a building site far one single family dwell-
inc. A division of this parcel and the creation cf an additional buildir,;
site is currently precluded by steep slopes. County regulations prohibit
the cxaticn of ne!V parcais where ZCCejj  roads wcilld he required tz cross
SlOpES in Excess of 30 pzrz-lt. For the purposes cf a land divis'cn, a ne:.li
road is cne which re,xirss more than 100 cubic yards cf yadir,s in crder to
meet cccrltv s tandards.-

Thr:uchszct  the plar, ravie1.J prectss  the RPF b,:s rsfzszd  t o  h~?~/e ti-E s’~T?:ZTI

crossjn~s removed folio!vinc  completion of operaticns. As a oenera. rule,i
the County prefers that stream crossings i'nsyalled  to facilitate timber
cp~raticns be temporary. Eecause maintenance is q;ita often sporadic or
lackinc altogether follo!vihc  timber operations, rzxval of culverts pre-
vents Fill failure during storm events. In the case of this operazicn, 'NE
rfqu~~t~cl that crossings be designated as t?mpcra.ry  for this reasz,ni a's
well as to preciude the r-sad from being considered es "exisziny" fcr tne
purpcsa crf dividirq the property in the future. T+,is request was Ct~iac b;i
CDF. .~:rrovai  of plan +I-,.cd--353SCR  in its presznc fcr,z ioi;l ther<‘:r:

ressrict'the County's abiiity to exercisa i;j ~zq--=-'---v-;~  ~y_lt~cc~f-,  jr,I-L. _- IL *cr -2
thE ar21 .rf land use resulcticn.

is letter ahd rzrurn phear-iris  cn the issues covered in th
to' the submitter for correctjon.
f-

VDaniel K. Shaw, AIC?
Planniq Dirxtor
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x. Rattlesnake Gulcll/Golitzelln
I.-94-35%SCR  RPF - Paul

dogs and slash in Class 1. note brightness
due to WLPZ canopy removal

9. Rattlesnake GulcWGolitzen/Diesel
I -9G353-SCR RPF - Paul

Logs and slash in Class I. note brighlness
lue to WLPZ canopy removal



22. Rattlesnake  GulchIGolitzenIDiescl

R
I-91-3%SCR RPF -Paul

Iuncr gorge slide into Class I stream. log
in Class I



Nancy Drinkard
Review Team Chair
CDF
Felton, CA 95018-0316

January 5, 1996

RE: Burch/Coleman TtiP #l-95-331/ I-q6-Z?F

The County does not concur tiith the plan as written. Several porricns ci
the plan are inconsistent hith what County staff observed in the field. The
most glaring error is the characterization in ths "general description" an,1
"cumulative impacts assessment" portions of the plan with regard to the
forest stand, and in particular the lack of discussion on the late seral
componsnr. evident.

The THP describes the for-?st as "typical of timbered forests of the Santa
Cruz Mountains" and tnat "the oldest component s of the stand are approxi-
mately 80 years old." These characterizations do not appear consistent. with
what was observed. This parcel is a large parcel which has not been har-
vested most likely since the original clear cut due to access problems (see
Emergency Notice l-95EM-032). This alone makes this parcel atypical fcr the
Santa Cruz Mountains. Additionally there is an unusually high incidence of
late s~ral stage trees on the parcel, again atypical for the Santa Cruz
Mountains. The statement that the oldest components of the stand are ap-
proximately 80 y ears old seems grossly inaccurate given the original clear-
cut occcirre3  7CI-90 years ago per the Pi-IF and the late seral stage stands
arz remnants oi the original harvest. \Je wish to ascertain holv the oldesr
stand compor,enc of 80 years r/as determined since this is important in de-
termining site class and silvicultural  prescription for the THP.

Given the unusuaily high lr,cidsnce  of late seral stage trees on the proper-
ty, the assessment that "marbled murrelets clre unlikely due to the lack of
trees suitable for nestin;" a.gain seems suspect.

The THP is also flawed irk C/-I? assessmer;c  that "Steelhead are present far
downstream" and seems to ir:oii:ate that far downstream means Corraiitos
Creek. Steelhead are knok/ri to occur in Browns Creek, a tributary of Cfirra-
litos Creek, and many of Ihe tributaries of Brobins Creek, including Game-
cock Creek. Steelhead were  noted within Gamecock Creek on the THP parcel
during the PIT.

Given these inaccuracies in th? plan the County does ncc concur Nith the
review team recommendation fcr the approval of this THP.

Sincerely,

,(zGp&-G /&2&o/n\

Mat; UaldziI,o:Jski
enior Resource Planner639
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

GOVERNMENTAL CENTER 701 OCEAN STREET ROOM 400 SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95060
(408) 454-2580 FAX (408) 454-2131 TDD (408) 454-2123

January 31, 1996

Mr. Robert Kerstiens, Chair
State Board of Forestry
P.O.BOX 944246
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460

RE: APPEAL OF TIMBER HARVEST PLAN #l-95-331 SCR

Dear Mr. Kerstiens:

The County of Santa Cruz is hereby appealing the approval of the proposed
Timber Harvest Plan, 1-95-331 SCR. The County Board of Supervisors has
authorized the Planning Director to appeal Timber Harvest Plans that the
Director feels are a threat to public health or safety or pose a threat to
the environment. A copy of this directive is on file with the Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection.

The proposed Timber Harvest Plan was submitted by Redwood Empire and was
prepared by M. W. Zeke Sechrest, RPF #1790. The Timber Harvest Plan area is
325 acres and is located approximately 7 miles north of the city of Watson-
ville within Santa Cruz County. The proposed THP area is bisected by Game-
cock Creek, a headwater tributary to Browns Creek, which is a tributary to
Corralitos Creek. Slopes within the harvest area'range from nearly level to
above 70%, the majority of the THP area has an erosion hazard rating of
high to extreme, and rainfall intensity is extreme.

Planning Department Staff participated in the multi-disciplinary review of
this plan, which is represented in the Preharvest and Review Team Reports.

This THP is significantly flawed in the characterization and assessment of
the given THP parcel and area as required per the Forest Practice Rules
(CCR 912.9), the required section of a plan which specifies the projects
impacts and mitigations, and provides the context within which a THP must
be evaluated.

In the Cumulative Effects section of the THP there is no mention of the
most likely future impact within the assessment area, that being the har-
vest of the remaining 540 acres, purchased by the timberland owners togeth-
er with the THP submittal acreage (Section IV, l(F), pg. 28). Page 21 of
the THP shows the entire parcel, including "proposed roads" on the remain-
der portion. Page 29 of the THP indicates that the THP acreage will be
logged in one year. CCR 912.9(l) and Technical Rule addendum #2 state that



the Cumulative Impacts Assessment must
projects.

As a whole, this property makes up near
of the assessment area (900+ acres of a
acres is nearly equal to the 1166 acres
within the assessment area. The identif

nclude all reasonable foreseeable

y one-third of the wooded portion
total 3182 acres) , and the 900+
harvested within the past ten years
cation of this reasonably foresee-

able probable future project and evaluation together with the THP area is
required per CCR 912.9(l) and by Technical Rule Addendum No. 2, Cumulative
Impacts Assessment.

Our concern is based on the fact that the 540 acre future harvest includes
the majority of the Ramsey Gulch Creek area, which together with the Game-
cock Creek portion of,this THP impacts the two most significant headwater
areas for Browns Creek, a municipal water supply watershed, steelhead
stream, and part of the Corralitos Creek system which had recent historic
runs of coho salmon.

County staff raised concerns wi.th regard to the steelhead fishery during
the PHI, which led to the classification upgrade of the Class I in the THP,
submitted at the Review Team. Page 31 of the THP was changed from "steel-
head are present in Corralitos Creek", to "steelhead are present in Browns
Creek." It still does not indicate their presence in Gamecock Creek as
required per Technical Rule Addendum No. 2, C,2.

Last year County staff completed a project on Gamecock Creek, on the prop-
erty directly downstream of the THP parcel, funded by the Wildlife Conser-
vation Board, and reviewed by the California Department of Fish and Game,
specifically for steelhead. This project involved barrier modification to
allow steelhead consistent access to the high quality spawning habitat of
Gamecock Creek, including the lower portions of the THP area. Prior to the
PHI, County staff was not contacted with regards to fishery issues associ-
ated with this THP which would have easily avoided this mischaracterization
of streams in the THP.

Mitigated protection of water quality does not appear to be accomplished by
the in lieu practice requested per CCR 916.3(e). The specifications in the
THP would allow for the felling of up to 40 trees across the class I and IT
watercourses. Page 27 of the THP acknowledges existing detrimental effects
to water quality within the watershed. We disagree that these in lieu prac-
tices have a low potential to cause channel or bank erosion, streamside or
inner gorge mass wasting, or increased amounts of small organic debris
as noted in the THP (Section IV (l)(E), pg. 28). Given the extreme erosion

hazard rating adjacent to the drainages, the steep unstable stream charac-
teristics noted in the THP, fisheries concerns, and municipal supply, these
in lieu practices would net protect the beneficial uses of water per CCR
916.3.

The THP describes the forest as "typical of timbered forests of the Santa
Cruz Mountains" and that "the oldest components of the stand are approxi-
mately 80 years old" (Section III (l), pg. 16). These characterizations do
not appear consistent with what County staff observed. This parcel is a

61



large parcel which has not been harvested most likely since the original
clear cut due to access problems (see Emergency Notice I-95EM-032).  This
alone makes the forest atypical for the Santa Cruz Mountains. Additionally
there is an unusually high incidence of remnant late seral stage trees in
the forest, again not typical for the Santa Cruz Mountains. Approximately
15 were noted by the review team in a limited review of the THP area. The
statement that the oldest components of the stand are approximately 80
years old is grossly inaccurate given the original clearcut occurred 70-90
years ago per the THP and the late seral stage trees are remnants of the
original harvesting. The RPF and his assistant stated that trees had not
been bored to determine age, and by inference site class. 897(b)(l),
897(b)(l)(B), 897(b)(l)(C), 897(b)(2), and 897(b)(3) have not been ad-
dressed due to the lack of proper characterization of this forest.

County staff reviewed aerial photo's of the parcel beginning with the 1935
series through 1989. The known locations of late seral stage patches from
the PHI were identified, and compared with similar canopy structure else-
where on the property. It appears that a number of other locations which
were not reviewed during the PHI exhibit a similar canopy structure, as did
locations on the remaining 540 acre piece of the property.

Technical Rule Addendum # 2 (f) regarding late seral stage forest'stands
may not be applicable, however, we believe that other sections of Technical
Rule Addendum #2 do apply to the remnant late seral stage patches, in par-
ticular sections on snags/den/nest trees (a), multistory canopy (c), and
special habitat elements (h). These are required factors to consider in the
evaluation of cumulative biological impacts as stated in addendum 2 subsec-
tion (C). Since late seral stage remnants were not identified within the
THP, a proper evaluation and analysis did not occur.

Staff submitted comments on a number of our concerns prior to the close of
comment period, though responses were not included in the Departments "Of-
ficial Response to Significant Environmental Points Raised During Public
Review of THP 1-9 5-331 SCR."

The review of this THP and presite inspection indicates there is evidence
that the information contained in the plan is incorrect, incomplete and
misleading in a material way, and is insufficient to evaluate significant
environmental effects (CCR 898.2).

The THP is significantly flawed with regard to Cumulative Effects and
Environmental concerns which should be addressed prior to the approval of
this THP. It is necessary first to properly characterize and identify all
pertinent issues within the THP, so that they can then be appropriately
reviewed and analyzed. We ask that you consider an appeal of the proposed
harvest plan, and deny THP I-95-331 SCR. For the purpose of this appeal,
Matt Baldzikowski, Senior Resource Planner for the Planning Department's
Resource Section, will be the primary contact person for the County of
Santa Cruz. Mr. Baldzikowski may be contacted at (408) 454-3096.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. The County urges your
Board to address the concerns outlined above.



,

cc: Roger Burch
Brian Coleman
Zeke Sechrest, Redwood Empire
Nancy Drinkard, CDF-Felton
Thomas P. Osipowich, CDF-Santa Rosa
Richard Wilson, CDF Director
Board of Supervisors

attachments included in mailings: County Letter dated January 5, 1996
CDF-Felton letter dated January 17, 1996



I-96-275SCR I&F - Se&rest

Logs aud slasll throughout Class II stream
corridor

Gmccock  Cyn/Rcdwood  E
I -96-275SCR RPF - Seclwest

CL-__._..

i. Gamecock CynfRedwood  Empire
RPF - Sechrest

1 Logs aud slash throughout Class 11 strem

Logs nud slash throughout Class II stream
corridor
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0. Galnecock Q&Redwood  Empire
I-96-17 5-SCR RPF - Sechrest

WLPZ strip “leave Trees”, note slash
entering stream

11. Gamecock Cyn/Rcdwood Empire
I-96L175SCR RPF - Sechrest

Clasc j II choked with logs
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amecock Cyn/Redwood  Empire

l-96175-SCR  RPF - Seclirest

Yass I over-cut, note slash entering stream
uid homogeneity of staud  class size
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ZS. tiamecock  Cyn/Redwood  Empire
I-96275-SCR  RPF - Sechrest

Class II - CDF imposed 504oot  no cut zone
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7 A17ACHMENT a

State of California

M E M O R A N D U M

The Resources Agency

T o : Tom Osipowich Date : August 22, 1997
Deputy Chief, Forest Practice Ref. : IHD 8-22

From: Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Coastal-North Area

Subject: Active Inspection Report; l-96-275 SCR; Gamecock

On August 21, 1997, I participated in an inspection of the
referenced active THP with Peter Twight (Redwood Empire RPF),
Dave VanHennep (Redwood Empire Technician); and Steve Hollett,
Nancy Drinkard, and Geoff Holmes (CDF foresters). I was asked to
attend after shade/canopy retention issues arose during the
active harvest along Gamecock Creek. I had attended a Preharvest
Inspection on July 24, 1996, when I recorded shade levels prior
to harvest. Shade and canopy matters were the focus of our
active inspection.

DFG is the state agency with jurisdiction under state law on fish
and wildlife resource issues. My role as a CDF biologist is to
provide biological recommendations and guidance to CDF. The
biological judgment of CDF's biologist does not supersede that of
DFG's. DFG did not attend this inspection.

FIELD REVIEW
The field review consisted of the group walking almost 1000 ft.
upstream on the main fork of Gamecock Creek from the THP's
downstream boundary. This stream reach corresponds to both that
area where our prior shade measurements had been systematically
recorded and where Inspector Hollet indicated the harvest had
been heaviest.

Shade.---lne Solar Pathfinder is an instrument designed to measure
the amount of solar heat, by percent, that is available or shaded
during any user defined month.
and is corrected for latitude.

It may be used any time of day
The Solar Pathfinder does not

measure "canopy" per se'.

We attempted to match the prior sampling design, beginning at the
downstream limits of the THP and moved upstream 150' . At each
point, all members of the group individually took readings. The

;;;..

' At the pre-harvest assessment, we took 3 readings with this sample spacing,
then abandoned the systematic approach because of the apparent, consistent
lightness of the mark.
selected locations,

We then took three other readings at subjectively
one of which would be within the same reach sampled during

t&is Ins~ion.
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Tom Osipowich
August 22, 1997
Page 2

Active Inspection Report
l-96-275 SCR

range and average of those readings are provided below. To be
consistent with our pre-harvest data, we evaluated shade using
the September sun arc. It was selected at the previous effort
because Dave Hope (Santa Cruz Co.) asserted then that September
was the critical temperature period for Santa Cruz county
streams. For additional information, at a subset of points I
also recorded pathfinder readings for June, July, and/or August.

Our post-harvest results were:
Point Range: Average:
Number Sept. % Solar Sept. % Solar

Heat obstructed Heat Obstructed
1 91-95 93

2. 77-85 81

3 81-89 85
4 68-74 72

.
: 5 68-78 71

6 80-87 83

Comments or Other
Month Heat Obstruction
Values
Tc15.5 oC2 @ ll:OO;
July = 90
August = 91%;
June = 70%;
August - 79%.
Tp17 OC @ 11:40
June = 86%;
July = 83%;
August = 78%
Tw = 15.5 oC; + 12:30
Ta = 24.0 oC;
August = 74%

In my preharvest assessment, I predicted a post-harvest shade
decline of about 5% from about 91% to about 87%. The grand mean
from the active (post-harvest) inspection was 81% of the
September heat being shaded at the stream's surface. The greater
reduction than I predicted is probably due to (in order of
probability) 1) greater than expected damage to residual shade
in the WLPZ, 2) the greater than expected effects of harvesting
secondary or background trees, and/or 3) heavier harvest in the
WLPZ.

Canopy closure.-- Stream-side trees perform more functions than
simply shading the water's surface.
(nutrients),

Among these are debris drop
climate moderation, and control of heat

fluctuations. Canopy closure is a good index of these functions.
Canopy closure can be assessed by measuring the amount of

vegetation (foliage, limbs, and boles) in the stream-side area.

' Two pocket thermometers were used,
metric in this report).

one metric and one English (converted to
This type of thermometer may be inaccurate as much as

2 OC, although not often greater than 1 OC.
these thermometers.

I do not know the accuracy of
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Tom Osipowich
August 22, 1997
Page 3

Active Inspection Report
l-96-275 SCR

A good definition of canopy is that material which obstructs a
vertical projection. I believe this definition matches the
intent of "canopy " in the Forest Practice Rules.

The Forest Practice Rules do not prescribe a measurement protocol
for canopy, so we devised one for this site. We used *8Vertical
Sighting Tubes, n instruments which assure a vertical alignment of
a skyward view. If vegetation obstructs the single cross-hair in
the field of view, there is a "hit" or canopy is present. If
vegetation is absent (sky at the cross-hair), then there is a
"missn and canopy is absent. We sampled 7 points along transects
centered on the stream. We placed the transects at the same
points we used with the pathfinder. One point was at the stream
center and three samples were recorded in both directions at f
33', 668, and 99'. We selected these distances to cover the WLPZ
width. Thus we sampled 7 points along 6 transects. Transects
ranged from 3 hits (43% canopy, n = 2) to 5 hits (71% canopy, n
=2), and the grand mean canopy closure was 57% (24 hits for 42
sample points).

Other related observations--. My review of the harvest along the
Class I watercourse leads me to believe that we should have
judged the mark more closely relative to LWD recruitment
potential. The harvest appeared to have removed larger diameter
trees than generally available, thus either 1) substantially
postponing the recruitment of large trees, and/or 2) should
windfall occur, the trees' effectiveness in carrying out LWD*s
function in this type of stream will be constrained because of
their small size.

CRAIG ANTHONY
Deputy Director for

Resource Management

By: BradleuE. Valentine
Senior Biologist

Peter Twight (RPF - Redwood Empire)
Hollett (CDF - Felton)



FOREST PRACTICE INSPECTTON REPO- ATTACHMENT-,&,,,  :$.!.!c$f/$$‘$F  asTRy,
LE-3 (2196)
i

Forest District

Timber Harvesting Plan No. Inspection Hours

l-96-275 SCR
Person Contacted

17
Inspection Datekpoti  Date

SEE NARRATIVE OS/21197
Title Inspection No.

6
1 Subdistrict

COAST
Tim&r  I Timberland Owner

1 SOUTHERN
1 Timber I Timberland Owner

ACTIVE / VIOLATION

ROGERBURCH
Mailing Address

2 W. SANTA CLARA ST., 9th FLOOR
City Stale Zip

SAN JOSE CA 95113
Site Contact

REDWOOD EMPIRE
Mailing Address

1395 41st AVE.
City Stale Zip

CAPITOLA CA 95010
Licensed Timber Operator License No.

JACK HAYWARD
Mailing Address

P.O. BOX 644
City State Zip

BOONVILLE CA 95415
Status of Operation

BRIAN COLEMAN
Mailing Address

24132nd AVE.
City Stale

SANTA CRUZ CA
Registered Professional Forester

M. W. ZEKE SECHREST
Mailing Address

P.O. BOX 156
City State

C L O V E R D A L E  C A
Licensed Timber Operator

Zip

95062
License No.

Zip

95425
License No.

Mailing Address

City
I

State
I

Zip

~01/01/00
THP Expiration

NOTICE

TIMBER OPERATORS, TIME OWNERS, AND TIMUERLAND OWNERS ARE JOINTLY AND SEVERAL1.Y  RESPONSIBLE FOR CORRECTING
VIOLATIONS OF FOREST LAWS AND REGULATIONS REQUIRED FOR TIMBER OPERATIONS.

IF VIOLATIONS WERE OBSERVED ON THIS TIMBER OPERATION, THEY ARE SHOWN BELOW BY CODE SECTION AND SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION
AND CORRECTIONS ACTION IS REQUIRED.

CDF Headquarters address
for fkther information:

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
San Mateo-Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F-2
Felton,  Ca. 95018-03  16

CODE AND SECTION NO. SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OR COMMENTS

1 0 3 5 . 3  ( d ) See attached narrative.

Steven Hollett
Forest Practice Inspector - RPF #2425
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The purpose of this inspection was to assess canopy retention within a lOOO-foot
portion of the Class I WLPZ. This stretch starts at the harvest area’s southern
boundary and ends upstream approximately 1000 feet. Specific details of this
inspection have been discussed in CDF biologist Brad Valentine’s report of 08/22/97.

In attendance were:

8. Valentine
P. Twight (RPF)
D. VanLennep  (Redwood Empire)
N. Drinkard (CDF)
5. Hollett (CDF)
G. Holmes (CDF)

VIOLATION
CCR 1035.3 (d), Licensed Timber Operator Responsibilities

The LTO failed to retain the required level of canopy within the Class I WLPZ, as
stipulated in the THP. An approximately IOOO-foot  stretch of Class I WLPZ canopy _
was cut below the allowed 75% canopy, as discussed on Page 11 of the THP. Sample
measurements indicated that approximately 57% canopy within the WLPZ was
retained. These measurements were obtained using Vertical Sighting Tubes.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

Inspection Report #5 discusses corrective action that must occur in areas yet to be
felled or yarded.

This particular stretch was believed to be the most open of all plan WLPZ areas
observed during previous inspections. The probable reason for this open WIPE was
the excessively wide skyline corridors and the falling of timber into hardwood trees.
During this inspection, the RPF indicated that he has worked with the LTO to create
narrower corridors and he indicated that this was now occurring in other plan area
WLPZs. The RPF also indicated that he has unmarked some of the WLPZ trees to
further increase post-canopy levels. These areas were not reviewed during this
inspection, but will be inspected by CDF in the near future.

Direct shade on the stream surface for the above stretch was measured by a solar
path finder during this inspection. Measurements indicated that trees left along the
stream edge for the above stretch was adequate, but WLPZ canopy further away from
the stream was below acceptable limits (refer to Valentine’s report)

63 61 *
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N O T T O B E M A I L E D
N O T T O B E M A I L E D

Place this in the THP file as the audit trail of computer generated form letters

Timber Harvest Plan l-9G-275/SCR
Violation Letter dated July 29, 1997
Person contacted concerning Timber Operation : See Narrative
Inspection Date: July 24, 1997 --- Inspection Number: 5

signature

Steven Hollett, R P F 82425
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
6059 Highway 9, Felton, Ca 95018
408/335-5355 Or l-800-233-9710

VIOLATIONS AND COMMENTS
--------------------------------------------------------------------
LANDS OF BURCH

VIOLATION - CCR 916.3(e)
' .GENERAL LIMITATIONS NEAR WATERCOURSE

Several trees within the Class I WLPZ were felled parallel or towards
the watercourse.
CORRECTIVE WORK:
The LTO shall ensure that all trees within the Class I watercourse are
felled away from the watercourse. Per the THP (Recommendation #9), some
falling towards and across the Class II watercourse is allowed, but this
should be conducted under the direction of the RPF.

VIOLATION - CCR 1035.3(d)
LICENSED TIMBER OPERATOR RESPONSIBILITIES

The LTO failed to comply with the approved THP; four trees were
harvested along the Class I watercourse that were not painted by the RPF
for removal. These trees were not located within or even at the edge of
the cable corridors where they would need to be removed. No marked,
standing trees were observed near the unmarked harvested trees which
would occur if switching had occurred. Page 4 of the approved THP
indicated that timber will be marked with a blue stripe or removed under
the supervision of the RPF. The RPF indicated that at least one of
these trees was removed without his approval. This tree stump has been
flagged with pink flagging.

WORK:
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The LTO shall ensure that only marked trees are removtu unless they are
located within a skyline corridor.

Attending this inspection was: T. Osipowich, J. Ahlstrom, D. Lucke, N.
Drinkard, S. Hollett (CDF); P. Twight (RPF), and T. Peet (Redwood
Empire).

A few skyline corridors across the Class I watercourse were wider than
was necessary. The RPF has agreed to work with the LTO to keep the
corridors as narrow as possible. Trees that are damaged by the skyline
yarding should be left to act as a buffer for other trees further away
from the yarder path. If these trees are able to survive, they should
be left to provide shade and large woody debris (LWD) to the
watercourses.. If these trees are damaged beyond recovery, they should
be cut and yarded out at the very end of the corridor use. This is one
technique to help keep the skyline corridors as narrow as possible. The
RPF and LTO will develop other techniques to further improve corridor
width. The RPF has agreed to re-evaluate his mark along the WLPZs that
have not yet been felled to ensure that future corridors are kept
narrow. It should be noted that corridors across the Class II
watercourse near Road Points #l and #8 were observed to be narrow.

Portions of the Class I WLPZ away from the actual stream channel
appeared to be open due to wide corridors. Although an average of 75%
canopy retention for Class I and II watercourses may be met, th.e RPF and
CDF will conduct WLPZ measurements to confirm this stated THP standard.
Results of this study will be provided in subsequent inspection reports.

NOTE:
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The violation regarding litter at Map Point #6 has beti. corrected, but

- during this inspection, other garbage was observed below Points #lo and
#6. Plastic waterbbottles and other items were observed along the
hillsides, which must be cleaned up.

Slash was removed in watercourses, but some slash located below the high
water mark must be removed prior to the winter rains. All Class I's and
II's should be inspected to ensure that slash is removed from below the
high water mark.

Roads have been constructed per the THP. Further work is needed at
crossings prior to the start of the winter period (October 15, 1997).

A’

61



FOREST  PRACTICE  INSPECTION  REPORT

A,&CHMENT 7 ATTACHMENT fl'
CALIFORNIA  DEPNUMEbi  OF FOFUXl-Ry

LE-3 (2/96)
Tiiber Harvesting Plan No.

1-96-2758CR
Person Contacted

SEE NARRATIVE

Inspection Hours

8
Inqection  Date/Report  Date

l2/16/97and01/14/98

REDWOOD EMPIRE
Mailing Address

1395 41st AVE.
City I state 1 Zip

M. W. ZEKE SECHBEST I
Mailing Address

P.O. BOX f 56- - - - -
1 City 1 State 1 Zip

CAPITOLA 1 CA 1 95010 CLOVERDALE  1 C A 1 95425
Licensed Timber Operator License No. Licensed Timber Operator License No.

JACK HAYWARD
Mailing Address Mailing Address

p.0 . BOX 644
City State zip City State ZIP

BOONVILLE C A 95415
Status  of Operation THP Expiration

INACTIVE / VIOLATION 01/01/00

NOTICE

TIMBER OPERATORS, TIME OWNERS, AND TIMBERLAND OWNERS .4R.E JOINTLY cLVD  SEVERtiLY RESPONSIBLE FOR CORRECTING
VIOLATIONS OF FOREST LAWS AI-ND  REGUWTIONS  REQUIRED FOR TIMBER OPERATIONS.

IF VIOLATIONS WERE OBSERVED ON THIS TIMBER OPERATION, THEY ARE SHOWN BELOW BY CODE SECTION AND SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION
AiiD CORRECTIONS XTION IS REQUIRED.

CDF Headquarters address
for tkther information:

California Department of Fcrestry and Fii Protection
San Mateo-Santa cluz Ranger unit
P.O. Drawer F-2
Felton,  Cr 9SO18-0316

CODE ;LUD SECTION NO. SPECIFiC DESCRIPTION OR COMMENTS

916*3&I
914.3 Cc)
916.9
92393
9234
926.1
926.2
1035.3 Cd)
1050

See attached narrative.

Steven Hoflett
Forest Practice Inspector - RPF Xl425

67 JJignature

61
5..1’

1 .



AfXGiMENT  7 ~~ACtiMEfVT  fi

DS OF Bm

Two field inspections were conducted regarding this report. The first, on December 16, 1997, was
a general inspection of the main Class I and II watercourses. This field visit was attended by:

Steven Hollett (CDF)
Howard Kolb (California Regional Water Quality Control Board)

The second inspection, on January 14, 1998, was to measure canopy retention in the newly
harvested areas within the same Class II watercourse. The following attended the January field visit:

Steven Hollett and Rodger Thompson (CDF)
Peter Twight and David VanLennep  (Redwood Empire RPFs)

NOTEI  The following violations occurred in areas felled and yarded after earlier
violations contained in Inspection Reports #5 and #6 were issued. CDF attempted to reach
the Licensed Timber Operator (LTO), Jack Hayward, by telephone on January 20, 1998, but
was unsuccessful. The te1ephon.e  number listed on the amendment (dated April 14, i997),
adding Jack Hayward as the LTO, has been disconnected.

CDF was successful in reaching Jack Hayward’s brother, Chris. Chris Hayward indicated
that it would be difficult to reach Jack by telephone for the time being and that he would
forward any information on to Jack. CDF discussed information contained in this report
with Chris and he indicated that he would convey this information to Jack.

1. VIOLATION
CCR §ro3j;.sCd) LICENSED TIMBER OPERATOR RESPONSIBHXMES

The LTO failed to retain the required level of canopy within the Class II WLPZ as stipulated
in the THP. An approximately 950-foot stretch of Class II WLPZ canopy was cut below the
allowed 75% minimum, as discussed on Page 1 I of the THP (see attached map). Sample
measurements indicated that 63% canopy was retained within the WLPZ. Sample
measurements were obtained using Vertical Sighting Tubes.

This is the second violation issued for this offense (see Inspection Report #6).

2 . VIOLATION
CCR siojj;.sCd) LICENSED TIMBER OPERATOR RESPONSIBILITIES

The LTO failed to comply with the approved THP, twelve unmarked Coast Redwood trees
were harvested within the Class II WLPZ in the mea shown on the attached THP map. These
trees were not located within or at the edge of cable corridors where they would have
needed to be removed. No marked standing trees were observed near the unmarked
harvested trees which would occur if “switching” had occurred. Page 4 of the approved THP
indicated that timber will be marked with a blue strip or under the supervision of the RPF.
The RPF attended this inspection and told CDF that he did not authorize the removal of the
trees. This action caused a reduction of WLPZ canopy, as discussed in the above violation.

Several  additional unmarked redwood trees out of the WLPZ were also harvested without
RPF approval. One tree along a spur ridge below Crossing #4 was marked then unmarked
by the RPF (see Map Point “C”). The RPF Yed” out the blue strip and painted a large “MY’ on
the tree. This tree was harvested obviously without the permission  of the RPF with the
remaining stump still showing the “M?’ on it.

This is the second violation issued for this offense (XC Inspection Report  #5).
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3). VIOLATION
CCR Qqz6.3(e) GENERAL LIMITATIONS NEAR WATERCOURSES

Several trees within the Class II waterdourse, delineated on the attached THP map, were felled
parallel or towards the Class II watercourse. The RPF indicated to CDF that he did not approve
of this destructive action. The felling of trees parallel or towards the Class II watercourse
caused riparian trees along one stretch of stream to be knocked down and deposited in the
watercourse. This also caused a reduction of canopy, as discussed above.

This is the second violation for this offense (see Inspection Report #5).

4 . VIOLATION
CCR §926.3(b) GENERAL JiIMITATIONS NEAR WATERCOfJRSES

The Licensed Timber Operator failed to remove accidental depositions of logging slash in a Class
II watercourse immediately after deposition (see above violation). An approximately 30-foot
section of stream was full of Maple, Tan Oak and Coast Redwood tops. This occurred at Map
Point “B,” shown on the attached map.

NOTE: The slash was observed in the stream during the December, 1997 inspection
and removed by the LTO by the time the January, 1998 inspection occurred.

5. VIOLATION
CCR §rol)s.,Cd) LICENSED TIMBER OPERATOR RESPONSIBILITIES

The Licensed Timber Operator failed to follow the approved THP when he removed a large
Coast Redwood tree that was laying the main Class II watercourse (see attached THP Map Point
“A”). The THP stated that any tree that has fallen in any Class I or II watercourse shall not be
harvested and those trees previously marked shall be unmarked by the RFF (see THP Pages 94
and 97). Both Redwood Empire RPFs  (Twight and VanLennep)  indicated that they unmarked all
trees previously marked and that the LTO removed this particular tree in violation of the plan.
Fresh saw dust was seen on and around the remaining stem.

The removed tree appeared to have fallen in the watercourse several years ago; as evidenced by
its attachment to a rootball, moss spread out over the rootball  and six-foot tall sucker sprouts on
top of the remaining rootball. The tree was actuaIly  two redwood stems, the largest
approximately 34 inches in diameter as measured at the cut face. The length of the twin tree
was estimated to be 30 to 40 feet, as evidenced by bark seen embedded in boulders away from
the rootball. Sediment, previously trapped by the structure, and now free to travel downstream,
was also seen a distance from the freshly cut root mass.

The VIOLATION [CCR ~fo35.3Cd)J regarding placement of trash rack at Crossing #4 has not
been corrected by December 3 1, 1997, as required in Inspection Report #g.
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A field visit was conducted in the above area on December 15, 1997. In attendance were:
Jennifer Nelson (California Department of Fish and Game)
Howard Kolb (CRWQCB)
Peter Twight (Redwood Empire RPF)

CDF did not attend this field meeting.

As a result of this inspection, both regulatory agencies have or indicated that they will be requiring
mitigation measures to offset the disturbance created as a result of the above violations. Kolb’s
supervisor, Roger Briggs,  has submitted a letter regarding his concerns (dated January 12, 1998)
and Nelson indicated that she will also be submitting her written concerns.

Below are mitigation measures that shall be followed as a way to offset problems created by the
timber operation:

1. The RPF shall provide a planting plan to CDF in an attempt to replace unauthorized
harvested trees within the Class I and Class II WLPZs. This plan shall include planting
stream riparian areas with hardwoods such as Maple. A draft of this plan shall be submitted
to the CDF Felton  Office for review and approval. Once approved, the RPF shall submit this
plan to CDF Region Office to be considered as minor amendment and part of the THP.

2. a. A 50-foot “No Cut Zone” shall be established on both sides of the uncut portion of
Gamecock Canyon. This zone, approximately 1000 feet in length, shall apply to the

Class II watercourse delineated on the attached map. The RPF shall “X-Out” all trees
within this zone prior to the start of operations and shall discuss this “No Cut Zone”
with the LTO. Trees that are damaged due to sh$ine yarding shall be left standing to
offer large woody debris (LWD) recruitment and some amount of shade to the stream.
NotreesshaUbecutJnthezone.

b. The Operations RPF (Peter Twight) shall be responsibIe  for ensuring that 75% canopy
is retained in the remaining portion of the WLPZ outside the “No Cut Zone.” The RPF
shall provide CDF with a monitoring plan to ensure that this will occur. The plan
shall be submitted as a minor amendment to made part of the plan.

The RPF shall take measurements as skyline operations occur and corridors are
established to ensure that the canopy remains at or above 75%. Staged marking and
falling may be required to reach this goal. Operations shall be stopped by the RPF;
and CDF shaIi  be contacted ii his measurements indicate that the canopy falls below
the 75% level.

3. A log with approximately the same dimensions as the tree removed from the watercourse
shall be placed in the stream to provide LWD. The RPF shall provide a plan to Jennifer
Nelson for her review and approval to accomplish this task. Once approved by Fish and
Game, this plan shall be submitted to CDF as a minor amendment to made part of the plan.

4. The LTO and his fallers shall not switch any harvest trees unless the RPF is contacted. The
RPF shall remark any trees that he authorizes for switching.

4C. Prior to the start of any future timber operations, the RPF shall schedule a preoperational
meeting, as discussed in CCR @X26.2.

-7 0 4



6. Future skyline corridors in the uncut area shall be no wider than 25 feet. The RPF shall
inspect new corridor widths as they are established to ensure that this mitigation measure is
followed. The RPF shall periodically contact CDF to update them on these corridor widths.

7. All mitigation measures discussed above shall be submitted to CDF as minor amendments to
be made part of the THP and enforceable by CDF.

COMMENT:

The RPF, Peter Twight, agreed to work with the LTO to correct violations noted in past inspections
(see Inspection Reports #5 and #6). He has been successful in his attempt, as discussed in
Inspection Report #7, but he has failed to accomplish this goal after that point. He indicated to CDF
that his directions were not followed by the LTO, but certainly the RPF should have more ciosely
monitored the LTO’s actions and either provided tighter controls or stopped the harvest operation.
Unquestionably, the LTO is responsible for the above violations, but these repeat violations may have
been prevented with closer RPF involvement.

The RPF is reminded of CCR 5926.1, which requires the RPF to provide professional advice to the
timber operator on a continuing basis throughout timber operations. The RPF is required to work
closely with the LTO to help assure compliance with the approved THP. Furthermore, the RPF must
inform the LTO of potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures to be taken to minimize
such impacts.

NOTEI The LTO installed or repaired waterbars on the road to Crossing #4 and on the
road to Map Point # 10, as required in Inspection Report #8. Waterbar  installation and
repair in other areas, discussed in Inspection Report #8, were not inspected during the
December / January field visits. Except for the above, other work required in Inspection
Report #8 was not inspected during this visit.

A citation has been issued to the Licensed Timber Operator, Jack Hayward,  for
the above violations (Case #98~Uoo&45].

c: Burch
Coleman
Redwood Empire (Sechrest  , tight, Van Lennep)
Hayward
Nelson
Kolb
Thompson
MBaldzikowski  (County Planning
M. Taylor (District Attorney’s Office)
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Central Coast
Regional Water
Quality Control
Board

81 Higuera Street
Suite 200
San Luis Obispo, CA
93401-5427
(805) 549-3 147
FAX (805) 543-0397

January 12, 1998

CrnACHME~_

~ACHMENT 7 t
Pete Wilson
Governor

Mr. Roger Burch
Redwood Empire
2 West Santa Clara Street, 9th Floor
San Jose, CA 950 10

Dear Mr. Burch:

POST HARVEST INSPECTION OF TIMBER HARVEST PLAN (THP) 1-96-275 SCR,
DECEMBER 1516,1997, REDWOOD EMPIRE, GAMECOCK CANYON

On December 15-16, 1997, a member of my staff attended a post harvest inspection of Timber
Harvest Plan (THP) f-96-275 SCR, Redwood Empire, Gamecock Canyon. The post harvest
inspection was to review completed and “in progress”, timber harvest operations. We have the
following comments regarding the timber harvest operations.

The completed operations have reduced canopy in excess of those allowed by the existing THP
and are in violation of Fish and Game Code 2090. Loss of canopy may result in increased water
temperatures impacting water quality and beneficial uses. Completed and in progress operations
have resulted in discharge of material (sediment, small woody debris, trash, etc.) deleterious to
water quality and beneficial uses.

Impacts to water quality and beneficial uses are not acceptable to the Regional Board.
Gamecock Creek supports resident trout and contributes flow to Corralitos Creek, a Coho
Salmon stream. Regional Board is concerned about sediment discharges to the creek and changes
in water temperature resulting from timber harvest. As land owner, you are responsible for the
protection of resources during and after your timber harvest operation.

Pursuant to Sections 13267 of the California Water Code, Redwood Empire, its agents or assigns
shall, by January 3 1, 1998, submit a complete report to the Regional Board Executive Officer,
containing plans and measures to clean up and restore areas impacted by current timber harvest
operations. The plans shall contain a time schedule for implementation and completion of detailed
tasks. The plans shall contain a monitoring and reporting program to be implemented. The
monitoring program shall include provisions to measure changes in water quality and riparian
habitat at regular intervals.

By September 1, 1998, submit a complete report to the Regional Board Executive Officer
documenting compliance with conditions of this letter.

73 61 :.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

GOVERNMENTAL ZFNTtR

December 27, 1996

Bob Kerstiens Chairman
State Board of Forestry
I416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 958114

ER HARVSUBJECT: SANTA CRUZ COUNTY APPEAL OF PRCPOSED TIME
(THP) l-96-247 SCR

EST PLAN

Dear Mr. Kerstiens

The County of Santa Cruz is hereby appealing the approval of the proposed
Timber Harvest Plan, l-96-247 SCR by unanimous vote of the Board of Supervi-
sors on August 20, 1996, a copy of the authorization by the Board of Supervi-
sors is attached as per 1055(7). In accordance with 1055(8), I hereby certi-
fy that I attended the multi-disciplinary review of this plan, please refer-
ence the Pre-harvest and Review Team reports for this plan to verify atten-
dance. The THP in question is located 10 miles north of the City of Santa
Cruz near Ben Lomond in the northern section' of Santa Cruz County. The Plan
was submitted by Gregory Koppala/ Eel River Saw Mills and prepared by Roy
Webster, RPF 1765. The harvest is planned for the 116 acre group of proper-
ties in Fritch Creek, a tributary to Love Creek and the San Lorenzo River.
The slopes on the property range from relatively flat to above 90X. The
erosion hazard rating is high to 2 points under extreme, rainfall intensity
rating is extreme. But it should be noted that the twfo hour rainfall intensi-
ty is the highest in the state.

The County of Santa Cruz appeals this plan due to its' proximity to and im-
pacts on domestic water supplies, slope stability, wiidlife and biotic com-
munities and general public health and safety associated with the haul route.

GEOLOGY

The County of Santa Cruz is very concerned about the limited nature of all
the geologic investigations devoted to this proposed limber Harvest Plan. Joe
Hanna the County Geologist stated in his review of the geologic reports in-
cluding Tim Bests' report, that "two and a half pages of limited broad scale
geologic information." was the extent of review afforded this project. "Land-
slides are defined in very general terms and no attempt is made to determine
the age, limits, or significance of these existing landslides. Consequently,
the author (Tim Best) may have data that supports his "opinion that the po-
tential for* large scale slope instability there is low," but this data is not
present in the report leaving this reviewer with no way of relating opinion
to fact."
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PROPOSED TIMBER HARVEST PI-AN
,Page 2

The County of Santa Cruz takes its' responsibility towards protecting public
health and safety very seriously and requires that Gee-logic  Reports meet
standards of investigation and reporting. Geologic conclusions made without
this minimum information can not be properly evaluated to determine if geo-
logic features on the land support the conclusions made by a report. Mr.
Hanna could only make the conclusion that "This report lacks persuasive logi-
cal conclusions based on site geologic information that the timber harvest
will not induce instability."

Better Geologic mapping utilizing tools including aerial photographs and
analysis of the sites' geomorghic features would allow a more conclusive
analysis of impact of the timber harvest activity on stability. The County
has concerns regarding geologic safety due to huge landslides that have oc-
cured nearby killing ten residents. The Fritch Creek drainage is very similar
to the two sites of past landslide activity (Love Creek, Newell Creek),
slope, aspect, geology and site conditions indicate extreme caution must be
emplo.yed  in this area. The flat areas along Fritch appear to be the reslult of
massive catastrophic landslides that filled the entire canyon in the same
manner as the Love Creek Slide of 1982.(It should be noted that the area were
homes existed at the base of the Love Creek Slide, was on the flat area near
the stream created by the past collapse of slope).

With the west side of the canyon commonly experiencing debris flows
(1955,67,82,86), and the east side prone to large catastrophic landslides due
to the dip slope relationship inclined toward Fritch Creek, and the location
of several homes in the bottom of the canyon, this site does not lend itself
to cursory geologic review normally afforded to timber harvests set many
miles away from the nearest home with slopes showing no signs of past insta-
bility. F-ritch Creek watershed has active debris flow chutes and recent large
scales failures inside of ancient slope failures over 100 acres in size.

!4ATER QUALITY

Due to the unstable nature of the canyon and the need to protect beneficial
uses of water, the County expressed great concern over impacts to fisheries
and domestic water use onsite. The fisheries (steelhead, coho salmon) have
recovered dramatically from the 1982 storm. The drainages need many more
years of progressive recovery before they will even approach their potential.
This cumulative damage caused by massive debris flows and 10 to 15 complete
dams of trees and soil in channel of less than one mile indicate a serious
need for continued recovery not retarded by chronic input of man-made sedi-
ment.

The County of Santa Crux has expended 100s of thousands of dollars and many
10s of thousands of man hours on restoration of the Love and Fritch Creek
watersheds. Two fish barrier projects of over $70,000, ldndslide  repair to-
talling over $200,000, and erosion control projects and private road repair
work exceeding $lCO,OOG;  This is foliowed up by over 25,003 man hours of log
jam, debris flow, and bank stabiiization work conducted by County watershed
crews. All this points to the lony term commitment, backed by budget, plan-
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AUACHMENT  7
A'TTACHMEMT Ic)

ning and man hours dedicated to restore the Love Creek area. All the
intended to protect the residents of the area and enhance the natura
sources of this area, which shows recognition of this areas problems
back to 1978.

work is
1 re-
dating

Because of this concern we looked closely at the impacts of erosion on the
streams flowing through'the site. In reviewing the geologic information the
County Geologist Joe Hanna states ccncerns that I' This land has had aggres-
sive timbering in the last one hundred years, and evidence of accelerated
erosion is evident from the past activities. These past activities do not
appear to be responsible for reactivation of the largest landslides, but do
appear to have
timber harvest
uting the most
conducted.

caused debris flows." These erosion problems occurred when
ng did not build roads which are recognized today as contrib-
towards accelerated erosion off timber harvest activities

It is the acce eration of the debris flow treat coupled with generalized
erosion problems that adds to concerns fcr timber harvesting in this area.
The fact that roads will he built across drainages that have experienced
recent debris floNs and logs will be cabled from slopes thdt are prone to
severe debris flows indicates a need for extreme caution (12 debris flow
chutes are noted on the east slope). Sites were logs may impact steep debris
flow chutes should be mapped and mitigations incorpordteJ into the plan to
avoid dragging logs and depositing soils in the existing chutes. This plan
may have intended that the use of cable for this east slope is mitigation
enough, but the dragging of any logs or the deposition of any soils in these
steep unstable debris chutes will have seriolus in,pacts on Fritch Creek below.

These are immediate impacts to beneficial used of water, hui mtiy dlso pose a
threat to homes as they fcrm landslide dams in the canyon that can fail and
send walls of water down the stream directly at homes situated along the
stream. Other direct impacts on domestic water use will come from the freshly
cut banks along the newly opened haul road immediately along side Fritch
Creek. The report by Tim Best admits that "netily graded road "kvedther-s",
spalling of debris fr 7oll cutslopes shouid be anticipated." This anticipated
erosion will occur on a road that discharges road drainaye directly into the
stream at the road edge, four instream water intakes are in Fritch Creek at
this site.

WILDLIFE/BiOTIC

The area proposed for logging is at the headwaters of it conifer fcirestt:[l
watershed -it contains many important features that make it. ahd important
refuge for wildlife. In the upper portion of the pr0pert.y  is a area where
many rclsidual  old gro&h redwood trees stand. Th?.y form a t,r(;i", i:h,it i 5 an
important perching site for raptors and home for pileated woodpeckers. The
loss of these important nest sites, cavity, granary, and perch trees is a
serious impact in Santa Cruz County considering that areas like this are rare
due to the predominance of vigorous second growth forest. It must be noted
that if any old growth dependent species are expected to recover removal of
200 to 500 year old trees will set that recovery back at least that many
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years. The letter by Mark Allabask of July 22, 1996 indicates a serious
of surveys and proper use of protocols for review for red-legged frog.

lack

Because the County of Santa Cruz has not received a copy of the approved plan
for review we can not make a decision whether the proper surveys were co n-
ducted. This is also a problem when a THP is approved on December 20th giving
staff only IO days to appeal with only 3 and 1/Z working days in that 10 day
period and NO APPROVED PLAN TO REVIEW.

The haul route proposed uses an existins drive of marginally one lane to
transport logs to Love Creek Road. There are no turnoits and even with the
proposed mprovements any car on the road at the same time as a logging truck
will have to back up to their home or Love Creek Road to allow passage. Any
breakdown that occurs on this l/4 mile section of road will make passage by
any vehicl e impossible.

Cumulative effects, beneficial uses of water, slope stability, Public Health
and Safety, and wildlife issues should have been mitigated prior to approval
of this THP, along with giving ample time and a final document to review. We
ask that ,you consider an appeal of the proposed harvest plan, and deny THP
1-96-247 SCR. For the purposes of this appeal, Dave Hope, Senior Resource
Planner for the Planning Department's Resource Section, will be the primary
contact person for the County of Santa Cruz. Mr. Hope may be contacted at
(408) 454-3096.

Thank you ior your ccnsideration of this matter. The County urges your Board
to address the concerns outlined above.

Sincerely,

DAVE HOPE
Senior Resource Planner

Attachments: Board of Supervisors Authorization

S/DH/emw

cc: Greg Koppala/Eel River Sawmills
Roy Webster
CDF Felton Region Office
Richard Wilson, CDF Director

17
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IUTACHMENT 7 A
STA-‘i’E  OF CALIFORNIA - THE I -3URCES AGENCY

~EPAIJ~MENT  OFFORESTRYANDF~PROTECTION
sm Mat:0 - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Dower  F2 6059 Highway 9
Felton CA 9% 18
(831)135-6710

.

PETE WILSON, Governor
.

Section 4604 ofthe Public  Resources Code (PRC)  requires the department to inspect timber operations
for comphnce  with  the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

August 18, 1998

CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
, CA

NOTICE OF INSPECTION
Harvest Document: l-96.247~SCR5

inspection Date: A~~~s~i7,1998
inspection Number: 21
Person Contacted: HIPKIN /SHIELDS

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS ET AL.

The violation of 14 CCR $j 916.3(a], General Limitations Near watercourses, per Inspection Report
#20,  has been corrected and mitigation measures have proposed by the RPF as a minor amendment.

NOTE
Page 17 of the THP states that the RPF will consult with CDF for the planting of Big leaf maple and/or
other riparian hardwoods for additional shade canopy along Fritch  Creek. For the corrective action
toward the aforementioned violation per Inspection ,Report  #20, Big Maple was referenced per the
plan in order to provide additional stabilization for exposed soil in the WLPZ. The RPF proposes to
plant redwood, which will be adequate.

CURRENT CONDITIONS:
Cable operations are complete and the LTO was removing the Yarder from the plan area on this
inspection date.

Lopping operations are running concurrent with the remaining harvest operations on the plan.

/
SIGNATURE

_-

bl

Thomas Sandelin, RPF #2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz  Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2
Felton, C A  9 5 0 1 8
[831] 335-6742
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STATE GF CALIFORNIA - THE ~L>OURCES  AGENCY

DEPAR’fMENT  OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
San Max:,  - Santa Cruz  Ranger Unit
P.O. drawer F2 6059 Highway 9
Felton,  CA 95018 :
(83 1) 335-6740

PETE WILSON, Governor

Section 460-1 of the Public Resources Code (PRC)  requires the department to inspect timber operations
for compliance with the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

August 5,1998

CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
CA

<<<<NOTICE OF VIOLATION OF FOREST PRACTICE LAWS>,~~
For Harvest Document: 1-96-~47-SCR5

Violations may be cause for prosecution as a misdemeanor (Public Resources Code 5 4601), action against
a Timber Operator License (PRC §§ 4573 and 4576),  injunction action (PRC 35 4605 and 4606),  or a

combination of the foregoing actions. The following letter details code sections violated, mitigations
required and date by which all work must be completed. Mitigation(s) of violation(s) is required.

Violator: ED SHIELDS
Inspection Number: 2 0

Inspection Date: July 30,199s
Person Contacted: SHIELDS / HOLMGREN

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS, Et Al.

VIOLATION 14 CCR § 916.3(a) GENERAL’LIMITATIONS  NEAR WATERCOURSES:

The LTO failed to stop cable activities when there is a reasonable expectation that
slash, debris, soil or other material resulting from timber operations, falling or
associated activities will be deposited in Class I or Class II waters below the
watercourse transition line. The L-TO failed to defer those harvest activities until
equipment is available for its removal, or another procedure, and schedule for
completion of work is approved by the .Director.

Side hill yarding across a Class II portion of Fritch  Creek resulted in soil being
displaced into the watercourse below the watercourse transition line. The stream
bank was disturbed in a manner that will continue to contribute additional soil over
an extended period of time.

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

1.
2.

The LTO shall comply with 5 916.3(a) for subsequent yarder corridors.
The RPF shall provide advice, per 14 CCR 5 926.1, to assure that the plan
requirements to stabilize exposed soil exceeding 100 square feet within the
WLPZ, and to plant maple..-.



Inspection Report #20
Page Two

.-
NOTE:

On 23 July 1998 (Inspection #19), N. Drinkard and T. Sandelin determined that Region
Office needed to be contacted concerning cable operations within the Fritch Creek
WLPZ.

On 7 July 1998 (Inspection #13), CDF, CRWQCB, CDFG and the RPF proposed
additional erosion control measures for a corridor located upstream from the
aforementioned violation corridor, as a result of exposed soil due to lack of deflection
and large log piece size. CDF verbally warned the LTO not to bare soil,on another
corridor.

According to the previous RPF, John Andersen, the LTO was cautioned not to yard tree
length logs. A successor RPF was named because Andersen felt that he could not
effectively convey his concerns, observations and directions to the LTO. Excessive log
size and/or length probably contributed to the current violation,

According to Larry Holmgren, the Plan Submitter’s representative, there may have
been an alternative location for corridor placement that may have caused less damage.

Thomas Sandelin, RPF #2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2
Felton,  CA 95018
(831) 335-6742

cc: CAO, Unit file

NOTE:
Nancy Drinkard, CDF Felton, and Rodger  Thompson, CDF Santa Rosa, attended
this inspection.
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syiTE  OF CALIFORNIA - THE RE>OURCES AGENCY
2

TPARTMENT  OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
n Mate0 - Santa Cruz  Ranger Unit

.O. Drawer F2 6059 Highway 9
:elton, CA 95018 :

(83 1) 3356740

PETE WILSON, Governor

Section 460-l of the Public Resources Code (PRC) requires the department to inspect timber operations
for compliance with the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forest?.

August 5, 1998

CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
, CA

NOTICE  OF INSPECTION
Harvest Document: i -96.247.SCR5

Inspection Date: JULY 23,1998
Inspection Number: 1 9

Person  Contac ted : SHlELDS/HOLMGREN

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS, ET AL.

No violations were observed within the areas inspected.

The purpose of this inspection was to investigate corridor placement and yarding activities associated with the WLPZ
of the Class II portion of Fritch Creek. Nancy Drinkard, CDF, attended this inspection.

WARNING 14 CCR 6 914.31al Cable Yarding
The LTO failed to exercise due diligence so that residual trees would not incur unreasonable damage. A number of

residual trees tire damaged just below Landing L3, and soil is exposed throughout an approximate half-acre area.

CORRECTIVEACTION
1. No damaged redwood trees shall be harvested.
2. In addition, the Plan Submitter’s representative, Larry Holmgren, said that tree planting will o&r below the

landing. The RPF shall provide a minor amendment with a reforestation plan to be completed the first
available planting season after the completion of timber harvesting.

CURRENT CONDITIONS
NO7E: CDF InsDectors Nancv Drinkard and Tom Sandelin met with the LTO to discuss corridor
placement fro; Landing L3. ‘The LTO, Ed Shields, and Larry Holmgren explained that with the removal of the Uhrdahl
portion of the harvest area, there were three yarder locations removed from the plan, In addition, tailhold trees were
already pre-selected and yarder operations could no longer occur
perpendicular to Fritch Creek.

QX’VCERAt  Corridor spacing appears too close and inadequate deflection has resulted in expbsed  soil within the
WLPZ. Exposed soil will be mitigated per a minor amendment to be provided by the RPF. CRWQCB and DFG
concurred with the installation of erosion control fabric (refer to Inspection Reports #I3 and #14], however, an
additional corridor has a significant amount of soil exposed within the WLPZ and immediately adjacent to the
watercourse. Region Gffice  will be contacted for direction on appropriite action.

.-

SIGNATLIRE

Thomas Sandelin, RPF #2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz  Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2 Felton,  CA 95018
(8311  3 3 5 - 6 7 4 2



i .;,:;-!;jj~,?‘j~&. . ATTAWiENT 7 A
I-ATE OF CALIFORNIA - -I-!-E  RLJJRCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

JEPARTMENT  OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
;an Mateo - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2 6059 Highway 9
Telton,  CA 95018 :
13 1) 3356740

Section 4604 of the Public Resources Code (PRQ  requires the department to inspect timber operations
for compliance with the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

y 22,1998

:DF FILE COPY
3R INTERNAL USE
CA

NOTICE OF INSPECTION
Harvest Document: l-96-247.SCR5

Inspection Date: Jutv15,1998
Inspection Number: 17 .
Person Contacted: REFER TO NARRATIVE

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS, ET AL.

No violations were observed within the areas inspected.

The purpose of this inspection was to have a new pre-operational meeting to convery  the contents of the THP and
subsequent amenments to the successor RPF, per 14 CCR 5 926.1 and § 1035.2. Larry Holmgren of Eel River
Sawmills, LTO Ed Shields, former RPF John Andersen, successor RPF Chris Hipkin,  and Tom Sandelin of CDF were in
attendance.

Telephone complaints have been made to CDF concerning log hauling in the predawn hours. The LTO indicated that
this allows the log trucks to avoid the rush hour traffic through Santa Cruz County and the Bay Area, and provides the
opportunity to do two round trips per log truck. This will shorten the amount of time it takes to complete the THP.
CDF has informed concerned parties that there is no provision within the plan or rules restricting the hauling hours
during Monday through Friday (non-holidays].

The LTO has cut the approximate half dozen stumps flagged by the RPF [and CDF) that did not meet the maximum
height requirments of the THP.

The LTO was given verbal permission by COF to cross fall two approximate ‘l4-inch DBH Douglas fir trees located
within a corridor across the Class II portion of Fritch Creek, in the vicinity of Landing LIO. This practice will enable the
trees to be yarded without the risk of debris entering the watercourse and provides better watercourse and WLPZ
protection than the standard rule.

Thomas Sandelin, RPF #2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo -Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2
Felton,  CA 95018

%C (831) 335-6742 61



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE L~JJRCES  AGENCY  A I it &iiMENT  7
~~ART~~ENT~FF~RE~TRYANDFIREPRoTECTION
San Mateo - Santa Crux  Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2 6059 Highway 9
Felton, CA 95018
(831) 3356740

:

PETE WILSON, Gavernor

Section 460-t  of the Public Resources Code (PRC)  requires the department to inspect timber operations
for compliance with the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

July 22, 1998

’ CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
, CA

NOTlCEOFlNSPECTlON
Harvest Document: I-96.247~SCR5

Inspection Date: JULY 16, 1998
Inspection Number: 18
Person Contacted: SHIELDS

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS, ET AL.

NO VIOlATIONS  WERE OBSERVED WITHIN THE AREAS INSPECTED.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS INSPECT ION WAS TO INVESTIGATE THE SWAIN DOMESTIC WATER UPTAKE. ACCORDING
TO ARDEEN SWAIN, SHE DISCOVERED THAT HER INTAKE WAS DAMAGED BY THE LTO. SWAIN INDICATED THAT
RPF JOHN ANDERSEN AND THE LTO ED SHIELDS KNEW OF THE EARLIER DAMAGE AND HAD REPAIRED THE
PLASTIC PIPE AND ELECTRICAL WIRES BUT, ACCORDING TO HER ELECTRICIAN, HAD NEGLECTED TO PRIME THE
PUMP. THE LTO INDICATED THAT THE ELECTRICAL WIRING IS BENT BECAUSE A NEW PART IS NECESSARY TO
INSTALL CORRECTLY. THE LTO WILL PROVIDE THIS PART AND FINISH THE REPAIR. THE DEBRIS LOCATED IN THE
WATERCOURSE IS NOT A RESULT OF TIMBER HARVESTING AND RELATED ACTIVITIES, HOWEVER, THE LTO
INDICATED THAT THIS WILL BE REMOVED WITH AN EXCAVATOR. CDF OBSERVED THIS DEBRIS PRIOR TO THE
START OF HARVESTING ACTIVITIES.

Thomas Sandelin, RPF if2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2
Felton,  CA 95018
[83 1) 3356742

.-.



A
CURRENT CONDITIONS:
The purpose of this inspection was to have California Regional Water Quality Control Board and
California Department of Fish and Game representatives visit the plan area to evaluate opera2ons
within the WLPZ.  J. Andersen (RPF), J. Nelson (DFG), H. ‘Kolb and B. Arkfeld (CRWQCB) atten;ed this
inspection.

It was determined that the treatment for bared soil within the WlPZ proposed in the plan may not
be suitable for the damaged cable corridor along the property line (refer to Inspection Report #13).

The RPF will submit a minor amendment addressing mitigation measures, discussed in the field,
for erosion control of bared soil at this corridor. In brief, seeding will be done after the first fall
rains and an appropriate erosion control fabric will be anchored over the seeded bare soil within the
WL.PZ.

/ ‘- _’
L.$lLiAzL

(I
--------------------------------

SIGNATUTG

Thomas Sandelin, RPF #2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2
Felton,  CA 95018
(83 1) 335-6742

cc: CAO, Unit file

61 .



ATTACHMENT 7 AnACHMENT a
STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE IUxdURCES  AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION,
San Mate0 - Santa Cm.2 Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2 6059 Highway 9
Felton, CA 95018
(831) 335-6740

Section 4604 of the Public  Resources Code (F’RC) requires the department to inspect timber operations
for compliance with the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

July 14, 1998

CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
, CA

<(<<NOTICE OF VIOIATXON  OF FOREST PRACTXCE LAWS)))
For Harvest Document: l-96-247-SCR5

Violations may be cause for prosecution as a misdemeanor (Public Resources Code 5 4601),  action against
a Timber Operator License (PRC 5s 4573 and 4576),  injunction action (PRC 55 4605 and 46061, or a

combination of the foregoing actions. The following letter details code sections violated, mitigations
required and date by which all work must be completed. Mitigation(s) of violation(s) is requii-ed.

Violator: ED SHIELDS
Inspection Number: 14

Inspection Date: July 9,199~
Person Contacted: SnrELDS

LANDS OF EEL EIVER SAWXfLLS, Et Al.

VIOLATION: 14 CCR 5 923.4(h)  ROAD MAINT.ENANCE
The LTO failed to treat the road running stirface  during timber operations in the logging area, as
necessary to prevent the excessive loss of road surface materials.

COl3RJZC'T'lVE  ACTION:
The LTO indicated that he will water the road.

NOTE:
The LTO and RPF were told that the road within the harvest area and adjacent to Fritch Creek,
through Crossing CS, continuing uphill needs to be watered (see Inspection Report #13). Fine soil is
at an average depth approaching four to six inches, and it is necessary to engage the four-wheel
drive in order to climb the steep portions of the road, due to lack of traction. The RPF indicated
that the LTO would water the road on 7 July 1998, however, the road has not been watered. The
RPF indicated that the LTO failed to meet the water truck at the Love Creek slide, as prearranged.
The LTO indicated .that he felt it was the RPF’s  responsiblity to see that the water truck is available
at the.logging  site.

61
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FOREST  PRACTICE  INSPECTION  REP01 ’ A ‘TAc!~~~LJTRY  aCALJFOFNIA  DEPA‘
,E-3  (2196)

Timber Harvesting  Plan No. Imp&on  Hours

r-96-2.47  SCR 3
Person  Contacted Inspection DatelRepofl Date

ANDERSEN,  SHIELDS 06/22/98

Forest District

Title

RPF, LTO

:

1 Subdistricr

Inspection No.

12

COAST 1 SOUTHERN
Timber Owner/Timberland  Owner / Plan Subminer 1 Timber Owner/Timberland Owner i Plan Submitter

EEL RIVER SAWMILLS
Mailing Address

City state

FORTUNA CA
Timber Owner / Timberland  Owner /Plan Submitter

LAWRENCE RATi

Zip

95076

GARY URDAHL
Mailing  Address

P.O. BOX 354
City State Zip

CAPELLA CA 95418
Licensed  Timber Operator License No.

‘. I ED SHIELDS - A-9108

Mailing Address Mailing Address

4219 BLACKBERRY  LANE 291 DICK SMITH RD.
Cit) slate Zip city slate Zip

SOMIS CA 93066 FORTUNA CA 95540
Licensed Timber  Operator License No. Registered Professional Forester License  No.

ROY WEBSTER U ASSOCIATES 2765
hlailing  Address

City Stale Zip

Mailing Address

512 CAPITOLA  AVE.,  SUITE 201
City Slate

CAPITOLA  CA
Zip

95010
Status of Operation

ACTIVE
THP  Expiration

=/x9/99
NOTlCE

TIMBER  OPERATORS,  TIME OWNERS, AND TIMBERLAND OWNERS ARE  JOINTLY  AND SEVERALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR CORRECTING
VIOLATIONS  OF FOREST LAWS AND REGULATIONS REQUIRED  FOR TIMBER OPER4TIONS.

IF VIOLATIONS  WERE OBSERVED ON THIS  TIMBER OPERATION,  THEY ARE SHOWN  BELOW BY CODE SECTION  AND SPECIFIC
DESCRIPTION  AND CORRECTIONS ACTION IS REQUIRED.

CDF Headquarters  address
for fin-tber  information:

California Department  of Forestry  and Fire Protection
San Mateo-Santa  Cruz  Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F-Z
Felton.  Ca. 95018-0316
SPEClFIC DESCRIPTION OR COMMENTS

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS,  Et Al.

No violations were observed within the areas inspected.

The violation per Inspection # 11 (LTO Responsibilities, 14 CCR 5 1035.3) was corrected.

Cable blocks were installed with proper fire clearance and tools, per 14 CCR 5 9 18.10. The LTO has contracted
a water truck for the dirt portion of the haul road, per 3 923.4(h).

Log hauling is occurring with an average of fiveto seven loads per. day jn accordance with 5 926.10. CDF
received a telephone call that log trucks were observed. According to the LTO, empty log trucks are on site and
log hauling does not occur on weekends, however, log hauling started early Monday morning on 06/22/98  to
avoid commuter traffic.

Thomas Sandelin
Forest Practice Inspector - RPF #2442

,,/
/’

f, /: ; 1

,,,,/.
/ ,j

./ *’ .4-l  w /,
&/$&.&j~

J Signature
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3TATE  OF CALJFOREU?A  - -T-HE =,3URCES  AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
San Mateo - Santa Cruz  Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2 6059 Highway 9
Felton, CA 950 18
(831)335-6710

:

PETE WILSON, Governor

Section  1601 ofthe Public  Resources  Code (PRC’j requires the department  to inspect timber operations
for compliance with  the forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestyv.

July 14, 1998

CDF FILE COPY
MR INTERNAL USE
, CA

NOTICE OF INSPECTION
Harvest Document: l -96-247~SCRS

Inspection Date: JULY 7, 1998
Inspection Number: 13
Person Contacted: SHIELDS

LANDS OF E.EL RIVER SAWMILLS’

No violations were ,observed within the areas inspected.

The LTO and RPF were told that the road within the harvest area and adjacent to Fritch Creek, through Crossing C5,
continuing uphill, needs to be watered. Fine soil is at an average depth approaching four to six inches, and it is
necessary to engage the four-wheel drive in order to climb the steep portions of the road, due to lack of traction. The
RPF indicated that the LTO will water the road on the evening of 7 July 1998.

A minor amount of WLPZ damage (displaced soil] was observed within a cable corridor adjacent to the property line.
The RPF stated that this was primarily due to the large log piece size (primarily length). CDF observed tree length logs
(70 to 90 feet) being yarded on an adjacent corridor with full suspension. The LTO indicated that the damage
observed had more to do with large diameter short logs rather than the length of the log, and that the more desirable
landing location was unavJable (a portion of the plan is not being operated upon). The LTO stated that there would be
suitable lift on subsequent corridors. CDF cautioned the LTO not to damage another corridor,

Representatives from California Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Department of Fish and Game
will be visiting the plan area on Thursday, 9 July 1998 to evaluate operations within the WLPZ.

A

Thomas Sandelin, RPF #2442
Forest Practice Inspector
San Mateo - Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F2
Felton,  CA 95018
(831) 335-6742

61 9i9



ATTACHMENT 7
LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS,  Et Al.

The purpose of this inspection was to check review a proposed amendment to change tractor
operations to cable operations. Cable operations, as proposed, are recommended for approval as a
major/minor amendment for the tractor unit above Crossing C5.

VIOLATION 14 CCR 1035.3 Licensed Timber  Opeiator  Responsibilities

The LTO failed to instruct timber failers to cut only marked harvest trees in accordance with Item
#14c  of the THP. During Field Inspections #7, #9 and #lo, CDF observed that a number of
unmarked trees were being traded because the failers were having trouble directionally falling trees
away from the WLPZ and were hanging up trees. The RPF indicated that he had instructed the LTO
on numerous occasions that tree trading needed to be authorized. by the RPF. CDF cautioned the
RPF to make sure that stocking was not adversely affected by the LTO removing extra high quality
trees and leaving smaller diameter trees in trade. Stocking does not appear to be an issue,
however, there appears to be larger diameter unmarked trees being harvested in lieu of marked
trees of poorer form and underdeveloped crowns.

CORRECTIVE  WORK

The LTO shaIl  only harvest marked trees.

OTHER OBSERVATIONS

Cable and tractor operations were underway. The third completed corridor across Fritch  Creek was
inspected by CDF. Cable block clearance at the tailhold  barely met the standards of 14 CCR 5
918.10. The LTO was instructed that the clearance must meet at least fifteen (15) feet. WLPZ
canopy, per 5 9 16.5, and corridor width were adequate. Stocking and cutting, per 5 9 13.8, was met
upon completion of operations.

.--

,y/ 61



STAl?E  OF CAJJFORNIA - THE P --JURCES AGENCY

DEPART&~ENTOFFORESTRYANDFIRJ3PROTECTION
San Mateo / Santa Cruz Finger  Unit’
P.O. Drawer F-2
6059 Highway Nine :
Felton, CA 95018
(408) 335-6740

PETE WI&ON, Governor

Section 4604  of the Public  Resources  Code (PRCJ requires the department  to inspect  timber
operations  for compliance  with the forest  Practice  Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

June 5, 1998

CDF .FlLE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
, CA

n*NOTlCE  OF VIOLATION OF FOREST PRACTICE LAWSua>
For Harvest Document: I-96-247~SCR5

Violations may be cause for prosecution as a misdemeanor (Public Resources Code §4601), action
against a Timber Operator License (PRC 5 4573 and 4576). InJunction  action (PRC 5 4605 and 4606).

or a combination of the foregoing actions. The following letter details code sections violated,,mltigatlons
required and date by which  all work must be completed. Mitigation(s) of violation(s) Is required.

Violator: ED SHIELDS
Inspection #: 9

Inspection Date: June 3; 1998
Person Contacted: ANDERSEN/  HOLMGREN

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMlLLS. Et Al.

The corrective work to be completed by 13 June 1998,  per inspection Reports # 6 and #8, for WLPZ
limitations has been corrected.

VIOLATION 14 CCR 9?6.3!al

The LTO failed to instruct timber falters  to wait to fall trees when there is a reasonable expectation that
slash, debris, soil or other material resulting from timber operations, falling or associated activities, will be
deposited in Class l and II waters below the watercourse and lake transition line, those harvest activities
shall be deferred until equipment is available for removal.

According to the tree failers  on site, there are a number of trees that get hung up in unmarked trees
when an attempt is made to directionally fell trees away from the watercourse. Tree trading is necessary
and treejacking would be desirable, assisted by cable pulling. Larry Holmgren (Eel River Sawmills), John
Andersen (RPF) and Tom Sandelin (CDF) observed the following in an approximate ZZEfoot  section of
Fritch  Creek::

1. An unmarked 24-inch diameter redwood tree was cut and fell over backward, bridging the Class
II watercourse. No soil was deposited into the water and water flow was unimpeded.

61
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STAT-i  OF &LIFORNIA - THE RE ,URCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
San Mate0 / Santa Cm2 Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F-2
6059 Highway Nine
Felton, CA 95018 :
(408) 335-6740

T7 PETE WILSON, Governor

Section 4604 of the Public  Resources Code  (PRCI  requires the department  to inspect  timber
operations  for compliance  with  the forest  Practice Act and rules  of the Board of Forestry.

May 26, 1998

CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
r CA

crtrNOTJCE OF VJOLATION  OF FOREST PRACTICE LAWS,u
For Harvest Document: l-96-247-SCR5

Violations may be cause for prosecution as a misdemeanor (Public  Resources Code 54601). action
against a Timber Operator License (PRC 5 4573 and 4576),  injunction action (PRC g 4605 and 4606),

or a combination of the foregoing actions. The followlng letter details code sections vlolated,mitigations
required and date by which all work must be completed. Mitigatlon[s) of violation(s) is required.

Violator: ED SHIELDS
inspection #: 6

inspection  Date: May 73, 1998
Person Contacted: ANDERSEN/  HOLMGREN

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS. Et AI.

NOti:
Rodger Tbomp&  CDF,  accompanied t Sandelin  on this inspection.

The purpose of this inspection was to check the recent letters sent to CDF by the RPF indicating the
operations along Fritch Creek that are not the responsibility of the LJO (refer to Inspection Report #4,
ref: Williams Tree Service and Jennifer Nelson, Department of Fish and Game]. The RPF indicated that a
“Matt Bean” was the individual that was salvaging fogs within the Fritch Creek WLPZ outside the plan
area. This was the individuaf  confronted by Jennifer Nelson, DFG. A letter will be sent to Matt Bean
from CDF Felton,  indicating the need for Forest Practice Rules compliance..

VIOLATION
14 CCR 4 9 16.31~1 General Limitations Near Watercourses

The LTO decked approximately two loads of logs within the WLPZ of the Class II portion of Fritch Creek
in the vicinity of the Orchard. Heavy equipment was used to skid and stack logs in the WLPZ. An area
approximating 25 feet in width from the WLPZ flagging (i.e. operations occurred within 50 to 75 feet of
the Class II watercourse) and 80 feet in length. Disturbance was minimal with logs stacked on existing
vegetation and no environmental damage was observed. There is a berm between the disturbed area
and the break in slope leading to the Class II watercourse. The RPF  indicated that the LTO was
instructed to cease operations in this area and to remove the decked logs as soon as the weather was
dry. Operations occurred in a non-approved WLPZ landing.



AI NAMENT 7 &TIACtiMENT fl 1
STATE OF CALIFORNIA - ‘THE LdURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT~FF~RESTRYANDFIREPROTECTLON
San Mateo / Santa Crw Ranger Unit
P.O. Drawer F-2
6059 Highway Nine :
Felton, CA 95018
( 4 0 8 )  3 3 5 - 6 7 4 0

PETE WILSON, Governor

Section 4604  of the Public  Resources Code  IPRC)  requires the department  to inspect  timber
operationsfor  compliance  with the forest  Practice Act and rules of the Board of Forestry.

May 26, 1998

CDF FILE COPY
FOR INTERNAL USE
r CA

r(cNOTICE  OF VlOLATION OF FOREST PRACTICE LAWSnn
For Harvest  Document:  1-96-247~SCR5

Violations may be cause’for prosecution as a misdemeanor (Public Resources Code §4601), action
against a Timber Operator License (PRC 5 4573 and 4576), injunctfon actlon (PRC 5 4605 and 4606),

or a combination of the foregoing actions. The following letter details code sections violated,mitigations
required and date by which all work must be completed. Mitigation(s) of violation(s) is required.

Violator: ED SHIELDS
Inspection #: 7

fnspection  Date: May 22, 1998
Person Contacted: ANDERSEN/  SHIELDS

LANDS OF EEL RIVER SAWMILLS. Et.AI.

Note:
Steven Holiett,  CDE accompnaied Z Sandelin  on this inspeclion.

The purpose of this inspection was to determine the corrective work for the violation in. Inspection
Report #6. The LTO redecked  the logs on the edge of the WLPZ to the Crass II portion of Fritch Creek at
the Orchard.

VIOLATION
14 CCR 914.l!a! Fellina Practices

The LTO failed to instruct his fablers  to fell trees in a direction away from the watercourse. Trees near the
outside of the WLPZ ere being felled into the WLPZ. The LTO’s failer  lost control of a large Douglas fir,
located outside the$LPZ to the Class II portion of Fritch Creek, causing the top to fall within the water.
The top was removed immediately.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

The LTO discuss with employees the need to fall away from the watercourse for trees within the WLPZ
and to fell trees in a manner outside the WLPZ as to not affect the WLPZ.

The violations for this inspection and Inspection Report #6 were discussed with the LTO, Ed Shields, on
site.

61



KMNvlENT 7 AnACtfMENT $j 1

Webster and Associates  PROFESSIONAL FORESTERS
132 Ranch0  Del Mar . Aptos, California 95003 . Phone 408-688-8787 . Fax 408-688-3001

Roy Webster
RPF 111765

,‘-I .:
John And&en

q 112593
-* :,;;t:  ;i_ *:s

Matf BGielL
Asmci@  F&ester

., ; ,‘;

David P&e
Associite‘Foiester-,,r‘  .,.1

.’
John Finhy

Associate Forester“> .:I
Karen l%ner
Office Manager

.

August 8, 1996

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Attn: Resource Manager
P.O. Box 670
Santa Rosa, CA 954020670

Re: THP l-96-247 SCR; Lands of Eel River Sawmills/Koppala,  Urdahl, and
Ratto

Dear Resource Manager:

For the above referenced Timber Harvest Plan, I am submitting this letter to
clarify three issues which were raised at the review team meetings in Felton
and were not addressed clearly enough in the original THP. The three
issues are: .

1) RPF signature on revised page three, revised 7-20-96.
2) Profiles of potential cable corridors and discussion of expected ground

clearance within the riparian zone,
3) Water source for road watering.

#l) RPF signature on p.3

A revised page 3 is attached with the RPF signature.

#2) Cable Corridor Profiles

During the first Pre-harvest inspection on June 26, 1996, Tom Spittler of the
Department of Mines and Geology recommended that some representative
profiles of possible cable corridors be developed off of the topographic maps
to evaluate the potential for areas of inadequate ground clearance over
Fritch Creek, the main drainage bisecting the property.

Included here are sketches of eight probable corridors, from five different
landings where cable operations are proposed. In consulting with an LTO
who is interested in doing the harvest, I was able to ascertain that given site
conditions, a mid-span deflection of approximately 10 percent of total
horizontal span could feasibly be achieved. Given these constraints, I have
visually estimated the probable ground clearance over Fritch Creek for the
eight corridors on the profile sketches. For all but two of the corridors, it
appears that at least 100 feet of clearance can be achieved over Fritch
Creek.

For two of the corridors (#l and #8),  clearance over Fritch Creek is less; -50
feet and -60 feet respectively. For these two corridors, several options exist
to insure that logs will be fully suspended over Fritch Creek. The LTO could



A T T A C H M E N T  7  ATtACHMENT jjb

climb a tree to elevate his tailhold, use intermediate supports, ocsimply  lighten the weight
carried on each turn of logs so the logs will achieve full suspension over Fritch Creek.

In the event that any of the corridors result in a significant disturbance to riparian vegetation or
bare disturbed soils near Fritch Creek, mitigations are already included in the THP which should
prevent significant adverse impacts from either of those situations.

On page 5 of the THP (revised 7-20-9 6),the  following mitigation measure is proposed to protect
bare soil areas.

In order to comply with the California Department of Fish and Game’s new Baseline Conservation
Measures for the protection of Coho salmon south of the San Francisco Bay, if areas of bare soil
greater than 100 square feet occur within any WLPZ, or if any other areas occur where the RPF and
CDF agree that sediment could be transported to a watercourse in amounts which could be deleterious
to the beneficial uses of water, then these areas will be mulched with straw or available slash at the
close of operations, or prior to the winter period, whichever comes first. Straw mulch will be applied
at the rate of one bale per 400 sq. ft., with at least 90% coverage of bare ground. This rate is
equivalent to a 3 inch depth of straw over -lOO  sq. ft. Slash will be tractor packed, if tractor access is
possible. Otherwise, slash will be hand spread. In either case, slash mulch will achieve a minimum
of 90% coverage of bare ground.

On page 17 of the THP (revised 7-20-96),  the following mitigation is proposed to prevent
adverse impacts to water temperature in corridors where riparian vegetation is significantly
reduced after operations:

We anticipate full suspension of logs cable yarded across Fritch Creek. In the event that, due to low
deflection. vegetation providing direct shade canopy to Fritch Creek is damaged or removed within
any of the cable corridors. these areas will be treated to restore shade canopy. Upon the completion of
the cable yarding operation, an inspection of residual streamside vegetation will be conducted with
CDF and the RPF. If there are areas where CDF aud the RPF agree that streamside vegetation
directly shading Fritch Creek has been decreased to levels which would cause increases in strezun
temperature which might adversely at&t coho salmon or other aquatic species, big leaf maples or
other riparian hardwoods will be planted directly adjacent to the stream to increase shade canopy.

#3) Water Source for Watering of Roads

Because of concerns for domestic water supplies, and water temperature affects to coho  salmon,
questions have been raised regarding the effects of lowering water levels by drawing water daily
from Fritch Creek to water roads during low summer flows. Consultation with Jennifer Nelson of
the Department of Fish and Game resulted in the following two options, either of which Mrs.
Nelson agreed would be acceptable given the concerns mentioned above.

1) The first and preferred option would involve setting up a storage system which could be filled
using a low flow source. The low flow source would be designed to flow only enough to meet
the daily watering demands by refilling roughly every twenty four hours. There are several
storage tanks on the property not currently being used which would be adequate for such a
system. The low flow source could come from the main body of Fritch Creek or one of the
class III tributaries which appear to have sub-surface summer flows, based on the presence
of springs well upslope  of Fritch Creek. Jennifer Nelson did not feel that drawing water in
this manner would adversely affect flows with respect to fisheries concerns. If this option is
used and flow levels in Fritch Creek are decreased to the point where downstream water
uptakes are unable to draw water, then option 2 will be implemented.

2) Option two would involve simply establishing an account with the San Lorento Valley Water
District and filling water trucks at their filling station in Boulder Creek.
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If you have any questions regarding any of this information, please contact me at this office.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

I

-7
d&.

Roy Webster, RPF #1765
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Date: 3 August 1998

From: Christopher Hipkin,  Forester

StatewIde  Forestry Setices
607 Pokier  Street
Oakland  CA 94609-1226

(510) 654-63 10

To: Thomas P. Osipowich, Deputy Chief for Forest Practice
CDF Coast Area Office, Resource Management
P.O. Box 670
Santa Rosa CA 95402-0670

Re: Amendment to THP l-96-247 SCR.

RECEIVED
AU6 17 1998

COAST  AREA OFFICE
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT

Please amend this THP to reflect the folIowing:
A. The proposed road above L12 was not built. The LTO and the landowner’s representative

Larry Holrngren proposed using two new skid trails (see attached Map) instead of the road
and skidtrail proposed in the plan. Portions of these trails cross slopes greater than 50%.
Construction and use of these proposed skidtrails will involve considerably less excavation
and disturbance than constructing the road above L12 and the other skidtrail. Forest Practice
Inspector Thomas Sandelin on his inspection of 14 July 1998 reviewed this proposal and he
approved the construction and use of these proposed skidtrails.

B. The LTO proposed a new location for L9 involving a shorter spur road off of the main road
above L13. The new location for L9 is approximately 100 feet uphill of the previous flagged
location and will facilitate better deflection for the yarder roads coming into L9. This
location should provide better protection to Fritch Creek, and also involves less road
construction. Forest Practice Inspector Thomas Sandelin reviewed relocation of L9 during
one of his inspections and he approved the relocation of L9 as shown on the attached Map.

C. Mr. Urdahl decided to remove his lands from this THP after layout and location of yarder
landings and yarding corridors were already well towards completion (trees had already been
cut for the yarder roads). Many adjustmeilts had to be made to accommodate this change;
one of these was to increase the number of yarder roads coming in to L3. In spite of the best
efforts of the LTO and his logging crew, more trees were damaged between Fritch Creek and
CS than was anticipated as these yarder roads came together below L3. The effect of this is
to cause a locally small opening (approximately 1 acre) affecting the canopy cover over the
tributary class III watercourse leading to Fritch Creek below CS, and also the east side of the
WLPZ  of Fritch Creek (Class II watercourse) at that location. In accordance with THP
section II, item 26 (page 17 last paragraph) to mitigate the loss of shade canopy, the plan
submitter shall plant 100 1 - 1 Redwood seedlings during the first wet season after completion
of hanesting  activities in this small opening below CS as shown on the attached Map.

D. The northern-most yarder road coming into L3 was one of those added to L3 in order to
facilitate hmesting  the NW comer of the THP after the Urdahl parcel was removed from the



c

THP. ThiscorridorrunsfromEasttoWestfromL3justsouthandroughlyparalleiQi6s  i ’
southboundaryoftheUrdahlparcel(seea~~Mlp).  Wkcthisyar&rroadc&su~;  : wj
Fritch Creek  inadequate  deflection  has caused  some logs to strike  the steep d&6?& Tibet
gorge above Fritch Creek. This has caused  removal  of protective vegctationhudd  sur&c litter
from the sides of the inner gorge within  the width  of the yarder road  (approximately  25 fti).
The THP requires that such exposed  soil within the WLPZ  be covered with straw or slash
mulch (see THP Section II, item 18 [page 51). However,  these  mulches  cannot be expected  to
stay in place on the steeper  parts of the inner gorge where  soil has been exposed. Therefore
in this location the plan submitter shall install a jute or similar type erosion netting to the
slope (designed to decay and deteriorate after two to three years)  over the areas  where straw
and seed have been applied to hold them in place long enough for vegetation to become re-
established. On the east side of Fritch Creek the netting shall be attached along its upper
edge with redwood stakes on the outside of the old existing road. On the west side of Fritch
Creek the netting shall be attached to an old skid trail or flatter-benchy area above the creek
in a similar fashion. The netting shall be rolled and stapled at the bottom of the slope to trap
sediment that may come off the slope. In addition, where safe and feasible, staples shall be
pressed or hammered into the banks of the inner gorge to hold the netting close the soil
surface (see diagram below).

Fabric.  straw,  and seed

E. The representative of the Regional Water Quality Control Board expressed a concern that the
old orchard area next to the creek may be a source of sediment to the creek if vehicles are
allowed access to this area from  the main road. To address this concern, the plan submitter
shall block vehicle access from  the main road to the flat area (old orchard) adjacent to Fritch
Creek below L 12, using cull logs, root wads, or any similar suitable material after completion
of harvest activities and prior to the winter period (see attached Map).

Because the CDF Forest Practice Inspector, Thomas Sandelin, has been shown all these proposed
changes during his inspections of this THP, and has approved these proposed changes, we
request that you -- Please accept  this amendment as a minor amendment.

It continues to be a pleasure working
Sincerely,

with you and your staff.

n
RECEIVED

AU6 17 1998
COAST  AREA OFFICE

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT
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State of California The Resources  Agency

MEMORfiNDUM

To: Rodger Thompson Date : August 13, 1999
Deputy Chief, ForestPractice Ref. : IMD 8-13

From: Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Coastal-North Area

Subject: Pre-Harvest Inspection; l-99-095; Ramsey Gulch THP

On Tuesday, August 3, 1999, I attended a pre-harvest
inspection (PHI) of the referenced plan. Also attending were
Peter Twight (Registered Professional Forester [RPF] for Redwood
Empire), David van Lenep (forester for Redwood Empire), Matt
Baldzikowski and Joe Hanna (Santa Cruz County representatives),
Jennifer Nelson (Department of Fish & Game [DFGI fisheries
biologist), and Nancy Drinkard (CDF inspector). I was asked to
attend in response to concerns raised by DFG regarding the
potential for cumulative watershed effects, specifically water
temperature, that might lead to significant impacts on steelhead
salmon. This was the focus of our field review.

In an earlier memorandum, I reviewed temperature information
collected by RPF Twight and discussed its strengths and weakness.
In it, I noted that: 1) the program to date provides little more
than limited documentation of the temperature conditions during
most of one summer; 2) the temperatures reported are warmer than
preferred by steelhead, 3) there is no substantive evidence
supporting RPF Twight's claim that temperatures have not already
been affected by past projects, and 4) that other projects are
proposed, all elevating concerns about temperature effects.

DFG is the department with jurisdiction under state law on
fish and wildlife resource issues. My role as a CDF biologist is

to provide biological recommendations and guidance to CDF. The
input of CDF*s biologist does not supersede that of DFG's
relative to biological issues. DFG did attend this PHI.

FIELD REVIEW

A PHI does not substitute as a wildlife survey due to the
limited amount of time (part of one day), improper season for
detecting many wildlife species (late summer), and poor and
limited time of day (mid-day). For biological resources, a PHI
only enables the agencies to 1) detect significant impacts when
they are obvious, 2) determine a species' presence only if
observed, and 3) evaluate the accuracy and completeness of
information provided in the THP upon which the RPF rationalized
their determination of significance. Habitat conditions assessed
during the PHI might enable the reviewing agencies to make



ATTACHMENT 7
ATTACHMENT  A

Rodger Thompson Pre-Harvest Inspection
August 13, 1999 THP l-99-095 SCR
Page 2 Ramsey Gulch THP

qualified predictions of presence. Therefore, the THP document
itself is very important to provide the evidence and foundation
upon which CDF can determine that significant impacts to
biological resources have been appropriately identified and
mitigated. I viewed the water temperature information provided.

The field tour started when we left the vehicles on the
ridge along the eastern plan boundary near the 2120' contour. We
dropped WNW directly to the major east-to-west flowing
watercourse, arriving just upstream of where the classification
changed from a II to a III. From there, we walked upstream
about 50 yards. We then turned around and continued downstream
to the confluence with the major north-to-south flowing class II
watercourse in the western part of the plan. We walked up this
watercourse for about 100 yards. We then turned around and
continued downstream to < 50 yards from the plan's downstream
boundary, from where we walked up an abandoned road to the road
outside the plan area to the southwest.

Where we first arrived at the eastern class II, the channel
exhibited LWD steps that developed from the corduroy-enhanced
yarding conducted down the watercourses during the prior harvest.
These log chunks displayed very well the sediment metering and

habitat forming functions of in-channel logs. Plunge pools were
well developed below these, and although most were now free of
pooled water, we did find one still holding surface water and
inhabited by aquatic insects. Hydrophilic vegetation was largely
absent, a circumstance probably due to the forest canopy that was
dense enough to inhibit the growth of much herbaceous vegetation.
Based on the channel structure, moist soils in many of the
channels scour-pools, and surface water and aquatic insects in
one pool, we upgraded this reach to a Class II watercourse
upstream to where the channel steepened and the indicators
diminished. With the harvest-induced reduction in
evapotranspiration, the flow will increase in, this channel post
harvest; albeit only marginally due to the partial cut. The new
limit was flagged in the field and the map should be corrected.

Large woody debris was sparse in the channel nearly all the
way through the plan area. This is due, I believe, to a
combination of:
l the high gradient of much of the watercourse that bestows upon

it adequate power to flush all but very large logs,
a elimination of most of the LWD present or recruitable for

commercial or yarding purposes during the prior entry, and
. the relatively "young" stand that is growing along the

drainage bottom has yet to generate adequately stable LWD.
Although the redwood trees in the drainage are 100 +- years old,
they all appeared healthy, thrifty, and unlikely to contribute
substantial volume of LWD to the watercourses for decades.
Harvest of trees from the streamside zone during the proposed
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Rodger Thompson Pre-Harvest Inspection
August 13, 1999 THP l-99-095 SCR
Page 3 Ramsey Gulch THP

entry needs to be considered carefully to assure that it does not
significantly diminish future LWD recruitment. A no-cut zone of
at least 2-5 from the channel edge would be a step in that
direction, and should be considered. In addition to addressing
LWD recruitment potential over the long term, this would enhance
both stream bank stability (of which there were few signs of
instability), protection against surface erosion delivering soil
to the watercourse, and retain desirable canopy closure.

We evaluated the mark of trees (the paint line was difficult
to see in some areas) as we walked downstream with special
attention on shade retention. The mark followed some rules such
as marking trees in an alignment to the proposed yarding, thus
attempting to minimize the "frontage" of stream that would be
exposed to the harvest. While this appeared to have merit, it
was still difficult to ascertain the likely effects on canopy
opening since the actual cable corridor locations, widths, and
frequencies were not fixed; as well as the possibility of damage
to residual canopy during yarding. At one point, RPF Twight
asserted that the deflection was adequate to assure full
suspension above the WLPZ, thus avoiding residual tree damage
from the yarded trees (there still might be some from the cables,
but RPF Twight and Forester van Lennep asserted that would be
very minimal).

I noted another concern relative to shade. Although the
WLPZ mark appeared to be fairly light in most locations, because
of the steep slope the trees along the watercourse provided shade
only with their boles. A large amount of shade was derived from
the canopy of the forests (largely tanoak in many locations)
outside the WLPZ from the south. Thus, +- north-south aligned
cable corridors that continue to the break-in-slope have a high
probability of creating a direct "line-of-sight" between the sun
and the watercourse. This appeared to be especially probable
where the stream alignment was closer to east-to-west than to
north-to-south. To minimize risks of solar heating due to
reduction in non-WLPZ stands, helicopter logging should be
considered for all areas on the south side of a Class II
watercourses with an alignment between 45' and 135O. This
consideration should include a description of possible helicopter
impacts to the residual stand and limitations on its use needed
to minimize them. Helicopter yarding might also enhance stream
protection (both sediment delivery and canopy retention)
throughout the WLPZs.

In the north-south flowing stream reach in the western part
of the plan, the mark appeared to be very light. This reflects
the affect of stream alignment on solar heating potential. RPF
Twight indicated he had used the solar pathfinder in marking this
area, and it showed. Still, I had concerns (emanating in part
from the problems revealed in the Gamecock harvest) about how
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close the mark will match the final harvest in light of cable
corridor frequency, width, and residual damage. The RPF proposed
temperature protection to include 85% shade as determined by the
solar pathfinder (measures shading from the direct energy of the
sun, and thus affects only vegetation to the south), and 60%
canopy as determined by the vertical siting tube (which covers
the entire WLPZ). The temperature report prepared by RPF Twight
argued that this level was adequate, but the data.used to make
the case were insufficient. Due to the past impacts, the
possibility for this proposal to lead to similar canopy
conditions as those experienced in Gamecock Creek, and the
reported future projects, the canopy restrictions should be 85%
as measured with a sol?r pathfinder, and 75% as measured with a
vertical sighting tube . For both, the minimum stream length for
enforcement purposes should be 200'. For the former, the
measurements should be taken at systematically located mid-
channel points (X0, or at least one every 20 feet) within the
200' reach and should employ the August sun arc. For the later,
the measurements should follow the protocol recently drafted by
CDF and currently being field-tested. I believe that the WLPZ I
observed on the north-to-south stream reach in the western half
of the THP will achieve these standards, if harvested as marked
without residual damage. The area along the east-to-west reach
on the eastern side is more difficult to tell.

In the eastern Class II, surface flow was absent to
infrequent though about the upstream l/3 of its length that we
observed. Flow here, and downstream in the remainder of the plan
area and off the plan will likely increase due to the harvest-
induced decrease in transpiration. Thus, surface flow will
likely have a greater distance to achieve the local equilibrium
temperature and daily peaks will likely to be carried further
downstream before cooling back to the new location's equilibrium
temperature. RPF Twight notes steelhead inhabit Ramsey Gulch
within 800-900' of the THP's downstream boundary.

Prevention of impacts is far superior to citing/violating
actions after-the-fact, especially relative to shading impacts
that can only be remediated by the slow, natural process of
forest growth. The RPF should assume a heavy accountability in
monitoring the progress of the harvest and should be held
ultimately responsible if operations lead to violations. The THP
under item 32 offers some RPF-responsibility protection measures.

1 The RPF needs to be aware that these standards are total, not the percent of
the shade/canopy that is currently present. That is, if the preharvest shade
is <=85%, no trees should be harvested within that stream reach.

2 If needed, the RPF can contact me to get a copy of the canopy sampling
protocol.



&TTACHMENT  7 A'PVACH MEm *

Rodger Thompson
August 13, 1999
Page 5

Pre-Harvest Inspection
THP l-99-095 SCR
Ramsey Gulch THP

However, the RPF should prepare an operations monitoring program
that will detail the frequency of his inspections, progress
reports to CDF, and the consequences of the failure to comply
with the protection measures. Such measures could include daily
monitoring during the lSt 10 operating days, with a daily report
to CDF Felton. Then, assuming no problems are observed, a less
frequent (every other day) inspection with a weekly call to CDF
Felton. Measures could include the RPF immediately stopping work
on the entire plan area if problems are noted and not permitting
work to restart until after a CDF inspection.

OTHER

During the field review, I remained attentive to stand
structure and murrelet habitat issues. In the areas of the THP
that I walked, I did not see evidence of "late-successional
forests" as defined by the Forest Practice Rules, or by a more
pure biological definition. Neither, in the areas I walked, did
I observe any stands or even individual trees with structure
adequate to qualify as murrelet habitat.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on my review of specified portions of the THP
document, my Pre-harvest inspection, as explained above, I
recommend the following measures in order to avoid the potential
for this plan to cause significant direct or cumulative impacts
to fish and wildlife resources. To aid in finding the backqround
discussion for each of the
document above/there they

following recommendations in the-
are in italics and bold print.

1. The upgraded reach of
identified on the THP

eastern watercourse shall be correctly
maps.

2. A no-cut zone of at least 25'
established within the WLPZs.

from the channel edge shall be

3. Helicopter yarding shall be employed for all areas that are
not tractor-yarded on the south side of Class II
watercourses that flow primarily along an east-west axis
(aligned between 45' and 135'). The RPF shall provide an
assessment of possible helicopter impacts to the residual
stand and limitations on the helicopters needed to minimize
the potential impacts. Additionally,
cable ground should be investigated.

helicopter logging all
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4. Post-harvest, the shade on the creek shall be 85% as
measured with a solar pathfinder, and the canopy shall be
75% as measured with a vertical sighting tubel. For both,
the minimum stream length for enforcement purposes shall be
200'. For the former, the measurements shall be taken at
systematically located mid-channel points (210, or at least
one every 20 feet) within the 200' reach and shall employ
the August sun angle. For the later, the measurements shall
follow the protocol recently drafted by CDF and currently
being field-tested2.

5. The RPF shall prepare a detailed operations monitoring
program that will describe the frequency of his inspections,
progress reports to CDF, and the consequences of the failure
to comply with the protection measures. /

liiii!idG. .
Senior Biologist

cc: P. Twight(RPF)
J. Nelson(DFG)
N. Drinkard(CDF Inspector)
Second Review Team (CDF Felton)
Water quality

XSanta Cruz Co.
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
San Mateo and Santa Cruz Ranger Unit
Resource Management
Attn: Ms. Nancy Drtiard
P.O. Drawer F-2
Felton, CA 95018

August IO, 1999

Subject: Focused August 3, 1999 preharvest inspection  of WLPZ activities for Timber
Harvesting Plan l-99-095 SCR.

Because the subject preharvest inspection focused on activities proposed Gthin  the
WLPZ, the following comments address only those aspects of the plan. As was noted in the May
18,1999  letter by the Department of Fish and Game, the Corralitos  sub-watershed contains one
of the few remaining viable steelhead  populations within the Pajaro watershed. Given its
importance as steelbead  habitat, maintaining and enhancing the Corrahtos watershed for the
continued existe.nce  of steelhead is an important objective. In our rex&w  of THP l-99-095 SC&
we focused on those activities which independently or cumulatively could negatively impact
steeihead or their habitat. In particular, we considered actbities  which could deleteriously affect
stream temperatures, sediient input and woody debris recruitment.

Taking into accounl these considerations, the following comments and recommendations
are made.

Stream TemuerstuceJ

According to current literature, optimum stream temperatures for rearing steelhead range
between 50 and 59 degrees Fahrenheit. III many areas this goal may be unattainable, so instead it
needs to be assured that stream temperatures remain as cool as possible and that activities da not
lead to increases in stream temperatures.

During the preharvest inspection, the proposed mark of the trees within the WLPZ
appeared to be reasonably light, however concern was expressed that some trees had such a faint
line that many marked trees may have been missed  by the review team Mr. Twight also stated
that once the cable corridors are laid out that the mark may need to bc adjusted, therefore the
review team was unable to make a clear determination of the extent of the proposed WLPZ
cut.ting  and related effects in temperature, sediment and woody debris recruitment.

TEIP l-99-095 SCR states that data collected on Gamecock Creek after
THP l-97-275 SCR. was implemented indicated an increase in stream temperatures sf 4 degrees
Fahrenheit. Given that stream temperatures in the watershed are probably already sub-optimal any
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increases in stream temperature should be unacceptable. ‘IIre  increased stream temperatures  from
Gamecock Cxeek  needs to bc adequately addressed in the cumulative impacts assessment and the
THP needs to have a very conservative approach to protecting stream temperatures within
Ramsey Gulch.

The plan states that retention of 60% ofthe zanopy  will be adequate to protect. the stream
For class lI streams that provide sig&icant  quantities of water to class 1 streams supporting
unadromous salmonids, it is questionable if even a 75% canopy retention is adequate to assure
cool stream temperatures. We believe the canopy retention proposed in the plan is likely to result
in increased summer stream temperatures. The data and analysis presented in the plan is
insufticient  to conclude otherwise.

Sediment

Only those potential stxiimcnt sources within the M’Ll?Z were evaluated. Potential
sediment issues from the proposed road infrastructure  were evaluated by Department ofMines
and Geology personnel and we defer to their expertise. Because ofthe steep terrain, the primary
concern w%b.iu  the WLPZ is the potential for cut trees to backslide into the creek, dislodging
sediment and either transporting it to the creek directly or baring the soil and making it susceptible
to erosion during ruin events.

The plan does not discuss the potential for trees or logs 10 backsfidc  or roll into the
watercourse much less discuss mitigation measures to .sniti.m;ze  impacts Erom such aa event.

Woodv Debris  Recmitment

Mr, Twight accurately states that there is lack of large woody debris within Ramsey
Gulch. It has been agreed upon that all trees which have fallen and are currently spanning the
waTercourse  channel or are within the chauxel  shall KJ.EI~II  iu place, but thcxe are no provisions
for future recruitment of trees. In fact the few redwood which were leaning toward th.e channel
were marked.

Recomuendations

Because of the ~~~txtainty  ofthe impacts  associated with THP I-97-275 SCR and the
ambiguity of the proposed activities in the WLPZ in THP I-99-095 SCR, the Department
adheres to its original recommendations as follows:

1. A no cut zone or no activity zone should he established within the WLPZ of
Karnsey Gulch. This would include cable corridors in addition to the ixiividuni
trees which are marked for hsrvcst.
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2. Winter operations should not be allowed on the remtinder  of the plan.

3. No woody material VA&I or perched over class I.l or class IXI warercourses  should
be relnoved.

Additional Commentv

The Department of Fish and Game is willing to help design a study protocol which would
hopemy  answer soxte ofquestions about the hacts associated with THP l-97-275 XX.
Ideally, Department  biologists could work in conjunction wirrh CDF biologists since they have
developed studies in other parts of the State to ascertain the impacts assotiated  with timber
harvest activities.

Llyou  have any questions or comments please cali  me at (83 1) 6884768.

Sincerely,

ilz:v~?Iwsd
Associatk  Fisheries Biologist
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State of Californie The Resources  Agency

To: Rodger Thompson Date : July 30, 1999
Deputy Chief, Forest Practice Ref. : IMD 7-30

From: Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Coastal-North Area

Subject: Information review: l-99-095 SCR; Ramsey Gulch

At the request of CDF Inspector Nancy Drinkard, I reviewed
the temperature reports provided by RPF Peter Twight relative to
this plan. The potential for significant stream temperature
increases to result from this plan is a concern of the Department
of Fish & Game (DFG) biologist Jennifer Nelson.

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is the department with
jurisdiction under state law on. fish and wildlife resource
issues. My role as a CDF biologist is to provide biological
recommendations and guidance to CDF. The input of CDF's
biologist does not supersede that of DFG's relative to biological
issues. DFG has been on-site, and I believe will do so again.

The following is specific to the RPF's April 15, 1999 report
(I won't address his interim letter-report dated August 28, 1998
because all its data is included in the April 99 report) .
e The report states that "the study was designed to compare

water temperatures form unlogged through area of known canopy
density reduction in Gamecock Creek,‘and measure the
downstseam effects in several locations" and "the hobos
[temperature monitors] were to measure the effects on stream
water temperatures and their variation as they might be
affected by the various levels of canopy reductions from the
Gamecock Creek timber harvesting in 1997-98." These goals are
probably impossible without pre-harvest and post-harvest
information as the data can't account for the temperature
complications of gaining and losing reaches of stream. Such
goals can not be well documented unless there are several
years pre- and post-harvest to account for annual climatic
variability, and to the extent it happens, THP-induced wind-
throw further opening the canopy. In addition to being only
one season's worth of information, the data is weak because a)
it starts half way through the summer (mid July) and b) misses
a critical t-l week period at the end of August/start of
September. At best, I think the information can be considered
a characterization of the temperature regimes along a
longitudinal gradient of the watercourses, with weak
inferences to canopy levels.

l The report goes on at some length regarding an analysis of
daily fluctuations (amplitude). While daily amplitude in
temperature is accepted to be an important parameter in fish
health, I am not familiar with any research that has set

RECEIVE
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Page 2
THP l-99-095: Burch

Ramsey Gulch

standards or thresholds for this factor. Further, the
analysis uses an average of many day's amplitude, thus
possibly  swamping out periods of high variation (presumed bad)
with periods of low variation (presumed good [actually, what I
know about temperature variation effects is that the best is
an intermediate amount of variation]). This analysis would be
more useful if it ploted the daily amplitude across the period
of record, looking for extended periods of wide amplitude.
perhaps better,

Or
looking at the amplitude during a set-length,

warmest period only.
suggests a substantial

Still, the information in the report

amplitude.
effect of reduced canopy on the daily

In any regards, the report should cite the
information used to support the analysis and conclusions
regarding the impacts of temperature variation on steelhead.

. The report notes a reduction in the amplitude from Station 3
to station 4, a decline that is dismissed as not being due to
higher canopy levels in that reach. Canopy is reportedly low
there as a result of a 1988 THP, and recent photos show open
areas. The report attributes the changes not to side stream
inflow, but to subsurface circulation. In addition to
subsurface circulation (I assume by this, the report means in-
channel exchange between the substrate and surface water),
there is the possibility of submerged springs.
importantly,

Perhaps
the stream course changes directions from a +-

north to south to a +-
Directionality can have

east to west flowing stream.

potential,
substantial affects on solar warming

especially in canyons.
l The report discusses that the Solar Pathfinder readings were

recorded for the month of September, and then notes that the
greatest temperatures were in July and August -- yet at one
station a September peak equaled the earlier ones. The month
of September was recommended based on Dave Hope's opinion that
-- for the region -- September is the hottest month.
this data set, anyway,

From
it appears that future uses of the

Pathfinder in the area should use August.
l The report asserts that sighting-tube canopy should be 60% and

shade (pathfinder) should be 85% to keep a stream in a
functional range for salmonids in south flowing streams.
data set to support this conclusion is weak at best (as

The

described under #l) and limited (samples few [n=3?])
not provide the temperature regime (threshold)

and does

such a statement could be made.
again;t which

o Under watershed effects, the report implies that "...temperature
effects of THP 1-96-275 have [not] been transmitted into
Brown's Creek," but further qualifies that with the clause
"...the data we have so far..."
lSt bullet),

The implication is unfounded (see
the data says little about temperature effects

transmission.
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. Under watershed effects, the statement that ".-fish must be
staying  in the forest part of the watershed..." is probably
true, and probably has always been more or less true. As far
as temperature is concerned, a fully shaded forested stream
might have feed suitably cool water for some distance
downstream, but at some point it probably became too hot
anyway. The point is to not reduce the geographic range of
suitably cool temperatures, and to not make areas where
temperatures are stressful any more stressful.

. Under watershed effects, the statement that "..Jogging seems to
have little downstream temperature effects..." is unfounded by
the data provided. Then the report leaps to a statement that
"...from this one must conclude that temperature increases from
canopy removal, such as they are, have little or no effect on
the value of the steam to anadromous fish"!
no basis for this statement,

Again, there is
as the extension of the stream

temperature data to the steelhead habitat quality is not
provided -- what temperature range do steelhead in the system
under consideration need? The report doesn't report threshold
criteria needed to support this statement.

Minor suggestions on the report:
identified --

Figure l's y-axis is not
are the values graphed thereon daily averages,

maximums, or ??. Subsequent figures have differing scales that
complicate analysis. This is a result of being printed from the
manufacturer's software that sets the scales based on the range
of the input data. The RPF can remedy this by inputting the data
into a spreadsheet and plotting it from the spread-sheet's
graphics module (however, the RPF should keep the original data
in addition to the spreadsheet).

The best information I have readily available (Bjornn &
Reiser 1991) suggests that steelhead prefer lo-13'C (+-SO-56°F )
and +-24°C (75'F) is lethal. All of the temperatures reported by
the RPF are above the "preferred" level. Someplace between
preferred and lethal is stressful where fish growth is slowed,
habitat use becomes constrained, and other natural risks
-- CDF should assure adequate shade and canopy to prevent

elevate

projects from causing water temperatures to encroach into or
increase in this zone,
cumulatively.

whether the projects o so individually or

question]?
Where do we set this zone of concern [the tough

One approach is the MWAT concept1 (Brungs & Jones

1

MK4T.
The recent Science Review Panel ([SRP],Ligon et al.

However,
1999) discounts the use of

n
their rationale for doing so seemed to me to be suspect, citing

. ..recent studies  suggest that the MWATmethod  is not a validated  hypothesis;"  and
"temperatures  used . . . do not appear to be based  on all thermal studies reported  in
the scientific  literature..."; then citing a few examples that do not clearly
support their statements because MWATz are not reported.
concern by noting that site specific factors (e.g.,

The SRP underscored their
food abundance) can modify the

influence of temperature and that this is not taken into account with MW~LT.
there is no reazon why M37AT  could not be calculated from local fish studies.

Yet

Indeed, the SRP suggests that ".. .the best method is a site-specific thermal
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1977). MWAT is an acronym for gaximum Weekly Average
Temperature, which is an attempt to calculate a physiologically-
based temperature threshold of concern. Against the calculated
MWAT threshold, the weekly average temperature values of any
local area can be compared to determine if there is temperature
stress. Using the information from Bjornn and Reiser (1991) as
input variables, an MWAT calculates out to f- 16'C (+- 62'F).
From the data provided by the RPF, temperatures exceed 62°F for
extended periods. To the extent that this admittedly rough
calculation has value (this deserves to be reviewed with local
authorities on steelhead2), the meaning is that shade canopy
should not be reduced and vertical canopy should remain high to
minimize the downstream effects (shade prbtects from the dominant
heating factor, direct solar heating;
against microclimate shifts).

vertical canopy protects

If the temperatures as reported in the report are in a
stressful state, is that natural temperature regime for the
region or the results of cumulative impacts? Probably both.
This area is in the southern portions of the steelhead's range
(and the southern extreme for coho salmon), and as a consequence
is naturally warm. The reports describe recent past THPs
have opened the canopy (96-275 and a 1988 THP), and states

that

another THP will be submitted in the near future. Other land
uses that might be elevating water temperature are rural housing
and county roads. The other land uses-that have opened the
canopy substantially or modified discharge character are a good
basis for tightly controlling proposed, near-future canopy
modifications based on cumulative impacts.
cumulative effects,

Regardless of
if temperatures are near stressful naturally,

CDF still restrict activities that might increase the them. '
As interim direction for temperature evaluations, 1) in

addition to providing graphical output from the hobos, report
some other standard variable (e.g., MWATI), 2) before extending
the results of temperature monitoring to fish habitat suitability
or impacts, describe the thresholds against which he is comparing
the information, 3) get multiple years of information with before
and after values before asserting relationships between logging
impacts on canopy and stream temperatures.

By itslef, the report provides only a small bit of
information desirable to conclude anything about the potential
significance of direct or cumulative impacts of the proposed
project on the temperature aspects of salmonid habitat.

physiology  approach  that integrates information  on water temperature,  food use,
fish growth..-"

and
and then references some gray literature regarding a Computerized

Fish Energetics  Model. Clearly, site specific information on fish physiology/water
temperature relationships would be the best to use, and evaluation of these models'
outputs after fed the local information could guide how the temperature monitors
information should be evaluated in the future.
' Populations probably are adapted to local temperature regimes and thus may have
different temperature thresholds than those I used to calculate MWAT.
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Water Temperatures as related to Canopy  densities  in Gamecock  Creek
%.mta Cruz County California April 15 1999 - - - - - - -I _ _ . . .

Peter A Twight,  RPF 2555

Water temperature monitoring was begun initially in response to concerns arising from the Iisting of
Coho salmon and the q2090 Agreement between Caiifomia  Department of Forestry (CDF) and the
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) which permitted “incidental take” if certain additional
protection practices were followed. These included canopy protections to prevent water temperature
increases if Department of Fish and Game could demonstrate water temperature probIems  in the
Timber Harvest Plan (THP) area. Monitoring will bring objectivity to water temperature concerns, and
provide us with information we need to plan future logging operations in anadromous fish streams.
The study was designed to compare water temperatures from unlogged  through area of known canopy
density reduction in Gamecock Creek, and measure the downstream effects in several locations. The
results should indicate whether logging is endangering the temperature regime in the rearing and
summering areas of young steelhead. A few individual temperature measurements give an indication
of the problem for juvenile steeIhead  movement to the ocean. Further monitoring in Ramsey Creek
and Gamecock Creek will be carried out during the summer and fall of 1999.

Procedures
Hobo water temperature monitoring devices were standardized and set out at five points in Gamecock
and Browns Creeks in the summer of 1998.  The Hobos were to measure the effects on stream water
temperatures and their variation as they might be affected by the various levels of canopy reductions
from the Gamecock Creek timber harvesting in 1997-98. Hobo temperature monitoring devices were
placed in the stream at the THP upper boundary (Hobo I). in the middle of the THP at the bottom of a
lightly cut area (Hobo 2), and at the bottom of the THP below an area with moderate canopy cutting
(Hobo 3). Two more Hobos were placed to determine the temperature rise (or drop) at the bottom of
Gamecock Creek (Hobo 4), and in Browns Creek downstream from Ramsey Creek (Hobo 5) which.was
unloggcd  but planned for logging during the following year. From the water temperature
measurements and the canopy measurements we hope to compare changes in canopy density from the
logging with the temperature regime down stream. In theory, “the principal source of energy for
heating small streams during summer conditions is incoming solar energy striking the water surface,

and most of this energy is stored in the strea.m.“1 It was anticipated that water temperatures would be
lowest and have the least variation at the upstream THP boundary, and increase in temperature and
range of variation in temperature as measurements were taken down stream. Because water flow

rhrough  shady reaches was not expected to result in cooling of water temperatures.2  we expected tie

1 Beschta et al. 1987 pp 198-199

* Beschta et aI, 1987 ~205



Water  Temperature  and Canopy - Gamecock Creek 4/15/99

highest temperatures and greatest variation from maximum to minimum at the lowest elevation. Two
additional Hobos were provided by Department of Fish and Game and put out in early September to
measure Ramsey  Creek as a control, and Corralitos Creek at the Browns Valley Road bridge to assess

down stream effects. The locations of the Hobos is shown on Figure 1.31ndividual  Hobo graphs are
appended. Water temperatures were recorded at various spots at various times with a hand held
thermometer to attempt to give infomxxion  on the overall watershed temperature effects.

Results:
A graphic portrayal of daily maximum temperature spikes at the different Hobo sites is shown on
Figure 2. Two of our Hobos were not properly programed and failed to yield data during the first
measurement period. The two Department of Fish and Game Hobos also yielded no data for some
reason. The highest daily water temperature spikes were recorded during 2 hot spells in early August
and 1 in early September (see Figure 2). Since canopy effects will show in the rise in temperature from
its overnight minimum, the difference between maximum and minimum temperature per day was

‘measured from the graphs (Appended), and the average variation for each station was determined. By
proportion, the average variation in temperature for Hobo stations 1 and 5 were calculated for the
period when daily data was not recorded. During the Pre-Harvest Inspection. the period of highest
water temperatures was anticipated to be in September and the TJXP  canopy density agreed upon was
keyed to this. This year the highest temperatures and greatest variation occurred between July 18 and
August 26. It will undoubtedly be different during other years, however the data we obtained appears
to be instructive on the local effects of canopy densities.

Sufficient measures of canopy have been made on the Gamecock THP (l-96-275 SCR) to make
preliminary estimates as to the effect of canopy density on north to south  trending streams in the Santa
Cruz mountains. East - west trending streams have topographic as well as canopy protection. Our
measurements  show the lowest temperatures and the least variation from minimum to maximum
occurred at the THP upper boundary where the average variation was 1.97” F during the period of
greatest variation. Hobo location 2 had an average variation of 2.53” F, Hobo 3 had an average
variation of 4.1” F, Hobo 4, about 1 mile down stream, had a variation of 2.43, and Hobo 5, 1000 feet

down stream (below the entrance of Ramsey Creek) had a variation of 2.47.’  Stream canopy below
this ‘l3-P area was not measured, however that area was cut heavier than this THP in 1988, open areas
can be seen on aerial photographs and tids the stream reach below THI? l-96-275 SCR continues to
receive some solar energy inputs. Since there is very little inflow  from side streams, most of the drop in
temperature measured is probably the result of subsurface circulation through the gravel/boulder

3 Figure 1 has been corrected after further data analysis since the August 28, 1998 Report on THP
1-96-275SCR

4 This is an insignificant difference from Hobo 4 considering the variation between Hobo devices.
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stream  bed as the water sinks in elevation.

Canopy in the area above Hobo 1 was about 90% measured with a vertical sighting tube, although we
know the canopy is likely less dense upstream on the area of a 1990 THP. Hobo 2 has a 2200~ foot
reach above it with highly variable canopy samples showing some areas with about .57%, some 81% and
most of the area at 60% canopy as measured with the vertical sighting tube, and an overall average
density providing solar energy protection of 56% as measured with the Solar PathEnder.  Hobo 3 had
81 % canopy protection from solar energy in September which the PHI team chose as the critical
month. In August some data indicates the canopy provides about 74% protection against solar energy
because the sun is higher. The 1200 feet above Hobo 3 also has several significant breaks in canopy
at wide skyline corridor crossings which allowed the sun to strike the water surface especially early to
mid summer. e.g.* a 100 foot segment had September canopy protection of only 69%.

It appears that early August to early September  was the hottest period. but this did not translate to
higher temperature variations downstream. The stream seems to have an overall water temperature

variation of about 2.5” F5 when the solar energy protection from the canopy is about’ SS%, but the
temperature spikes up more during hot periods when the canopy provides only 81% protection.
Ocular analysis of the graph of daily spikes indicates that during hot spells, the effect of canopy is
more pronounced (to 67.4O  F), but that the effects are short lived, and even the spikes are reduced by
distance from the area of solar energy impact. It appears that for a north to south nowing  stream,
overhead canopy density as measured by the vertical sighting tube should be about 60%, but with no
large gaps where sun can penetrate, and that provides about 85% protection against solar energy. This
density wiI1 keep a stream in a functional range of anadromous fish habitat. These canopy densities
appear to maintain stream temperature vari’ation  in the range of about 2.5” F over thousands of feet of
forested stream side area.

THP Preparation and Practice to Achieve Minimal Temperature EiYects:
We have found the Solar Pathfinder fairly rapid to use. directly measures the solar energy input, and
can function during tree marking to avoid gaps where sun can penetrate. The Solar Pathfinder does
not have the statistical variation of the Vertical Sighting Tube, so the number of samples required is
less. The Vertical Sighting Tube is not useful during tree marking. Good felling practices to protect
the planned canopy is necessary. We have achieved excellent results in Sleeper Gulch (THP l-97-254
SCR). in Bear Creek (THP l-97-256 SCR),  and good quality yarding corridors have been achieved with
a running skyline in SDSF, on our TKP l-94-453 SMO. as well as on the heavily supervised parts of the
Gamecock THP. We know that close monitoring of fclliny  and yarding is necessary and can achieve
good results.

5 In 1996 Kings Creek had an average variation in early September of 2.1, for the same period the
San Lorenzo River at Big Trees had an average variation of 3.4” F.

3
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Watershed Effeds
Watershed effects of timber harvesting in this watershed appear to be minimal. THP l-83-319 SCR
directly downstream reduced  the canopy substantially more than any 200 foot segment of THP 1-96-
275 SCR, however the water temperature this year cooled through that area and the area remains
productive of steelhead.  The  data we have thus far do not indicate that temperahIre  effects of THYP l-
96-275 SCR have been transmitled  into Browns Creek. The temperature in Browns Creek just below

Ramsey Creek (unlogged) appear to be very close to that of Gamecock Creek.6  A temperature
measurement at the Browns Valley Road bridge on 7/27/95  registered 71” F, at Gamecock Hobo station
4 the m;Luimum  temperature spike was 61.7. On 7/29 the water temperature at the Browns Valley Road
bridge was 70” F, at Gamecock Hobo station 3 the maximum temperature spike was 60.1” F. On 9/2 (a
cool day) at the Browns Valley Road bridge the water temperature was 66.5”. at Gamecock Hobo station
4 the water  icmperature  mcasurcd  61.Y F. On Scptcmber  10 the maximum recorded at Gamecock
Hobo station 4 was .59.5”,  the temperature at the Freedom Blvd  bridge in Watsonville was 67.5” F, an 18”
F rise. Thus it appears that on a hot day the water temperature will spike up 3.7” from the top of the
watershed through the logging area, and increase 10” F between  the forested upper watershed and the
Browns Valley road bridge 3 miles down stream, and is likely to be more than 15” F higher farther
downstream. This means the lower Corralitos  Creek watershed could be over SO” F for much of August
and September. Fish must be staying in the forested part of the watershed throughout the summer and
fall where temperatures remain satisfactory, and simply do not use the lower watershed until cool
weather sets in after mid to late September or October.

Logging seems to have little downstream tempkrature  effects as the comparison between Ramsey Creek
and Gamecock Creek appear to indicate. Even if the temperatures remained at a headwaters
temperature of 60” through the forest. the temperatures downstream from the forest (Freedom Blvd
bridge) likely would still be lethal in late September. Only the upstream area could be used by fish just
as now occurs. From this one must conclude that temperature increases from canopy removal, such as
they are. have little or no effect on the value of the stream to anadromous fish. Tt will require a
substantial extension of shading into downstream areas before areas outside the forest may become
usable. Temperature regimes would have to be improved drastically. then perhaps, just perhaps, canopy
reductions from logging couId  effect the amount of the lower watershed that could be used by fish.
More information on sources of heat and their mitigation in the lower watershed clearly is needed. ‘-...

._.

.,._: I’-

w. i _

’ On 9/Z/98  the water temperature at the bottom of the unlogged Ramsey Creek was 62” F, at the
same time the bottom ( Hobo station 4) of Gamecock Creek was 61.5Q  F. 1999 data may confirm this.
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APPENDIX B

1. Standardization of water temperature measurements with 5 Hobo temp. devices

The devices were placed together in a 20 gallon (approx) ice water bath on 1 l/4/% following their
monitoring time in the creeks. They were left outside where the sun could hit the tank for 5 days. The
ice was renewed in the tank on 1 l/5. Temperature graphs were overlapped to determine the
temperature variations between devices. The reported results have been adjusted to show the
standardized temperatures.

Hobos I1 and SS measured identically on all lows. but differed on one high by about 8”, and another
high by 1”. Hobo Sl was 1” lower than 2 hobos, agreed with 2 others in the range of 38” to 43” but
measured 1.5” to 2” higher than 3 other Hobos at 65” on one measurement, and 1” higher than 5 Hobos
at two  other 65” peaks. S 1 did not record the 16” spike in temperature (sun on the tank?) on 1 l/6, and
was I” to 2” higher than 3 hobos at the 76” to 77.5” range. The spike is not counted in the averages
below.

Average temperature at highs & lows
1 42.75
2 66.26
3 39.22
4 65.42
5 61.02
G 65.32
I 56.94
S 63.04
9 54.92
10 76.W

Hobo # and adjustment within each temperature range
HI1 H24 H39 HSl H S S

-. 4 +.2s +.2S +.2s 4
+.56 -1.54 +1.26 -.74 +.‘;6
-2s +.42 -.28 -.2s -.2s
-25 +.42 i-.42 -.28 -.2S
+.22 i-.22 +.22 -.a +.22
+.32 +.32 + 33.-- -.38 -.3S
f. 14 t-.14 +. 14 -.56 -!-.14
+.I4 f. 14 +. 14 +.13 -.56
+ 33.-I +.22 C.22 c.45 +.22
+.%I 0 +.s4 -.46 -.46

Various analyses of averages with and without extremes indicates too much variability between
Hobos and within each Hobo reading to permit any simple adjustments f‘or this small sample. I think
one must cunclude  that the temperatures measured by each Hobo is accurate 2 OYF.
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APPENDIX C

Range of Temperature Variation

\

-..-- 1;. -

..- ;. 2

_c
___ .- -. . - ..-._
__ ._-. .-.
____
__-. -

c(,t
A.2
i.9
L.4
R. 1
2.1
2. I
3.5
2.4

",'<- ,

= ._.?,
0

_.-..
_--.-  - --
.___  ---__.
-.---. . .._

--..A-- .-- .

-22-l-L _

-: -.- .
. .-

._-
‘ .--. -

.-.
I: . .
-- -_-.

I : I
__  . .._

. .

. . . .. . . . ---. “.. .-__ -_. . - ._.--~--?c7._ ..-:- .-
\k-

!
.

is.- . -- -- ._/LY..q - .
N:L(O

-. -.- - _... _ . -.

----e-e_  .-  . ._ .-_...  .-- J r,,  . . ’
----..-  - - _. _ _ _ Y &. F : A?- ..A-.---_-___ _ __ ._ . 1. . _-.- -_ __ _-. __.. -a r yg .-.I -<:;-.- - ‘ .

.- ..-.. -. . ..__

L- - .-.__ ._.

.----  ._-. -.

---.-__

-----.  - .-

---....-.--._ _.

e---._ ._

---.-. -. . _ _

--_-

---my  ._. . _

-m-s.  .

--  _

-.-

-. _

--.  ._ _

1 1 . 0 -2 :7
P b.2 .-- -. d.g
? 0.8 .LY,4
to- -LO - ‘- -z, I
IJ 2.3 L.P
/:

q.0
3 . 1
3-r
J. I
1.F
0.7

0.7

$2



ATTACHMENT 7
A~ACHMENT fi

Water  Temperature  and Canopy - Gamecock Creek 4/15/99

APPENDIX D

Canopy Measurements:

Solar Pathtinder  measurements 4/20/95
Lightly cut WLPZ: 45 Solar PathBnder  measurements at 50 foot intervals.
Average canopy = 56% with a standard deviation of 6%
Moderately cut WLPZ: 16 Solar Pathfinder measurements a; 50 foot intervals.
Average canopy 81.6% with a standard deviation of 6%

Solar Pathfinder measurements on 7/10/97  on the lower 1200 feet of the THP (below the 1st fork)
taken at 30 foot imervals:
14 measxrcmcnts  indicalcd  S9% canopy with a standard deviation of 3% for September.
13 measurements for August indicated 52% with a standard deviation of 9%.

A sample of 7 points for June indicated 77% canopy with a standard deviation of 12%.
Vertical Sighting Tube measurements, October 2. 1997, by Hollett & Twight

A 250 foot sample was taken runnin_g transects approximately perpendicular to the Creek with sample
points (hit or miss) readings taken at about 30 foot intervals. Most transects had 13 sample points.
Hollett’s  raw data per transect was not recorded. The sample indicated an average 85% canopy on the
west side with a standard deviation of S%, 77% canopy on the east side for an average canopy of SIYG
probably with, a standard deviation of 8%.

Vertical Sighting Tube measurements. January 14, 199S.  by Roger Thompson. S Hollett. P Twight
& D Van Lennep.
A 500 foot sample of transects was taken perpendicular to the creek at 50 foot intervals with  6
measurements of hit or miss per transect. The actual data was not retained per transect so statistical
analysis of transects could not be done. The transect average showed 60% canopy with a standard
deviation of 10%. The variation in data between point sample transects is obviously very high.

Vertical Sighting Tube measurements were taken by Twight on 7/7/95
A 100 foot transect parallel to the stream at about 50 feet distant was taken with measurements at 10
foot intervals in the no-cut zone of the WLPZ near the property line. indicating 90% average canopy.
A 100 foot transect parallel to the stream at about 50 feet distant was taken with measurements at 10
foot in&rvals  in UK uncut arca of rhe WLPZ above the property Enc.  indicating  86% averay canopy.

APPENDIX E
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Notes and Literature Reviewed

NOTES ON WATER TEhlPERATURE  ISSUES FOR GAMECOCWRAIvlSEY  PROJECT:

Peter H. Cafe&a, 1990. “Water Temperature Evaluation”

“Elevated stream temperatures can reduce juvenile survival rates and lower the
abundance and diversity of food organisms for fish (Beschta et. al. 1987).”  [this is not the
gist of Beschta et al, in fact it seems to me the opposite. - PAT]

“Stream temperatures increase after log,$ng largely because of the increased
exposure of the stream surface to solar radiation (Brown, 1969).”

“While btier strips supply benefits beyond just stream shading (i.e., sediment
filtering, wildlife habitat, etc.), for the purposes of this discussion . . .”

“About 90 percent of the maximum [shading ability] will be reached in the first 55 feet ..“.  1:
(Brazier and Brown 1973). The size of a stream, its orientation, surrounding topography, . --tic-
and type and density of vegetation need to be considered when desi,ting  a buffer strip.”

sand, gravel or boulder stream bottoms heat and cool more quickly.
The best method of measuring canopy shading where temperatures are critical is the

Solar Pathfinder.
description of how to predict temperature increase: Stream surface area, cfs

measurement, travel time of water, 15 - 20% reduction for bedrock conditions, estimate
canopy change from harvesting.

Robert L. Beschta et al.. 1987._i.
“Bedrock channels are more efficient than gravel-bed channels at conducting heat.”

p192. U” . . .conductive  heat transfers are usually insignificant (Brown 19691.” p193
If temp change after loggiig lie within the bounds of natural variability, then any

effects related to temp change might be difficult to detect. Furthermore, even if
measurable, such effects might be relatively unimportant if they would be expected to
result from climatic variability anyway.” p194-5
u Peak daily temperatures are usually achieved during the late afternoon, and
minimums just before dawn. p195

Small streams change temperatures of large in proportion to water volume. .- --
Thermal stratification usually only takes place in pools, may be 5 to 10°C cooler’ than

surface. “Cool-water sources usually result from a, tributary stream, groundwater, or an
upwelling of stream water that has been cooled through flowing through the stream beds
(figure 4j.” p197
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“Again, the prqncipal source of ener,rry for heating small streams during summer
conditions is incoming solar ener,7 striking the water surface.” “h4ost  of this incoming
energy is stored in the stream . . .” heat gain by convection will tend to be offset by heat
loss through evaporation. “ . . ,. High air temperatures do not cause stream temperature to
increase following canopy removal even though daily maximum air temperatures are

usually at their highest during clear sunny weather just as temperatures of streams are.
However, the two variables are often highly correlated.” p199 [I guess this means loss of
canopy in this instance did not involve solar radiation hitting water}

Exposed streams have large diurnal fluctuation /--‘-
CL . . .The  effect of partial canopy removal is directly proportional to the reduction in

canopy providing shade to the stream.” ~205 “The importance of a buffer strip for
preventing increases in stream temperature can be determined by measuring its aqgular
canopy density (ACD).” ~205  [hence solar pathfinder] The ACD of old-growth stands in
W Oregon generally falls between 80 and 90%

predicting change in stream temp is more difficult in partial cut because it is harder to
predict the change in exposed surface. ~205 on reaches of more than 1000 feet,
evaporation and conductive transfers make prediction more difficult, as well as inflow of
ground water. ~206 Flow through a shady reach will result in little change in water .
temperature., therefore changes in headwater temperatures can increase temperatures ‘/
downstream. The ma,gnitude  of downstream effect depends on the relative increase in ‘1
temperature and the amount of stream flow from the exposed tributaries. ~207

Thermal effects
“The energy base for stream biota comes from . . . algal production and . . . needles,

leaves, twigs, etc.” p209  With increased temperature microflora  develop more rapidly and
utilize available organic matter at a higher rate. Rapid decomposition of organic material
may increase invertebrate production more quickly leading to additional fish food at an
earlier time. Org matter would be consumed over a shorter period.

Increase in stream light and temperature increases algae and often species
composition. Increases in filamentous  algae tends toward more worms which fish eat less.

despite potential for deleterious effects, clear cuts increased invertebrates in streams,
so apparently deleterious effects are outweighed by increase primary production resulting
from increased temperatures, light, and nutrients.” ~210-13.

Higher temperatures may accelerate insect larvae development, and earlier adult
emergence. The emergence of fry and feeding coincides with spring and early summer
hatches of insects.

“Thus increased temperatures would probably eliminate the fish before their food
resource was affected.” ~211

19
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Increased temp increases food available to salmonids, SO must consider effects in the
entire system. p212

;.?.. .-
Thermal tolerances and preferences \ i . ‘,.. ,’

.I
“Apparently salmonids are tolerant of the extremes in temperature they are likely to

encounter over their life spans and geographic ranges. In particular, the life stages of
salmonid species that rear in freshwater seem especially tolerant of extreme high
temperatures (extreme in the sense that most species can tolerate temperatures that are
many degrees higher than any they are likely to encounter).temperature”  ~212-13

Lethal temperatures identified in laboratories do not exist under natural conditions.
~213

Coho fiy tend to migrate downstream as water temp increased. ~215
fish species competition changes with temp change - trout dominate in cool water,

shiners in warm.
Following clearcutting, temp increases by themselves do not have si,gnificant

deleterious effects on salmonid  abundance. Temps did not exceed tolerance limits for
extended periods. Fish are behaviorally “plastic” and act to reduce temperatures exposed to
and duration of exposure by moving to cooler areas ~215 i .( _( i

.: .I.”
;*-... 2 .- ,‘” :

“Environmental changes Tess favorable to salmonids, such as increased water
temperatures in higher order streams, could offset any increase in abundance or production
of anadromous salmonids that might occur from opening the canopy along lower order
streams, or could even result in an overall decrease in population.” ~216

Coho required twice the food at 17” C than at 5”C, but decrease in growth and
swimming performance occurs primarily at temperatures near lethal thresholds. ~217

Steelhead slowed growth at higher temperatures only if food was limited. couldn’t be
confirmed in nature.

Coho preferred temperatures: 53.2” to 58.3”F Upper Iethal  = 78.4”F
S teelhead preferred: 45.14”F to 58.3”F Upper Lethal = 75.38”F

Effects of temp (logging temperature increases 58%, climate temp increases 42%) on
life history events: (1) increases in length of growing season from earlier emergence led to
Tincrease  in fry size during 1st winter; increase fry size led to increased pop survival through
1st winter; led to increased numbers and sizes of smelts;  and accelerated seaward migration
by 7 to 10 days. Early release of Coho resulted in more mortality, therefore, earlier
migration of larger population may be wholly offset by increased saltwater mortality.
~220  Changes in life history events may affect fish production ~221

“There are many reasons why the observed logging-related temperature increases
have not had significant deleterious effects on resident salmonids. bong these we (1) the
wide thermal tolerances of the freshwater forms of most of the resident salmonid  species,

20
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%e (2) the natural diurnal cycling of stream temperatures, which limits exposure to maximum
temperatures, (3) the occurrence of localized cool-water sources, which fish seem readily
able to locate and utilize, (4) the inability to extrapolate tolerance limits determined under
homogeneous laboratory conditions to the spatially and temporally complex thermal
environments of streams, and (5) the ability of fish to migrate to other locations or to
curtail activities temporarily when temperatures become stressful. Although increased
summer temperatures remain a concern to fisheries managers, it appears that fish are
generally able to tolerate such increases without major adverse impacts on growth or
mortality.” ~222

Areas further south may have more temperature impacts because of higher ambient
water temperatures
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6. Quigg Way/Thompson w
RPF - Paul

Slash in and around Class II streau~

7. Quigg Way/Thompson THP
RPF - Paul

Plugged culvert immediately below 1
16. note residential access affected

18. Quigg Way/Tl~on~pson  THP
RPF - Paul

Highway 9 culvert failure downstre;
photos 16/l 7; damage closed High
also note slash debris in foreground



53. Love Creek

trees caught at Love Creek 1
illustrates need to eliminate
cutting to reduce wood in st
wet weather  flows

Road bridge,
near stream
rem
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