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4-07-27/CAL-4 - Section 16 THP First Review Date: August 28, 2007

REVIEW TEAM QUESTTIONS
—_——a e An UMD

RPFF - Please provide the following information prior to the PHI (if a PHT
is required) and have the information available in writing for the ODF
inspector prieor to the PHI. Please also send n copy of yvour response to
these questions to the review team in Fresno. Failure to send 2 copy of
these responses to the Fresno office may result in delays of THpP approval.

1. Please provide the USGS Quadrangle names and dates under Ttem #8§
On page 2 as per 14 CCR 1034 (g) (1)

2. DNote: If the RPF will be authorized by the Plan Submitter to
submit amendments during the life of the Plan it must be included
uUnder Item #13(c). ’

- 3. Please include under Item 4 18 (Soi1l Stabilization) protection
me&asures in regards te roads and landings as stated in 14CCR 963.2
m) and 14CCR 963.5(f)(1)&{4)

4. Please include in the Winter Operations Plan under Ttem %23 for
the LTO benefit the 14 CCR 895.1 definition of “Saturated 8cil
Conditions” and the definition of “Hard Frozen Conditions” if
applicable. '

5. Please include additional information under Ltem #26 for Class II
watercourses in regards to 14CCR $56.3(g) and the first sentence
of 956.4(b) (&) .

7. Items #30 and #31 indicates that lopping will be used for fire
hazard reduction within 1007 of the Forest Service Co—op Road
7N28. For the benefit of the LTC please cite the 14 CCR 895.1
definition for “Lopping” (for the Southern Forest District), which
States “Severing limbs from the exposed sides of the unutilized
portion of trees s0. that porticns-of-the severed limbs are in
contact with ground,”

8, Are there any private roads open to the public within the plan
area that require fire hazard reduction as per 14 CCR 857.2(b) 7
If there are such roads within the plan area please describe the
hazard reductien treatment and shewn the specific reoads on & map.

references of “WRAg" and “wildlife retention areas.” Pleasze remove
the reference of "wildlife” as these retention areas are mnot
specific to wildlifa,

,;9. Under Item #38 (Retention Area within Clearcuts) there are
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10. To comply with 14 CCR 1035.4, please identify under THP Ttem #38
who the Plan Ssubmitter has designated to be the responsible person
to notify the Department of start Up of timber operations.
Additionally, Please identifv the following as the Department’ s
designated personnel for the notification.

Cal Fire Ares Forester
785 Mountain Ranch Road
3an Andreas, (g 95249
Phone (209) 754=-3831
Thomas.Tinsley@fire.ca.gov

11, The biclogical d3sessment area should ke established which would
allow for the assessment of all species identified during the
Process of scoping. The SCOPING foF tRTs THP has identified
raptors (Northern goshawk and the California spotted owl] and a
mammal (Pacifie fisher) that are further assessed within the
defined biological assessment area. As stated in Technical Rule
Addendum #2, Biological assessment areas will vary with *the
fpecies being evaluared and its habitat.

}?ﬁﬂTyplcally, raptor species would be afsessed for an area within 1 -

1.3 miles of the THP area, dependant upon the eXistence of
California Sported Owl, The Pacific fisher’s home range is
considerably larger and would require an even larger assessment
area. To complete scoping for potential special status plants, a
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12, Please Provide a detailed discussion under the "CEQA Analysis of

herbicide on this project. Please discuss the risks of human
eXposure and mitigations, techniques and brotocel that will hbe
followed to reduce such risks te insignificance. Flease include in
the discussion plan specific details related to the following 2
points:

1, The Recreational Assessment Area states that “fishing,
hunting, hiking and similar activities are generally allowed on
Sierra Pacific Industries timberland, including +he Proposed
Operations area of this THE .~

2. Timing of herbicide application in regard to periods of
minimal public use may be g consideration, such as treatments in
the spring versus the summer recreation months, or the fall deer
hunting szeaszon. Buffers near watercourses are described on page
111, Are there other areas of nomn-use such as ELZs, clearcut
retention areas, and biclogical protection areas? Is aerial
application Necessary bevond having the ocption? Please zlan
address potentigl EXposure to company emploveas, contractors, and
Forest Serviceae employees,
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13. Ttem 26(q) : ‘ ‘ CHEmm /”J‘%'fb Lo @M” T"’“’g

On August 24, 2007, the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) received
Yyour notification of lake or streambed alteration bursuant to Fish
and Game Code 1611 within the THP.

Following CDF’s acceéptance of the Plan for filing and the rayment
of the notification fee to the appropriate Department office, the
Department will determine‘within 30 days (per Section 1602 (a) (2))

L if the notificarion is complete and notify the Applicant in
L;Jff} writing, If the notification is incomplete due to any missing
“{bﬁ“ . information Or discrepancy in information, the Department will
e descr;bg the missing informatiag O required clarification. You
ny May visit the Streambed Alteration Agreement sectien of our
7y website at WWW.LATG. Ca. qov/ 1600 for further guidance with this

process. Upon subsequent suPmittal of additional information, the
Department wil] 2gain determine within 30 days (per Section
1602 (a) (2}) if rhe notification is complete and so notify the
Applicant in writing, If you de not receive a completeness
letter, the notification wilil be complete by default 30 days after
Teceipt by the DEG, ‘ ‘

The notification will be deemed void if the THP is returned by
CDF. '

Agreement (Agreement) to you within 60 calendar days from the date
the notification ig determined Lo be complete. 1f you disagree

informally, vyou may request an arbitratrion panel to resolve the
-disagreement, After receipt of a signed draft Agreement and the
fee, the DFG will finalize the Agreement after THP approval.

Nimbus Rd., Suite A, Rancho Cordeova, ca 95670 and indicate the THP
number. The regulations describing fees for lake or streambed
alteration agreements have been revised as of November 12, 2005.
The new fees for regular (<5 Years) timber harvesting agreements
are 81,200 base tee, plus 5100 for each broject/croasing. (DFG #1)

(#_527%51ant Scoping/survey reporfi—— T | - |

\ : Lo .
y &. The survey report indicates that an unknown A&I117um species

was found in the Project area. There ig a4 CNPS list 18
plant (A17ium tribracteatum) . wWill Surveys be conducted to
confirm the identification of the unknown 271717pm?

g b, The prFg appreciates the efforts of the RPF to document
Pipera colemanii, a CNDS List 4 species. The habitat

description on page 139 indicates that this species can be
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CDF Inspector - respond to the fcllewing questions:

= .

A wet area, head of a Class 17T watercourse, is Present near the

road intersection located to the northeast of Unit 4365, 1s the

roadbed adequately drained? Is mitigation Necessary to prevent

botential of inert-deposition into thE,MﬂLEEG@Hfﬁﬂ?““hhhmh
S=oi@l 1nto the

Note: RPF Purdy did provide reponses to a number of the First Review Guestions at the PHI. He
stated his responses to the remaining question not answered would accompany the PHJ
reconrmendations prior to plap approval,

is currently affecting the inlet of a 60-ineh culvart, but +o
leave the boulder in the watercourse. Please evaluate if removing
the boulder from the watercourse nore protective of the i vert
and crossing than moving the boulvhr away Ircm the culvert.

)

Please contact Ms. Tina Bartlet: at (816) 358-2892 tq arrange a
matually agreeable PHT date, '

Please contact Mr, Chris Cochrane at (916) 464-4820 to
schedule a Mutually Agreeagble PHI date and time,

Please notify G5 Bill Short at (916) 322-4853 of the PHI date.

Please notify Mike Bacca at (539) 243-4114 of the PHT date.

Flease notify Bill Solinsky at (559) 243-4153 of the FHI date.

No need to netify Cal Fire Archaeology of the PHI date,.

/3/ Solinsky 4-07-27/CAL~4 - Section 16 THP
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TO: Candace Gregory, Southern Region chief DATE: 9 - 21 —g7
FROM: Mike Noonan Unit Chief |
**********SECTION ITx%*hdkhndwn
Check items thar are applicable to the Proposed THR.

_YES / NO / mn

X / / - Silvicultural method appropriate?
% [/ / - Does site index dppear correct?
X /7 / - EHR accurater»
/ / x - Unstable areas Properly indicated?
x /7 / - Winter operations appropriate (if Proposed) ?
/ X / - If winter cperations are broposed in the future,
should the amendment be considered "substantialv?
_x / / - Watercourse classifications accurate?
X/ / - Watercourse protection adequate?
f K7 - Meadow and wet ares protection adequate?
X _/ / - Road locations feasibles
X / / - Erosion control adequate?
/ i / - THP map and addends ACCcurate?
/ /X - -Are domestic water Supplies adequately protected?
x / / - Archeological information complete?

If any of the above answers are answered NO, provide explanation in PHI
report.

/ /= ~Special Treatment Ares required?
7% 7 ~Does THP overlap an existing THP, or is stocking or
~ completion outstanding on all or a portion of the
Proposed plan?

/ /= ~Wild & Scenic River affected?
/ /O -Is THP adjacent to a state or national park? If 3o,
wWas park contacted to attend preharvest inspection?
%/ / “Will a response to concerns be required from the RPF
bPrior to approval to mitigate potential impacts?
/= /! T & B plant or wildlife Specles affected?
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EREHARVEST INSPECTION REPORT
e e S AL TION REPORT

1. Did weather conditions interfere with conducting the PHT?
Yes X No

Weather conditions during the PHI were SUry ardd cool with lfemperatures in the low 60's

2+ 2. Persconnel attending the Preharvest inspection were:

Thomas Tinsley CALFIRE-Inspector Sept. 18, 2007
Bill Solinsky CALFIRE-Review Team Sept. 18, 2007
Ed Struffenegger SPI-Dist. Menager Sepr. 18 2007
Lance Purdy SP[-Forester Sept. 18, 2007
Kevin Roberts - SPL-Biologist Sept. 18, 2007
Chris Cochrane wo Sept. 18, 2007
Tim Nosal DFG Sepr. 18, 2007
Mark Stewart EBMUD Rep. Sept. 18, 2007

Note: Kevin Roberts was only in attendance for the morning rm‘lg&fw__‘_
———————— s,

b. Persecnnel contacted regarding the preharvest inspection:

Bil!Skar:(CG&wasmnt i 2l was unabletoattend due 1o o sobadheliz auflict

Was Notice of intent properiy Posted at timber harvesting plan site
{14 cCr 1032_ 7y%

¥ Yes No (explain below)

The RPF pointed out the Notice of Intent 1o harvest, which was posted on a sugar pine on Forest Service
road 7N28. F.8 7N?8 bisects the proposed Dlan area and js seasonally open to the public, '

skidding will occur on adjacent Ownerships, have the adjacent owners
been added to the Timber Harvesting Plan and Notice of Intent as
additiongl timberland owners?

YES NO (explain below) ¥ N/L

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3. Has the project ares been accurately described within the THP as per
14 CCR 1034 (§9)7

X Yes No If no, Summarize balow:

TIMBER STAND DESCRIPTION
%

B, Is the propesed harvest area 2oned Timber Production Zone by the
county [933.1(a) {71172

Unknown x Yes No
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7. Are timber stands correctly deacribed ip the Timber Harvesting Plan?

X " Yes No {(list corrections below)

ponderosaJeffrey pine 296, white fir 529, red Jir 3%, sugar pine 15 %, Douglas-fir 0%, incense cedar
25%, and other hardwoods primarily scattered black paks and white alders along many of the

Streamcotrses 3%. These percentages gppear to be accurate based on Jield review, Laks as a stand
Lomponent are scaitered and limited due to the pro sed on,  As stated in the THP and
EWMMWH the proposed plim arey
‘half be made to maintain current levels of oak stocking during timber operations.

Understory Species/vegetation inchide mapzanila, mountain whitethorn, bush chinkapin and gooseberry.

True mistletoe at moderate 1o Severe levels of infestation is obvious in meany of the white fir. Blister
Ut In evident in some of the sugar pine coud dwarf mistletoe is present in some Jeffrey pine,

8. Have timber site classes been correctly identified and accurately

depicted [14 ¢cR 1034 (x) (12) 77 Consider even-aged regeneration method
limitations, and differences in minimuam stocking requirements.

X Yes , No (explain below)

This proposed plan is in a high elevation zone where stle classification is very variable given soils,
parent materials, high levels of surface rock and topography. It appears the RPF has accurately
identified the appropriate thnberland site classifications, Site classification ranges Jrom site [ 1o site

17/
SILVICULTURE
= Are the silviculturagl methods prescribed appropriate for stand
conditiops?
X Yes No (explain below)

10. For cven-aged management: If a "regeneration Step" harvest is
Proposed, will the brovisions of 14 CCR 933.1(a) be met?

3 Yeg No N/a

11. For imeven-aged management : Are enforceable mitigation measures
heeded to ensure the establishment and/or maintenance of a balanced
Stand structure, and establishment of new reproduction?

% No Yes (explain below) N/A

12.

x ey Yes N/SA
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13, Comments/general observations regarding silviculture.,

During the PHI the RPF agreed 10 the Jollowing recommendations; . .. .
g -‘_“_"_‘_-_

Under the Site FPreparation addendum on pages #3-7. include the statement that NO units sholl receive

an herbicide pre-treatment prior te plan approval. Recommendation #1 _,,.,/

ey

Under item #38, section Hinclude the siatement that larger diameter conifer trees within the “retention
areas” may be removed during harvest, Recommendation #2

Include a map Showing the actual proposed THP hapvest boundary for clarification Pirposes.
Recommendation #3

| - .
S ——

nder the Site FPreparation acdendum on pages #3-7_ g statement that during the application of
herbicides identified sensitive Plent populations shall be avoided Also discuss the timing of
Plants flovistic periods. Recommendation #4

Under the Site Preparation addendum on pages #5-7 a statemeni thay RPE Ostergacrd will be
authorized by the plan submitter to submit amendiments diiring the life of the proposed plan.
Recommendation #5 :

MAXIMIM SUSTATNED PRODUCTION OF HIGH UALITY WQOD_PRODUCTS

14. Does the THP comply with goals of 14 CCR 953.10 to restore, enhance,
and maintain the productivity of the state's Timberlands?

X Yes No (explain below)

1 appears the RPF shall be erhancing, maintaining and restoring fimberlands where feasible 1o obtain
the goal of MSP while 8iving consideration to other resources valyes,

15, Will any growing stock be harvested in a manner which significantly
delays reaching or maintaining MSP [14 CCR 95317

_X _No Yes (explain below)

16. Does the THP comply with the MsP requirements of 14 CCR 853.117?

Yes No (explain no answer to option "C" below, and
explain yes or no answer if using opricn A or B)

As stated under item # 14 section ] of the proposed plan, “This THP conjorms to SPI’s approved
option A demonstration of M3P on file with CDF at its Southern Forest District Office.” (Fresno)

Will the post-harvest stand:

a, Obviously satisfy minigum stocking requirements (countable trees
only)?

X Yesg No N/A
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ew of a mamber of othey ever-aged upits within the proposed plons watershed
where the timberland owner has timberland, after site prepardgiion activities

and regenerations efforts are completed the qreg shall obviousty meet the minitnum stocking

requiremenys,
b. Contain required numbers of seed trees (if required)-
Yag No X N/A
<. Contain leave traes that are of good form (at least 308 live
Crown ratio with pointed tops) and that are ctapable of good
future growth capacity?
X Yes No N/A
d. Leave trees are uniformly distributed throughout the arez®
® Yes . No N/A
e. Contain a species Rixture similar te Preharvest and/or favoring
high~-value Sspeciesg?
X Yes No N/A
I. Poest-harvest average stand diemeters are larger than breharvest
(for thinning brescriptions)?
Yes No X N/A
g. A regeneration and site preparation Plan has been Submitted,

h.

where required, that is suifficient to ensure prompt regeneration
of the site?

Stand information was verified by:

X Ocular _ Sample Plots Cactos/Cryptos

Qther (explain below)

Stands have been marked as follows (including stump mark if

Necessary)
All Trees None Percent | N/A
X Cut Tree Leave Tree

Was the mark Tepresentative and sufficient to evaluate the
Prescgription?

10
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17.

18,

SG MARKETIMNG GROUP FacE 11

X Yes ' No N/B,

Pursuant to 14 CCR 953.1 (@) (3) and 953.2 (a) (1) the RPF had completed o sample mark of all the
proposed silvicultural methods (except clearcutting).  All trees designated for removal have been mark
with biue paint. The Jollowing proposed plan areas were reviewed Jor sample mark:

Sani:atiﬂn/’Safvage along watercourses A2, C2 emd H2, umit #371-R 100% marked
Shelterwood removal units # 374, 370 and 368-B 100% mapked
WLFZ-Selection along watercourse D2 | 00% marked

I Will additional marking, to be approved by CDF, he required prior
Lo the start of operationss?

b4 No Yes (explain below)

HARVESTING OPERATIONS
—_——— e e S UNS

Are exceptions or alternative practices proposed that are not fully
explained and justified? If yes, discuss potential impacts and
recommendations below:

® No Yes (explain below) N/A

Are tractor operations Proposed on: [14 CCR 934.2(F) (1)1
4. X No Yes Slopes >65% o
b. No X _Yes Slopes >50% with a HIGH or EXTREME EHR?
o X No Yes Slopes >50% that lead without flattening
‘ to sufficiently trap sediment before
reaching a watercourse or lake?
If ves te a, b, or ¢ above:

d, Is such tractor use appropriate?

X Yes No (explain) N/A

With one exception, in unit 367 there is g small area which has been identified by the RPF as = 50%

use this emtry. This is not an existing skid trail and given it’s proximity to the WLFZ of A2 and the High
EFR rating the review team recommended not skidding down the *connector”, As agreed to by the
REF the “connector” between the upper and lower skids shall be deleted from the THP operations map
on page # 26 and not used during timber operations. In addition, the upper skid rail shall be flagged
out tnito the areq with siopes < 50% for LTO recognition, Recommendation #E. The upper skid shall
be used going out to the west and the lower skid shall be used 1o the road below.

One other unit identified by the RPE having steep slopes >50% with moderate LR, which shall be
treated as high EHR is unit #368. This steep sloped areq alse was reviewed during the FHI. The RPF
stated that the THP operations map on page #27 shows the one pre-flagged existing skid trail 10 high in

11
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19,

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

SG MARKETIMNG GROUP P&cE 12

the wumit. The RPF stated he would re-map the skid trail in the proper location,
Recommendation #7

e. In your opinion, has the RPF met the standards of
954.2(f) (3) with a clear explanation, and justification as
to why the application of the standard rule is either not
feasible, or would not comply with 14 CCE 9547

X Yes No (explain) N/A

Will tractor opérations be limited to existing tractor roads that do
not require reconstruction on slopes between 50 and 62% where the E4R
is moderate [14 cCR 854.2(£) (217

X _Yes No (answer a § b below) N/A
a. Is such tractor use appropriate?
X Yes No (explain) N/A

As discussed above the review team evaluated one unit ($368) where 14 CCR 95 4.2(f)2) applies. The
existing skid irail proposed for use appeared 16 be in good stable condition requiring no reconstruction,.

k. In your opinion, has the RPF met the standards of 14 CCR
954.2(f) (3) with a clear explanation, and Justification as
Eo why the application of the standard rule is either not
feasible, or would nor comply with 14 CCR 934%

X Yes No (explain) N/A

Did the REPF flag tractor roads prior to the PHI as required by 14
CCR 854 .2(f) (3)>

X Yes No (explain below) N/A

As stated above under item £ 18 (d) the RPF had pre-flagged all three existing skid trails

Comments/genaral observations regarding harvesting Operations. nope

ROADS AND LANDINGS
%

Have all THP roads and landings and all appurtenant roads bheen
correctly located and classified on the THP Mmap?

= Yes No (explain below) N/A

X No Yes {explain below) N/A

Are proposed constructien methods and mitigations as described in the
TEF sufficient to protect resource values?

% Yes No (explain below) N/A

Comments/general observations regarding roads and landings.
12
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No new roads are proposed for construction this harvest entry,

NATERCOURSE _PROTECTION
e e e T e B LA N

26. Have watercourses been correctly described and classified within the
THE? : -

X Yes No (explain below) N/A

All watercourses evaluated by the review team appear 1o be correcily classified and described,
Watercourses visited during review include A2, C2, D2, E2, F2 and H2, as well as o number of tributary
class Il watercourses. There were no class T watercourses identified within the proposed plan
boundaries. The closest class [ waiercourse is Moore Creek just north of unit #370 in the northeast
corner of the THP., ‘

27. Are there any in-lieu or alternative practices proposed that do not
meet the standards cutlined in the rules far in-lieu or alternative
practices? '

X No Yes (explain below) N/A

28. Are proposed protection measures for watercourses, lakes and wet Areas
adequate to protect the beneficial uses of water and riparian habitat?

X Yes No (explain below) N/A
..~-~'—"""““—"‘"""""':"“‘“"' e e _‘_‘—'-—-.,,_‘“_,,_,a—"\
The RPF has mapped a number of wet areas/springs in and around the proposed plan arect and has
indicated in a statement under the watercourse table item #£26, section IT page #14 that wet areas and

"M—-a-.._“___‘q_‘_ _._nmwm‘"_”_,_..—m—“"'"-
—— et T . .
259, Are watercolFse Cressings necessary, appropriate and Properly located?

% Yes NG (explain belcw) N/A
a, Are watercourse Crossings to be used when water is present?
* No Yes {(explain below)

30, Are winter opberaticns appropriate?

X Yes No (explain below) N/

31, If winter ocperations zre appropriate, are additional mitigations
neaded to protect the beneficial uses of water?

% No Yes (explain below) N/A

The RPF states in the roposed pian no timber operations, except for burning of piles, shall occur
during the winter period after 3 inches of total accumulated rainfall has occurred as measured at the
SPI weather siation on Winton Road  The RPF may chose after an extended dry rainless period to
evaluate ground conditions to ensure they are dry enough and soils are not saturaqied After evaluation,

13
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32,

33.

34.

been Properly met (14 CCRr 10321072

X Yes No (explain below) N/R

ch is explained
Justified on page #52 section 17 of the proposed Plan.  The only downstream timberland owner is
the U.S Forest Service.

i1z this THP inp a watershed declared "sensitiven by the Board of
Forestry?

On all projects where rogd rocking is specified include the Phrase, rock road sutface 1-3 inch drain
rock, 2-3 inches deep, the width of the road. Recommendation # o

Project #£1- install eritical dip below watercourse A2 before rocking road. Rock road for approximately
30 feet either side of crossing. Recommendation # 10

Project #3- include RPF 1o designate rolling dip locations on roadway. Cleanout existing culverts angd
the RPF shall flag andl/or stake road rocking distance of approximately 85 feet. Recommendation £11

Project #4- rock the outfall of the 2 newly installed culverts and the one existing 24 inch culvert with ¢
inch plus misc. riprap. Recommendgtion # 17

Project #5- rock with 6 inch Pius misc. riprap the existing culvert inlet to prevent bopi sloughing.
Recommendation # 13

Praject 46- open the outler of the éxisting 24 inch culvert so flow is not restricied and the RPF shall flag
and/or stake road rocking distance of approximately 190 feet. Recommendation # | 4

FProject #7- RPF shall Slag andior stake road rocking distemce of approximately 150 feet,
Recommendation # 15

Project £9- RPF shail fag and/or stake road rocking distance of approximately 13¢ feet,

14
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36,
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Recommendation # 17

Add Project # 11 to the proposed plan, cleanout the culvert inlet on the lower crossing of watercourse
H2 inunit # 370. Recommendation # 19

Add project # 12 to the proposed plan, establish channel conveving w&tercourse B3 across roadway. In
addition rock (imported or native) outfall with 6 inch plus misc. riprap to reduce the potential Jor
headcutting. Recommendntion # t 20

Map the 2 additionad wet areas discovered during the PHY in units # 374-Shleterwood removal area ane
# 367. Recommendation # 3]

Under item #38 section I~ along the WLPZ road segment on watercourse D2 adjacent to ynits # 371 -B
and 373, dip, waterbreak and drainage facility outlets/leadouts shall either have two waddles fstalled

Recommendation # 22

In responses to Review Team question a, this locale was not specifically reviewed during the PHI,

Although during review the location was driver by a number of times nothing appeared 1o warrenn
stopping and further mvestigating.

In response to Review Team question ¢, project # 1 was visited during review. The Proposed mitigation
to move the boulder away from the cutvert inlet appears to be adequate, Qttempting to remove the
boulder may cause more disturbance 1o what appears to be a Junctioning well rocked inlet

X Yes No {explain below) N/A

The erosion hazard rating (EHR) appears to have been correctly caleulated for the soils, slopes ,
silviculture apd yarding Systems on the proposed pian.

15
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in response to Review Team question b, the RPF stated the yse of an estimated 30% protective
vegetative cover remaining after harvest in both the shelterwood and sanitation/salvage areas is a worst
case scenario. He calculated EHR as if the prescription areas were clearcuts. Upon review the two
prescriptions will not have the same effect as a clearcut and the use of the 30% estimation seems
appropricie.

37. Are operations proposed on unstable areas not fully explained and
justified in the THP?

No Yes (explain below) X N/BA

38. Are proposed hazard reduction mitigations sufficient to prevent

39, wWila Proposed hazard reduction mitigations be sufficient te reduce

® Yes ‘ No (explain below) ) N/A

40. Comments/general observations regarding geology, EHR and hazard
treatment. npope '

ARCHAEQLOGY

NOTE : IF CDNFIDENTIALITY IS REQUIRED CF YOUR RESPONSE, PLEASE PROVIDE
THE RESPONSE ON A EEPARATE PAGE MARKED "CONFIDENTIAL™,

41. Does the RPF's archaeélogical Survey appear adequate hased ugon spot
checks of potentially sensitive areas?

x Yes No (explain below) N/2 I

— ———

= :

(" The CAA indicated no pre-historic or historic archaeological resources have been identified within the J

proposed plan area. Prior to RPF Purdy’s’ survey for this projeci, the area has been surveyed Mr'cy’

before by Dillon in 1991 and Struffenegger in 1999,
R Skt

R “"'-.._‘___ ol
42. If sites are Present, are the archasclogical site descrimts ns and/or
site records accurate with regard to site size, content, and ped
location? "=
| SPL e
YTes No (explain below) b4 N/A g

43. If sites are Present, is the proposed archaeclogical site brotection
adequate to prevent significant adverse impacts?

Yes No (explain below) 3 N/A

44. Comments/general observations regarding archaeology.

is
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Are coho salmon considerations applicable to this plan?

% No (Go TO 59) Yes If yes, anawer questicns 51-58.
Explain all No and N/A responses in
Comments/General Observations.

Are proposed Protection measures (zones and widths) for all
watercourses adequate for the protection of coho salmon habitat?

Yes No N/A

Is proposed total vegetation retention in the first 25 feet of the
WLPZ of the post-harvest stand sufficient to provide shade cover over
watercourses and maintain water temperatures? What is the Percentage
of shade cover over Class I and IT watercourses?

Percentage of Shade Cover:

Yes No Preharvest Post Harwvest

———

If water temperatures were taken during the PHI or temperature
information was supplied by the RPF, is water temperature relative
to cocho habitat within the preferred temperature range?

Yes No N/Bh,

Will the post-harvest stand in the WLPZ provide for a2dequate
recruitment of large woody debris on Class T and IT watercourses?

Yes No N/2&

Are prOPGSéd erosion control and soil stabilization measures for
the fellowing adequate to protect coho habitat?

4. Operations in the WLPZ (roads, landings, or tractor operations)?

Yes No N/A

b. Watercourse crossings (permanent and temporary) ?

Yeas No - N/n,

C. Winter operations?

Yas No N/&

e r——

d. Site preparation?

YTas Mo N/A

Are protection Measures adequate to deal with adverse impacts from
significant rain events, even during the non-winter period?

Yez No

Are protection measures adequate to prevent significant adverse

18
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impacte on downstream flows frem water drafting operationg?

Yas [s) N/

Will chemical Lreatments (herbicides, pesticides, or road Lreatments)
be applied?

No Yes If yes, answer a.

a. Is an adequate buffer brovided to assure nutrient SoUrces are
not supplied to watercourses?

Yes No

CUMUTATIVE IMPACTS
e e —— =

Are resource assessment areas appropriate?

X Yes No (explain below) N/A (for modifi=ad THE)

The plan appropriately established and described the geographic assessment areas for each resource
subject listed in techrical rule addendum #2 (watershed, soil Productivity, biological, recreation, visual,
and traffic) and explained the rationale for each.

Has the RPF Correctly assessed the potential for significant
cumulative impacts upon resource values within the assessnent areas?

h:4 Yes No (explain below) N/&A

Has the RPF accurately listed all known past/present/future projects
within the assessment area?

X Yes No (explain below) N/A

1t appears the RPF has accurately listed ail known past and future projects within the assessment area,

khEkrkk kA2 k2 SECTTON TITTwdadkthtddards
OTHER CONCERNS
St

Are there other concerns which are not covered under the subject areas
listed above in PHI Report Items 1-627%

No X Yes {explain below)

During the PHI SPI District Manager Ed Struffenegger handed the review leam new herbicide language
that he stated would now appear in all Subsequently submitted plans to Jurther clarify the timberiond
owners use of hevbicides in reforestation. Please melude this new language as part of this proposed

15



9
GROUP PacE 1
A3/24/2088 15:47 2837358429 SG MARKETIMNG

64,

63.

66G.

plan. Recommendation %24

Was a focused PHI conducteds

it No Yes If yes, note general comments and observations
below in Ttem &6,

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC CONCERNS
e S il L CONCERNS

Haz the public raised concerns régarding the proposed harvest? 1If
yes, list concerns and provide responses below:

3 No Yes (explain below)

Comments/general observations to other and public Concerns. none

20
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# % % ok *kxx*xk SRCTION TIVhethdrdkar

PHI REPQRT RESPONSE
e N T UNDE

Begiste;ed Professional Forester's response to the CDF kPreharvest
inspaction tecommendations for:

THP or Amendment #_4-07~27/CAL-4 Date September 20,2007

CDF RECOMMENDATIONS ——In Conformance.
A L LONS - ,
TO REVIEW TRAM: —-Not in Conformance ~ Denial Recormendead.

X —In Conformance if Recommendations Agreed Upon.,

Tes ¥ No =-- PHI map attached as rart of the recommendations .

e

T —"""'—n“‘—‘—‘—\w“—""—w--a—_.._" e, L S ——— —_—

Under the Site Preparation addendum on pages %3-7, include the statement thar NO units shall receive
« herbicide pre-treqiment prior to plan approval. Recommendation #1

T ———
Under item #38, section Il inchude the statement theat larger diameter conifer irees within the “retention
areas” may be removed during havvest. Recommendation #2

Include a map showing the actual proposed THP harvest boundary for clarification purposes.

Recommendati e ———
ol _"_"‘"“—-—n-w-—m..—m_w-u—m

application in relation to sensitive planis floristic periods. Kecommendation #4

Under the Site Preparation addendum on pages #5-7 a statement that RPF Ostergacrd will be
authorized by the plan subniitier to submit amendments during the life of the proposed plan,
Recommendation #3

As agreed 10 by the RPF the “conmector rail” betweer; the upper and lower skids in unit # 367 shall be
deleted from the THP operations map on page #26 and not used during timber operations. In addition,
the upper skid trail shall be Jlagged out into the area with siopes < 50% for LTO recognition,
Recommendation #4. :

The RFF stated that the THP operations map on page #27 shows the one pre-flagged existing skid rail
10 high in unit # 368. The RPF stated he would re-map the skid trail in the Droper Location.
Hecommendation #7

After discussion the RPF agreed to include an additional general statement discussing the range of EEZ
buffers around wer areas/springs given these areas variability in relation to harvest units, roads eic.
Recommendation 43

On all projects where road rocking is specified include the pirase, rock road surface -3 inch drain
rock, 2-3 inches deep, the width of the road. Recommendation # 9

Project # 1- install critical dip below watercourse A2 before rocking road. Rock road Jor approximately
20 feet either side of crossing. Recommendation #10

21
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Praject #3- inchude RPF 1o designate rolling dip locations on roadway. Cleanout existing culverts and
the RPF shall flag and/or stake road rocking distance of approximately 85 feet Recommendation £ 17

Profect #4- rock the outfall of the 2 newly installed culverts and the one existing 24 inch culvert with 6
inch plus misc. riprap. Recommendation # 12 :

Project #3- rock with 6 inch Dlus misc. riprap the extsting cubvert inlet to prevent bank sloughing.
Recommendation # 13

Froject #6- open the outler of the existing 24 inch culvert so Slow is not restricted and the RPF shall Hag
and/or stake road rocking distance of approximately 190 feet. Recommendation # 14

Praject 47- RPF shall Hag and/or sigke road rocking distance of approximaiely 150 feet.
Recommendation # I3

Project #8- RPF shall fag andior stake road rocking distance of approximately 60 feet. In adcbition
cleanout 2 existing 18 inch culverts on the roadway below the Shelterwood removal area in unité 374,
Recommendmion # 6

Froject #9- RPF shall Jlag amd/or stake road rocking distance of approximately 130 feet.
Recommendation # 17

Recommendation # 15 .

Add Project # 11 to the proposed plan, cleanout the culvert inlet on the lower crossing of watercourse
H2 inunit # 370 Becommendation # 19

Add project # 12 1o the propuosed plem, establish channel comveying wetercourse B3 across roadway. In
addition rock (imported or native) outfall with 6 inch plus misc. riprap to reduce the potential for
headcutting. Recommendation # 70

Add project £ 13 1o the proposed pian, establish rocked catch basin to inlet of existing 24 inch cufvert
Wwith 6 inch plus misc. riprap (impovted or native). In addition re-define existing critical dip and rock
outfall for approximenely 15 Jeet with 6 inch plus misc. riprap (imported or native),

Recommendetion # 20 ,

Map the 2 additional wet areas discovered during the PHI in units 37 $-Shieterwood removal area and
# 367 Recommendation # 2}

Under item #38 section Ij- along the WLFZ road segment on watereourse D2 adjacent fo units # 37;-8
and 373, dip, waterbreak and drainage facility outiets/Jeadouts sheil either have two waddles instalied
as currently described or logging slash instelled to reduce the potential for seditment movement Off rocd
surface. As discussed, addition waddle installation lemguage shail be included in the discussion,
Recommendarion # 22

22
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In response to RPF-Review Team question #11, after discussion the RPF during the PHI agreed to
expand the scoping process Jor animals (raptors) to one mile Jrom the half mile ysed for the
Proposed plan. Based on the increased scopmg radius the RPF shall include any additional species
detected into the Propased plen narrative as necessary. Recommendation # 33

[ that he stated would now uppear in @ﬁwmwmmm&eﬂmd

:f wners use of herbicides in reforestation, Plecse include this new Imguage as part of this proposed /

i—**-ir*';kic*******ﬂr******************‘*******-jr**:\-*******************************

RPF RESPONSE:

I agree to the zbove recomuendation(s) and inc¢lude the
recommendation(s) and/or attachment (g} as part of the plan,

I agree to the above recommendation(s) with the fﬂl@t@iﬂg-@-ﬁ:ceptﬁ:@ﬂs“ T
a8 noted and explained below.

1 agree to an extenaion ©f the date of Plan determinaticn. Such
eéxtension is granted to -

(Date)

Date

RPE Signature
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