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ABSTRACT

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) have received applications from
Mendocino Redwood Company, LLC (MRC) for two federal incidental take permits under the
federal Endangered Species Act, and a take permit from the California Department of Fish and
Game under the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act. The permits request 80-year
authorization to take certain protected species incidental to MRC’s forest land management
activities on approximately 213,000 ac (86,200 ha) of MRC’s forestlands in coastal Mendocino
County, California. The covered species are two coho salmon Evolutionarily Significant Units,
one Chinook salmon Evolutionarily Significant Unit, two steelhead Distinct Population
Segments, California red-legged frog, northern red-legged frog, coastal tailed frog, marbled
murrelet, northern spotted owl, Point Arena mountain beaver, and 31 species of plants. MRC is
also seeking approval of its Timber Management Plan (TMP) and certification under a Program
Timberland Environmental Impact Report (PTEIR) by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and California Forest Practice Rules (CFPRS). The USFWS and NMFS are joint federal
lead agencies under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CAL FIRE is state lead
agency under CEQA. CDFG is a state responsible agency under CEQA. This Environmental
Impact Statement and PTEIR (EIS/PTEIR) analyzes the environmental effects of approving the
proposed permits and certifying the PTEIR (the Proposed Action), as well as the environmental
effects of four alternatives to the Proposed Action: a No Action/No Project alternative, an
enhanced HCP/NCCP (Alternative A), a terrestrial reserves alternative (Alternative B), and an
alternative with a shorter (40-year) permit term (Alternative C). The results of the analysis are
that the Proposed Action and Alternative A have the fewest significant adverse impacts of all the
alternatives.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction and Background

This Executive Summary provides an overview of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Program Timberland Environmental Impact Report (EIS/PTEIR), prepared pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The EIS/PTEIR has been prepared in response to the application by Mendocino
Redwood Company, LLC (MRC) for two federal incidental take permits pursuant to Section
10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), one from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and one from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and a take
permit from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) pursuant to California Fish and
Game Code Section 2835. The PTEIR grants MRC the authority to submit Program Timber
Harvesting Plans (PTHPs) to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL
FIRE) and provides compliance with CEQA and the California Forest Practice Rules (CFPRs).
The federal incidental take permits and state take permit, if granted, would authorize the take of
protected species incidental to otherwise lawful forest management activities that MRC conducts
on its forestland. The proposed term of the permits is 80 years. This EIS/PTEIR evaluates the
potential environmental effects if the permit applications are approved. The USFWS and NMFS
are co-lead agencies under NEPA. CAL FIRE is lead agency and CDFG is a responsible agency
under CEQA.

MRC conducts timber operations and associated activities on its forestland in coastal Mendocino
County, California and is seeking incidental take coverage for these activities on 213,000 ac
(86,200 ha) of its ownership. The requested take authorizations would cover the incidental take of
11 animal species and 31 plant species. Two of these species—the coho salmon (Oncorhynchus
kisutch; Central California Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit) and Point Arena mountain
beaver (Aplodontia rufa nigra)—are listed as endangered under the ESA. Seven species—the
coho salmon (Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit),
Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha; California Coastal Evolutionarily Significant Unit),
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss; Northern California and Central California Coast Distinct
Population Segments), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), marbled murrelet
(Brachyramphus marmoratus), and northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina)—are listed
as threatened under the ESA. Two animal species, the coho salmon (Central California Coast
Evolutionarily Significant Unit) and marbled murrelet, and two plant species, the Humboldt milk-
vetch (Astragalus agnicidus) and Roderick’s fritillary (Fritillaria roderickii), are listed as
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The coho salmon (Southern
Oregon/Northern California Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit) and the North Coast
semaphore grass (Pleuropogon hooverianus) are listed as threatened under the CESA. An
additional plant species, Baker's meadowfoam (Limnanthes bakeri), is listed as rare under the
CESA.

As part of the application process for incidental take authorization, MRC has prepared a draft
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) pursuant to Section 10(a)(2) of the ESA and a Natural
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2820
(the joint document is referred to hereafter as the HCP/NCCP). MRC’s proposed HCP/NCCP
includes specific measures and strategies developed to protect or enhance ecosystem health, and
measures to minimize and mitigate potential effects on covered species. In support of this PTEIR
MRC has also prepared a Timber Management Plan (TMP) which addresses the CFPR
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requirements for a forest landowner to demonstrate “Maximum Sustained Production of High
Quality Timber Products,” (14 CCR 81092). The TMP, which would be implemented in
accordance with the proposed HCP/NCCP, describes harvest levels, timing of harvests, and the
management measures and standards that MRC would use to implement the conservation
measures of the HCP/NCCP.

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The lead agencies’ purpose for the Proposed Action is to protect and conserve covered species
and their habitats while enabling the permit applicant (MRC) to continue to conduct forest
management activities in compliance with the ESA, CESA, CFPRs, and California’s Z’Berg-
Nejedly Forest Practice Act. The Proposed Action is needed because normal, otherwise lawful
operations of MRC could result in take of the covered species, and the covered species need long-
term, comprehensive protection and conservation. The HCP/NCCP provides a long-term solution
that assures compliance with the ESA and CESA.

The goals of the proposed HCP/NCCP are to manage habitats for covered species, allow
economically viable timber harvesting while simultaneously providing for species viability, and
maintain and improve biodiversity on MRC’s covered lands. MRC’s application for incidental
take authorization is driven by the company’s need for: (1) approval under state and federal
environmental laws of its long-term sustainable forestry practices and conservation strategies (as
reflected in the HCP/NCCP and TMP); (2) regulatory stability and certainty; and (3) operation of
a successful business, and by the company’s objective of maintaining nationally-recognized forest
stewardship certification. The Proposed Action would enable MRC to meet its goals and needs
while managing its lands using the long-term conservation strategies and sustainable forestry
practices reflected in the HCP/NCCP and TMP.

Additional discussion of the purpose and need and the regulatory context for the Proposed Action
is provided in Section 1 of the EIS/PTEIR (Purpose and Need).

Scoping

USFWS and NMFS jointly published a Notice of Intent for the preparation of the EIS/EIR* for
the proposed issuance of incidental take permits to MRC on 6 June 2002 (67 FR 38932-38934).
In addition, as part of the federal agencies’ tribal trust responsibilities, the USFWS and NMFS
also contacted relevant Native American tribes with correspondence dated 4 October 2002 and 22
September 2009. CDFG published the Notice of Preparation for the EIS/EIR on 17 June 2002
(OPR State Clearinghouse, SCH No. 2002062055) as CEQA lead agency. Public scoping
meetings were held on 25 June 2002 in Santa Rosa, California, 26 June 2002 in Ukiah, California,
and 27 June 2002 in Fort Bragg, California.

In response to MRC’s decision to obtain CAL FIRE’s certification of a PTEIR, CAL FIRE
became the CEQA lead agency and initiated an additional public scoping process. CAL FIRE
published a subsequent Notice of Preparation on 10 March 2006 (OPR State Clearinghouse, SCH
No. 2006032049). As part of the additional public scoping process, public scoping meetings were

! At the time of publication of the Notice of Intent, MRC had not yet decided to prepare a PTEIR for CAL FIRE’s
certification in place of a standard EIR. The Notice of Intent references the EIS/EIR.
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held on 23 March 2006 in Fort Bragg, California and 28 March 2006 in Ukiah, California. The
public scoping process and comments received during public scoping are described in the public
scoping reports (Appendix C).

The Proposed Action and Alternatives

This EIS/PTEIR analyzed five alternatives:

1. The No Action/No Project alternative. Under the No Action/No Project alternative
(referred to hereafter as the No Action alternative), the federal and state lead agencies
would not issue incidental take authorizations and MRC would not submit an HCP, NCCP,
nor operate under a PTEIR or TMP. MRC would continue to harvest timber on a Timber
Harvesting Plan-by-Timber Harvesting Plan (THP-by-THP) basis and conduct other forest
management activities according to all applicable federal and state laws and regulations,
including the take prohibitions for listed species and provisions of the ESA and CESA. In
the absence of a PTEIR and TMP, MRC would seek other means of demonstrating
maximum sustained production under the CFPRs.

2. The Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative). The Proposed Action consists of issuance of
the federal incidental take permits and the state take permit, and subsequent
implementation by MRC of the proposed HCP/NCCP and TMP. The requested take
authorizations would cover the incidental take of the 11 animal species and 31 plant
species listed below:
¢ coho salmon, Central California Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit (Oncorhynchus

kisutch)

¢ coho salmon, Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast Evolutionarily Significant

Unit (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

¢ Chinook salmon, California Coastal Evolutionarily Significant Unit (Oncorhynchus

tshawytscha)

o steelhead, Northern California Distinct Population Segment (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
steelhead, Central California Coast Distinct Population Segment (Oncorhynchus
myKkiss)

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii)

northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora)

coastal tailed frog (Ascaphus truei)

marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus)

northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina)

Point Arena mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa nigra)

Humboldt milk-vetch (Astragalus agnicidus)

small groundcone (Boschniakia hookeri)

pygmy cypress (Callitropsis pygmaea)

swamp harebell (Campanula californica)

California sedge (Carex californica)

bristly sedge (Carex comosa)

deceiving sedge (Carex saliniformis)

green yellow sedge (Carex viridula var. viridula)

Oregon goldthread (Coptis laciniata)

streamside daisy (Erigeron biolettii)

coast fawn lily (Erythronium revolutum)

Roderick’s fritillary (Fritillaria roderickii)
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Pacific gilia (Gilia capitata ssp. pacifica)

glandular western flax (Hesperolinon adenophyllum)
thin-lobed horkelia (Horkelia tenuiloba)

hair-leaved rush (Juncus supiniformis)

Coast lily (Lilium maritimum)

Baker’s meadowfoam (Limnanthes bakeri)

Mendocino bush mallow (Malacothamnus mendocinensis)
seacoast ragwort (Packera bolanderi var. bolanderi)
Bolander’s beach pine (Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi)
white-flowered rein orchid (Piperia candida)

North Coast semaphore grass (Pleuropogon hooverianus)
great burnet (Sanguisorba officinalis)

maple-leaved checkerbloom (Sidalcea malachroides)
Siskiyou checkerbloom (Sidalcea malviflora ssp. patula)
beaked tracyina (Tracyina rostrata)

Santa Cruz clover (Trifolium buckwestiorum)

oval-leaved viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum)
running-pine (Lycopodium clavatum)

long-beard lichen (Usnhea longissima).

The term of the permits would be 80 years. The activities covered under the requested
federal and state incidental take authorizations include:

Silviculture and stand improvement.

Vegetation management, including planting, manual brush and tree removal, and
burning for site preparation.

Commercial timber operations, which entail felling, limbing, bucking, yarding, loading,
and hauling of timber, as well as maintenance and refueling of heavy equipment.

Road and landing construction, use, maintenance, and decommissioning.

Drafting of water in support of timber operations and road and landings programs.
Operation of non-commercial rock pits and quarries.

Habitat improvement and creation.

Data collection for research and monitoring associated with the HCP/NCCP
conservation measures.

Previously approved (grandfathered) THPs.

The proposed HCP/NCCP includes conservation and management measures to protect and
enhance aquatic, riparian, and terrestrial species and their habitats. Aquatic and riparian
measures include:

Restrictions on timber harvest and equipment use near unstable slopes, watercourses,
wetlands, seeps, and springs to minimize disturbance of vegetation and sediment
delivery to aquatic habitats.

Silvicultural restrictions and retention standards for tree canopy, basal area, large trees,
old-growth trees, and large woody debris near watercourses, wetlands, seeps, and
springs to maintain and enhance ecosystem function.

ES-4
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e Measures to treat exposed soil and maintain stream bank stability in riparian buffer
zones to minimize sediment delivery to watercourses.

e Stream habitat improvement activities.

Terrestrial measures include:

¢ Retention and/or recruitment standards for old-growth trees, snags, wildlife trees,
downed large woody debris, hardwoods, closed-cone pine forest, and other unique
habitat elements across the landscape to maintain ecosystem function.

e Measures to maintain and enhance terrestrial habitat connectivity for different species at
appropriate spatial scales.

o Wildlife surveys, research, and monitoring.

e Measures to protect and increase high quality habitat for the northern spotted owl,
marbled murrelet, and Point Arena mountain beaver, including restrictions on forest
management and other disturbance near occupied nests or burrows and suitable habitat.

e Measures to protect plant species and vegetation communities of concern, including
survey requirements prior to forest management, silvicultural restrictions and retention
standards in and near unique and sensitive habitats, and restrictions on timber harvest
and equipment use in and near unique and sensitive habitats.

Also included in the Proposed Action are a system-wide Road Management Plan and a
detailed monitoring and adaptive management plan that allows for continued feedback and
improvement of the conservation measures.

3. Alternative A (Enhanced HCP/NCCP). Under Alternative A, USFWS would issue
incidental take permits and CDFG would issue take permits for the same species and
covered activities as under the Proposed Action. As under the Proposed Action, the term of
the permits would be 80 years. MRC would implement an enhanced HCP/NCCP and a
TMP on its covered forestlands that would be similar to the HCP/NCCP and TMP
implemented under the Proposed Action, with additional measures primarily to enhance
conservation of aquatic and riparian species and habitats. Key provisions of this alternative
would include accelerated implementation of the Road Management Plan, a no-cut buffer
adjacent to Class | and Large Class Il streams? equal in width to the height of one site-
potential tree (at least 150 ft (46 m), exclusion of heavy equipment in the riparian buffer
zone of Small Class 11 streams and Class 111 streams, increased recruitment and retention of
wildlife trees and hardwoods, and increased habitat connectivity in riparian buffer zones.

4. Alternative B (Terrestrial Reserves). Under Alternative B, USFWS would issue an
incidental take permit for the incidental take of marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl
only. CDFG would issue a take permit for marbled murrelet only. The permits would have
an 80-year term. MRC would implement an HCP for these two species only. A NCCP
would not be prepared or implemented under this alternative; rather, MRC would operate

2 streams are classified in the CFPRs according to their ability to support aquatic life (CAL FIRE 2012). The lead
agencies and MRC also use this stream classification scheme, and thus data pertaining to streams and riparian buffer
zones are reported and analyzed in this EIS/PTEIR by stream class. Class | streams have fish present or seasonally
present on-site. Class | streams include habitat to sustain fish migration and spawning. Class Il streams do not support
fish but provide habitat for non-fish aquatic species. Class Il streams do not support aquatic life but do transport
sediment and organic material downstream to Class | and Class Il streams.
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under a California Fish and Game Code 82080.1 or §2081 permit. Activities covered under
the federal incidental take permit and state take permit would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Under this alternative, reserves would be established on portions of MRC’s land to
provide permanent habitat areas for the northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet. The
total area of the reserves would be approximately 48,800 ac (19,750 ha), or 21% of MRC’s
forestland. To minimize disturbance and promote late-successional habitat conditions, no
commercial timber harvest would be allowed in the reserves. MRC’s forestlands outside of
reserve areas would be subject to more intensive timber management practices (e.g.,
clearcut) than proposed under the other alternatives, modified on a site-specific basis to
avoid take of other listed species.

5. Alternative C (HCP Only, Fewer Covered Species, Shorter Take Authorization Term).
Under Alternative C, NMFS and USFWS would each issue MRC an incidental take permit
to carry out an HCP covering federally listed species for a term of 40 years. The NMFS
incidental take permit would cover coho salmon, Chinook salmon, and steelhead. The
USFWS incidental take permit would cover the California red-legged frog, marbled
murrelet, and northern spotted owl. CDFG would issue a take permit for coho salmon,
Humboldt milk-vetch, Roderick's fritillary, North Coast semaphore grass, and Baker's
meadowfoam for a term of 40 years. A NCCP would not be prepared or implemented
under this alternative; rather, MRC would operate under a California Fish and Game Code
§2080.1 or §2081 permit. Activities covered under the federal incidental take permits and
state take permit would be the same as the Proposed Action. However, the duration of the
covered activities, including long-term programs such as research, monitoring, and habitat
improvement, would be limited to 40 years. After 40 years, management would either
revert back to current practices (i.e., No Action) or MRC could seek an extension of the
incidental take authorization term.

The alternatives and the covered activities are described in detail in Section 2 of the EIS/PTEIR
(Alternatives).

Environmental Effects

Direct and indirect impacts determined to be potentially significant are summarized in Table ES-1
by resource area and alternative. Cumulative impacts are summarized in Table ES-2. Effects that
were determined to be “less than significant,” “beneficial,” or “no effect” are not included in
Table ES-1 or ES-2 but are described in Sections 3.2-3.17 (Affected Environment and
Environmental Effects) and Sections 4.2-4.17 (Cumulative Effects) of the EIS/PTEIR for each
applicable resource. Growth-inducing effects, significant and unavoidable effects, the irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of resources, and short-term uses and long-term productivity are
addressed in Section 5 of the EIS/PTEIR (Other Required NEPA and CEQA Analyses). There
would be no growth-inducing effects under any of the alternatives, and no significant and
unavoidable effects under the Proposed Action or Alternatives A, B, or C.

The Proposed Action and Alternative A would result in the fewest potentially significant direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts. The only potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts under the Proposed Action would occur for non-covered plant species of concern and
vegetation communities of concern as a result of activities not included in PTHPs. These
activities could impact plants because no plant survey would be required prior to such activities.
Potentially significant direct and indirect impacts under Alternative A would occur for non-
covered plants due to non-PTHP activities, and for noise-related disturbance associated with
increased helicopter yarding. Noise impacts would not contribute to cumulative impacts. An

ES-6
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1  increase in helicopter yarding under Alternative A would result from a requirement to reduce road
2  construction and road use in order to minimize potential fine sediment delivery to aquatic
3 habitats. With the road restrictions, some of the timber harvested under Alternative A would need
4 to be transported using helicopters instead of trucks. The Proposed Action and Alternative A
5  would have more beneficial effects than the other alternatives, due to the suite of habitat-based
6  and species-specific conservation measures, system-wide Road Management Plan, and
7 monitoring and adaptive management program that would be implemented under the proposed
8 HCP/NCCP and TMP. The Proposed Action is considered the preferred alternative under NEPA
9  because it best meets the purpose and need of the lead federal agencies, considering
10  environmental, economic, and other factors.
11
12 The No Action alternative and Alternative B would have the most potentially significant direct,
13 indirect, and cumulative impacts because there would be more timber harvest and fewer long-
14 term, comprehensive conservation measures under these two alternatives than under the Proposed
15  Action and Alternative A. Like the Proposed Action and Alternative A there would be few
16  potentially significant impacts under Alternative C, but the shorter (40 year) term of the proposed
17 HCP under Alternative C would reduce its long-term conservation benefits.
18
19  Mitigation measures are proposed to avoid or eliminate potentially significant impacts of the
20  Proposed Action, Alternative A, Alternative B, or Alternative C or reduce them to a less-than-
21  significant level, where feasible. No mitigation measures are proposed when an impact
22 conclusion is “less than significant,” “no effect,” or “beneficial.” Mitigation measures are not
23 required for impacts identified under the No Action alternative because the agencies would not be
24 required to issue or obtain permits or agreements if the agencies chose not to approve the project.
25  For these reasons, mitigation measures are not provided for the No Action alternative even if
26 significant impacts may result.
27
28 Table ES-1. Summary of potentially significant direct and indirect impacts and mitigation.
Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative mgg:;:clg?gce Mitigation guidelines mgn;::{(éince
mitigation mitigation
Section 3.2 Geology, Soils, and Geomorphology
Impact 3.2-1:
Increased sediment
delivery to stream .
channels from No Action ppte_r:ct_lally not applicable not applicable
management- significant
related shallow
landsliding.
Impact 3.2-2:
Increased sediment
Sﬁ:;:ﬁg{stﬁgazeam No Action Egﬁ:}:gg not applicable not applicable
deep-seated
landsliding.
Impact 3.2-3:
Increased sediment
gﬁ:;r\]/ﬁg/stgg:;eam No Action E%tﬁﬂt.'cﬂz not applicable not applicable

road-related
erosion.
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Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative S|gglflcance Mitigation guidelines significance
efore after
mitigation mitigation
Impact 3.2-4:
Lgﬂj:f;?gi?rg?t _ _ Mitiga_tion Meas_ure 3.2—15 Reduce the
Alternative B potentially potential for sediment delivery to stream less than
channels from S S
(Reserves) significant channels from management-related significant
management- s
shallow landsliding.
related shallow
landsliding.
Impact 3.2-5:
Increased sediment
delivery to stream Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
channels from Alternative B potentially potential for sediment delivery to stream less than
management- (Reserves) significant channels from management-related significant
related surface surface erosion.
erosion in harvest
areas.
Impact 3.2-6:
Increased sediment .
delivery to stream Alternative B potentially !\/Iltllgatlon Measure ﬁ23 Develop and less than
channels from (Reserves) significant implement a comprehensive road significant
management approach.
road-related
erosion.
Section 3.3 Hydrology, Beneficial Uses of Water, and Water Quality
Impact 3.3-1:
Increased flooding,
girl('i:\;?onr; ggttjential No Action Egﬁmgz not applicable not applicable
due to increase in
peak flows.
Impact 3.3-2:
Impairment of
water quality and
sediment-sensitive .
beneficial uses due No Action p_ote_nt_|ally not applicable not applicable
. significant
to increased
suspended
sediment and
turbidity.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
Impact 3.3-3: potential for sediment delivery to stream
Impairment of channels from management-related
water quality and shallow landsliding.
sediment-sensitive . . Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
beneficial uses due | Alternative B potentially | potential for sediment delivery to stream less than
(Reserves) significant channels from management-related significant

to increased
suspended
sediment and
turbidity.

surface erosion.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road

management approach.

ES-8



DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative mgg:efflg?glce Mitigation guidelines mgn;Rg?nce
mitigation mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
potential for sediment delivery to stream
Impact 3.3-4: channels from management-related
Impairment of shallow landsliding.
water quality due . . Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
to reduced Alternative B potentially | notential for sediment delivery to stream less than
dissolved oxygen (Reserves) significant channels from management-related significant
during summer surface erosion.
months. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
potential for sediment delivery to stream
Impact 3.3-5: channels from management-related
Impairment of shallow landsliding.
water quality due . . Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
to increased Alternative B potentially | potential for sediment delivery to stream less than
associated nutrient surface erosion.
input. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.
Section 3.4 Aquatic and Riparian Habitats and Species of Concern
Impact 3.4-1:
Effects on
anadromous iall
salmonids from No Action p_ote_nt_la y not applicable not applicable
. significant
reduced aquatic
habitat quality and
quantity.
Impact 3.4-2:
Effects on coastal-
izgﬁggéofq{;zz No Action E%tr?n‘tllcﬂgt/ not applicable not applicable
habitat quality and
quantity.
Impact 3.4-3:
Effects on
California red-
legged frog and . potentially . .
northern red-legged No Action significant not applicable not applicable

frog from reduced
aquatic habitat
quality and
guantity.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
. significance o - significance
Impacts Alternative before Mitigation guidelines after
mitigation mitigation
Impact 3.4-4:
Effects on southern
torrent salamander otentiall
from reduced No Action potentiatly not applicable not applicable
. : significant
aquatic habitat
quality and
quantity.
Impact 3.4-5.
Effects on foothill
yellow-legged frog .
from reduced No Action p_ote_nt_|ally not applicable not applicable
. : significant
aquatic habitat
quality and
quantity.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
potential for sediment delivery to stream
| 3.4-6 channels from management-related
mpact 5.2-6. shallow landsliding.
Effects on — -
. . . Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
salmonids from Alternative B potentially . . : less than
. S potential for sediment delivery to stream S
reduced aquatic (Reserves) significant significant

habitat quality and
quantity.

channels from management-related
surface erosion.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.

Section 3.5 Vegetation and Plant Species of Concern

Impact 3.5-1:
Effects on
Mendocino Pygmy
Cypress Forest due
to removal of
vegetation or
habitat
degradation.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable

Impact 3.5-2:
Effects on all plant
species of concern
during non-THP
activities due to
removal of a
population or
degradation of
habitat.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative S|gglflcance Mitigation guidelines significance
efore after
mitigation mitigation
Impact 3.5-3:
Effects on non- Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Adopt the
covered plant CDFG survey protocol and guidance for
species of concern Proposed . all covered activities, and for non-PTHP
for all activities Action po te_n t'|aIIy activities that disturb or destroy potential !ess_ t'han
significant ; : yp significant
due to removal ofa | (HCP/NCCP) habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate
population or and mitigate for potential project impacts
degradation of on all plant species of concern.
habitat.
Impact 3.5-4:
Effects on non- Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Adopt the
covered plant CDFG survey protocol and guidance for
species of concern Alternative A potentially all covered activities, and for non-PTHP less than
for all activities (Enhanced sionificant activities that disturb or destroy potential significant
due to removal ofa | HCP/NCCP) g habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate g
population or and mitigate for potential project impacts
degradation of on all plant species of concern.
habitat.
Impact 3.5-5:
Effects on
Mendocino Pygmy
Cypress Forest, e )
outside of the Alternative B potentially mlt'%a“?n Measure 3.5-2: Adopt less than
reserves due to the (Reserves) significant endocino Pygmy Cypress Forest significant
protection measures.
removal of
vegetation or
habitat
degradation.
Impact 3.5-6:
Effects on
hardwoods, outside
of the reserves due Alternative B potentially Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Implement less than
to the removal of (Reserves) significant protection measures for hardwoods. significant
vegetation or
habitat
degradation.
Impact 3.5-7:
Effects on all plant
SPECIES of concern Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: For non-THP
during non-THP Lo . .
9 . . activities that disturb or destroy potential
activities due to Alternative B potentially . . less than
S habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate S
removal of a (Reserves) significant significant

population or
degradation of
habitat, outside of
reserves.

and mitigate for potential project impacts
on all species of concern.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
. significance o - significance
Impacts Alternative before Mitigation guidelines after
mitigation mitigation
Impact 3.5-8:
Effects on non- Alternative C Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Adopt the
covered plant (HCP Only, CDFG survey protocol and guidance for
species of concern | Fewer Covered otentiall all covered activities, and for non-PTHP less than
for all activities Species, Ei i fican)t/ activities that disturb or destroy potential significant
due to removal of a | Shorter Take g habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate g
population or Authorization and mitigate for potential project impacts
degradation of Term) on all plant species of concern.
habitat.
Section 3.6 Terrestrial Habitat and Wildlife Species of Concern
Impact 3.6-1:

Effects on golden
eagle, American
peregrine falcon,
pallid bat, and/or
Townsend’s
western big-eared
bat from potential
habitat
modifications.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable

Impact 3.6-2:
Effects on old-
growth trees and
stands from timber
harvest activities.

Alternative B
(Reserves)

potentially
significant

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Restrict harvest
of old-growth trees and stands, and protect
screen trees.

no effect

Impact 3.6-3:
Effects on golden
eagle, American
peregrine falcon,
pallid bat, and/or
Townsend’s
western big-eared
bat from potential
habitat
modifications.

Alternative B
(Reserves)

potentially
significant

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Protect rocky
outcrops.

less than
significant

Section 3.7 Air Quality

none identified |

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.8 Climate and Climate Change

none identified |

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.9 Timber Resources

none identified |

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
. significance o - significance
Impacts Alternative before Mitigation guidelines after
mitigation mitigation
Section 3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Substances
Impact 3.10-1:
Effects on

California Natural
Diversity Database
Special

Community Types, No Action p_ote_nt'lally not applicable not applicable
: significant

Habitat Elements,

and plant species of

concern due to

application of

herbicides.

Impact 3.10-2.

Effects on

California Natural Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. Perform

Diversity Database surveys, according to CDFG’s guidelines

Special Proposed and protocols, for all California Natural

Community Types, A Pe potentially Diversity Database Special Community less than
. ction S : oo

Habitat Elements significant Types, Habitat Elements, and non-covered significant

(HCP/NCCP) - '

and non-covered plant species of concern in the

plant species of management area prior to herbicide

concern due to application.

application of

herbicides.

Impact 3.10-3.

Effects on

California Natural Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. Perform

Diversity Database surveys, according to CDFG’s guidelines

Special Alternative A and protocols, for all California Natural

Community Types, potentially Diversity Database Special Community less than
. (Enhanced C ) o

Habitat Elements significant Types, Habitat Elements, and non-covered significant

HCP/NCCP) - :

and non-covered plant species of concern in the

plant species of management area prior to herbicide

concern due to application.

application of

herbicides.

Impact 3.10-4:

Effects on

California Natural Mitigation Measure 3.10-2: Perform

Diversity Database surveys, according to CDFG’s guidelines

Special . . and protocols, for all California Natural

Community Types Alternative B p_ote_nt_lally Diversity Database Special Community !essf t_han

‘ (Reserves) significant significant

Habitat Elements,
and plant species of
concern due to
application of
herbicides.

Types, Habitat Elements, and plant species
of concern in the management area prior
to herbicide application.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
. significance o - significance
Impacts Alternative before Mitigation guidelines after
mitigation mitigation
Impact 3.10-5.
Effects on
California Natural . Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. Perform
S Alternative C . L
Diversity Database surveys, according to CDFG’s guidelines
. (HCP Only, e
Special and protocols, for all California Natural
. Fewer Covered . o : .

Community Types, Speci potentially Diversity Database Special Community less than
. pecies, A ) oo
Habitat Elements Shorter Take significant Types, Habitat Elements, and non-covered significant

and non-covered o plant species of concern in the
: Authorization . -
plant species of Term) management area prior to herbicide

concern due to
application of
herbicides.

application.

Section 3.11 Land Use

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.12 Traffic

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.13 Noise

Impact 3.13-1:
N_0|se—related Alternative A . Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Minimize
disturbance potentially - . . less than
X . (Enhanced s noise-related disturbance from helicopter S
associated with significant - significant
. HCP/NCCP) operations.
increased
helicopter yarding.
Impact 3.13-2:
Noise-related L e
disturbance Alternative B potentially Ml_tlgatlon Megsure 3.13-1: 'V"”'”?'ZG less than
X . S noise-related disturbance from helicopter T
associated with (Reserves) significant - significant
- operations.
increased
helicopter yarding.

Section 3.14 Visual Resources

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.15 Recreation

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.16 Cultural Resources

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

Section 3.17 Social and Economic Conditions

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

| not applicable

1
2
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EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

1 Table ES-2. Summary of potentially significant cumulative impacts and mitigation.
Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative significance Mitigation guidelines significance
before after
mitigation mitigation

Section 4.2 Geology, Soils, and Geomorphology

Cumulative effects
of increased
sediment delivery
to stream channels
from management-
related shallow
landsliding, deep-
seated landsliding,
and road-related
erosion.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable

Cumulative effect
of increased
sediment delivery
to stream channels
from road-related
erosion.

Alternative B
(Reserves)

potentially
significant

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.

less than
significant

Section 4.3 Hydrology, Benefici

al Uses of Water, and Water Quality

Cumulative effects
of increased
flooding, erosion,

and siltation No Action pptept_lally not applicable not applicable
- significant
potential due to
increase in peak
flows.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
Cumulative effects potential for sediment delivery to stream
of impaired water channels from management-related
quality and shallow landsliding.
sediment-sensitive . . Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
.. Alternative B potentially - . ; less than
beneficial uses due S potential for sediment delivery to stream i
. (Reserves) significant significant
to increased channels from management-related
suspended surface erosion.
sediment and Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
turbidity. implement a comprehensive road
management approach.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
cumulative effect potential for sediment delivery to stream
fu_mu a 'Vg € ‘EC S channels from management-related
gu;fl‘i‘t@a;f p water shallow landsliding.
beneficial uses due | Alternative B potentially Mltlga_tlon Meas_ure 32'25 Reduce the less than
A potential for sediment delivery to stream o
to reduced (Reserves) significant significant

dissolved oxygen
during summer
months.

channels from management-related
surface erosion.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road

management approach.
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Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative significance Mitigation guidelines significance
before after
mitigation mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
potential for sediment delivery to stream
Cumulative effects channels from management-related
of impaired water shallow landsliding.
guallty due to Alternative B potentially Mltlgqtlon Meas_ure 3.2—25 Reduce the less than
increased Lo potential for sediment delivery to stream o
- (Reserves) significant significant
sediment- channels from management-related

associated nutrient
input.

surface erosion.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.

Section 4.4 Aguatic and Riparian Habitats and Species of Concern

Cumulative effects
on coho salmon,
Chinook salmon,
and steelhead from
reduced aquatic
habitat quality and
quantity.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable

Cumulative effects
on coastal-tailed
frog, California
red-legged frog,
northern red-legged
frog, southern
torrent salamander,
and foothill
yellow-legged frog
from reduced
aquatic habitat
quality and
quantity.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable

Cumulative effects
on coho salmon,
Chinook salmon,
and steelhead from
reduced aquatic
habitat quality and
quantity.

Alternative B
(Reserves)

potentially
significant

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
potential for sediment delivery to stream
channels from management-related
shallow landsliding.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
potential for sediment delivery to stream
channels from management-related
surface erosion.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.

less than
significant
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Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative S|gB|f|cance Mitigation guidelines significance
efore after
mitigation mitigation
Cumulative effects Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Reduce the
on coastal-tailed potential for sediment delivery to stream
frog, California channels from management-related
red-legged frog, shallow landsliding.
northern red-legged Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Reduce the
e, | Alemative | poly | PO forseiment dlhery o steam | s an
' (Reserves) significant 9 significant

and foothill
yellow-legged frog
from reduced
aquatic habitat
quality and
quantity.

surface erosion.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Develop and
implement a comprehensive road
management approach.

Section 4.5 Vegetation and Plant Species of Concern

Cumulative effects
on all plant species
of concern during

non-THP activities . potentially . .
due to removal of a No Action significant not applicable not applicable
population or
degradation of
habitat.
Cumulative effects
on Mendocino
Pygmy Cypress
Forest due to No Action pptept_lally not applicable not applicable
removal of significant
vegetation or
habitat
degradation.
Cumulative effects Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Adopt the
on non-covered X
. CDFG survey protocol and guidance for
plant species of v
Proposed . all covered activities, and for non-PTHP
concern due to : potentially S . - less than
removal of a Action significant actlyltles that dlstgrb or destroy potential significant
. (HCP/NCCP) habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate
population or o X N
. and mitigate for potential project impacts
degradation of !
. on all plant species of concern.
habitat.
Cumulative effects Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Adopt the
on non-covered :
lant species of _ CDFG survey pr.oyocol and guidance for
P Alternative A . all covered activities, and for non-PTHP
concern due to h d potentially ivities that disturb o d ial less than
removal of a (Enhance significant activities that disturb or destroy potentia significant
HCP/NCCP) habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate

population or
degradation of
habitat.

and mitigate for potential project impacts
on all plant species of concern.
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Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP
Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative S|gB|f|cance Mitigation guidelines significance
efore after
mitigation mitigation
Cumulative effects
on Mendocino
Pygmy Cypress
Forest outside of Alternative B potentially Mltlgatlgn Measure 3.5-2: Adopt less than
the reserves due to s Mendocino Pygmy Cypress Forest N
(Reserves) significant . significant
the removal of protection measures.
vegetation or
habitat
degradation.
Cumulative effects
on hardwoods
outside of the
reserves due to the Alternative B potentially Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Implement less than
removal of (Reserves) significant protection measures for hardwoods. significant
vegetation or
habitat
degradation.
Cumulative effects
on all plant species
of concern outside Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: For non-THP
of reserves during . . activities that disturb or destroy potential
non-THP activities Alternative B pptept_lally habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate !ess_ t_han
due to removal of a (Reserves) significant and mitigate for potential project impacts significant
g p proj p
population or on all species of concern
degradation of
habitat.
Cumulative effects
on non-covered Alternative C Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Adopt the
plant species of (HCP Only, CDFG survey protocol and guidance for
concern for all Fewer Covered potentially all covered activities, and for non-PTHP less than
activities due to Species, sianificant activities that disturb or destroy potential sianificant
removal of a Shorter Take g habitat, consult with CDFG to evaluate g
population or Authorization and mitigate for potential project impacts
degradation of Term) on all plant species of concern.
habitat.
Section 4.6 Terrestrial Habitat and Wildlife Species of Concern

Cumulative effects
on golden eagle,
American
peregrine falcon,
pallid bat, and/or
Townsend’s
western big-eared
bat from possible
habitat
modifications.

No Action

potentially
significant

not applicable

not applicable

Cumulative effects
on old-growth trees
and stands from
timber harvest
activities.

Alternative B
(Reserves)

potentially
significant

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Restrict harvest
of old-growth trees and stands, and protect
screen trees.

no effect
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Level of Level of
Impacts Alternative mgggfflg?:ce Mitigation guidelines &gn;::;::;\nce
mitigation mitigation
Cumulative effects
on golden eagle,
American
peregrine falcon,
pallid bat, and/or Alternative B potentially Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Protect rocky less than
Townsend’s (Reserves) significant outcrops. significant
western big-eared
bat from possible
habitat
modifications.

Section 4.7 Air Quality

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.8 Climate and Climate Change

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.9 Timber Resources

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.10 Hazards and Hazardous Substances

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.11 Land Use

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.12 Traffic

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.13 Noise

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.14 Visual Resources

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.15 Recreation

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.16 Cultural Resources

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

Section 4.17 Social and Economic Conditions

none identified

all alternatives | not applicable | not applicable

not applicable

1
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1 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction and Background

This Environmental Impact Statement and Program Timberland Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/PTEIR) has been prepared by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) in response to the
applications submitted by Mendocino Redwood Company, LLC (MRC) for multispecies
incidental take permits under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), multispecies take
permits under the State of California’s Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA),
and approval of a Timber Management Plan (TMP). MRC is applying for two federal incidental
take permits pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, one from USFWS and one from NMFS,
and a state take permit from CDFG pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2835.
The federal incidental take permits and state take permit, if granted, would authorize for a period
of 80 years the take of species that may occur incidental to otherwise lawful forest management
activities that MRC conducts on its forestland. As required under Section 10(a)(2) of the ESA,
MRC has prepared a draft Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), and pursuant to California Fish and
Game Code Section 2820 MRC has prepared a draft Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP). This joint document is referred to hereafter as the HCP/NCCP. As part of this PTEIR,
MRC has also prepared a TMP which addresses the California Forest Practice Rules® (CFPRs)
requirements for a forest landowner to demonstrate “Maximum Sustained Production of High
Quality Timber Products” (14 CCR §1092), and describes the operational practices MRC would
use on its timberlands. MRC is seeking certification of its PTEIR by CAL FIRE, in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CFPRs.

MRC conducts timber operations and other activities on its forestland in accordance with the
CFPRs, the 1973 Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act, other applicable state and federal laws, and
MRC’s internal management policies and practices. MRC’s forest management activities affect a
variety of species and their habitats throughout the plan area, including species listed as
threatened or endangered under the ESA and California Endangered Species Act (CESA). These
activities have the potential to result in take of listed species. In the absence of incidental take
authorization, MRC’s forest management activities can be limited by ESA and CESA regulations
prohibiting take of listed species. To obtain authorization for incidental take, MRC is required to
submit the permit applications, and an HCP and NCCP in support of the applications, to the
responsible federal and state resource agencies.

An HCP is a comprehensive, long-term land and resource planning document, and is a mandatory
component of an application for an incidental take permit pursuant to Section 10(a)(2) of the
ESA. The purpose of an HCP is to establish the terms under which a non-federal landowner may
take covered species incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, including how the take will be
minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. An HCP must accompany an
application for a federal incidental take permit.

% Unless otherwise specified, references to the CFPRs in this EIS/PTEIR refer to the 2012 CFPRs (CAL FIRE 2012).
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Similar to an HCP, an NCCP is a long-term plan that provides for the regional protection and
conservation of plants, animals, and their habitats while allowing compatible economic
development and growth. The NCCP is prepared under Section 2835 of the California Fish and
Game Code, whereas an HCP is prepared under the ESA. An NCCP differs from an HCP in that
it takes a broad-based ecosystem (i.e., “community”) approach to planning in addition to a
species-based approach, and in its requirement for independent scientific input regarding
conservation goals, principles, strategies, and uncertainties. An NCCP is not the only means of
acquiring a take permit for state-listed species, but it is the most ecologically comprehensive
method.

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQA, this joint EIS/PTEIR is
being prepared with USFWS and NMFS as joint federal lead agencies under NEPA and CAL
FIRE as state lead agency under CEQA. CDFG is a state responsible agency under CEQA. The
EIS/PTEIR contains the environmental analyses of the proposed HCP/NCCP and TMP (the
Proposed Action) and alternatives to the Proposed Action, including a No Action/No Project
alternative. As lead agencies, USFWS, NMFS, and CAL FIRE are responsible for the scope and
content of the EIS/PTEIR, and must ensure that all pertinent environmental issues and effects,
and a reasonable range of alternatives and their effects, are addressed. CDFG, as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA, must assure that the analyses presented in the EIS/PTEIR are adequate for
purposes of its issuance of an NCCPA take permit to MRC. The EIS/PTEIR analyzes the
potential effects of MRC’s forest management activities as a series of actions that can be
characterized as one large, long-term project. As a program EIR, the PTEIR provides a broad,
comprehensive effects analysis and an explanation of mitigation measures that would be relied
upon in subsequent Program Timber Harvesting Plans* (PTHPSs) throughout the area covered by
MRC’s TMP and proposed HCP/NCCP. Certification of the PTEIR by CAL FIRE, in compliance
with CEQA and the CFPRs, grants MRC the authority to submit PTHPs.

1.2 Proposed Action/Project Description

The Proposed Action consists of issuance of the federal incidental take permits and the state take
permit, as well as subsequent implementation by MRC of the proposed HCP/NCCP and TMP. In
its application for the federal incidental take permits and state take permit, MRC has requested
coverage for 11 animal species and 31 plant species for a term of 80 years (Table 1.2-1).

Table 1.2-1. Species covered by incidental take authorization and included in the HCP/NCCP
under the Proposed Action.

Listing status® Take authorization

Common name Scientific name Federal State b
status FS® | USFWS® | CDFGY

Fish and wildlife

Coho salmon, Central
California Coast Oncorhynchus
Evolutionarily kisutch

Significant Unit

E E NA yes -~ yes

* Where CAL FIRE has certified a PTEIR, a PTHP may be submitted that tiers to the environmental analysis found in
the PTEIR. PTHPs are described in Section 2.3.5, Program Timber Harvesting Plans.
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Listing status® Take authorization
Common name Scientific name | Federal Stat CRPF‘;
edera ate d
status ¢ ¢
(ESA | (CESA) NMFS® | USFWS® | CDFG
Coho salmon,
Southern Oregon oncorhvnchus
/Northern California . y T T NA yes - yes
. . kisutch
Coast Evolutionarily
Significant Unit
Chinook salmon,
California Coastal Oncorhynchus T B NA es B e
Evolutionarily tshawytscha y y
Significant Unit
Steelhead, Central
California Coast Oncorhynchus
Distinct Population mykiss T a NA yes B yes
Segment
Steelhead, Northern Oncorhvnchus
California Distinct orny T - NA yes - yes
. mykiss
Population Segment
]E:rilg;forma red-legged | pana draytonii T - NA - yes yes
If\lort? e red-legged Rana aurora - - NA - - yes
rog
Coastal tailed frog® Ascaphus truei - - NA - - yes
Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus T E NA - yes yes
marmoratus
Northern spotted owl Strlx.ocudentalls T - NA - yes yes
caurina
Point Arena mountain | Aplodontia rufa
beaver nigra E B NA B yes yes
Plants
Humboldt milk-vetch Astr_agalus - E 1B.1 - - yes
agnicidus
Boschniakia
Small groundcone hookeri - - 2.3 - - yes
Callitropsis
Pygmy cypress pygmaea - - 1B.2 - — yes
Campanula
Swamp harebell californica - - 1B.2 - - yes
California sedge Cafex . - - 2.3 - - yes
californica
Bristly sedge Carex comosa - - 2.1 - - yes
L Carex
Deceiving sedge saliniformis - - 1B.2 - - yes
Carex viridula
Green yellow sedge var. viridula - - 2.3 - - yes
Oregon goldthread Coptis laciniata - - 2.2 - - yes
Streamside daisy Erigeron biolettii - - 3 - - yes
Coast fawn lily Erythronium - - 2.2 - - yes
revolutum
e Fritillaria
Roderick's fritillary roderickii - E 1B.1 - - yes
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Listing status®

Take authorization

Common name Scientific name | Federal | State siaRtE?’ NMES | usews: | corG®
(ESA | (CESA)
e Gilia capitata
Pacific gilia ssp. pacifica - - 1B.2 - - yes
Glandular western flax Hesperolinon - - 1B.2 - - yes
adenophyllum
Thin-lobed horkelia Horlfeha - - 1B.2 - - yes
tenuiloba
Hair-leaved rush .]un_cu_s . - - 2.2 - - yes
supiniformis
. Lilium
Coast lily maritimum - - 1B.1 - - yes
Baker's meadowfoam lena}nthes - R 1B.1 - - yes
bakeri
Mendocino bush Malacothamnus
. . — — 1A — - yes
mallow mendocinensis
Packera
Seacoast ragwort bolanderi var. - - 2.2 - - yes
bolanderi
Bolander's beach pine Pinus contortg - - 1B.2 - - yes
ssp. bolanderi
White-flowered rein N .
orchid Piperia candida - - 1B.2 - - yes
North Coast Pleuropogon B T 1B1 B 3 ves
semaphore grass hooverianus
Great burnet Sapgwsqrba - - 2.2 - - yes
officinalis
Maple-leaved Sidalcea B B 492 B 3 es
checkerbloom malachroides ' Y
Siskiyou Sidalpea
checkerbloom malviflora ssp. - - 1B.2 - - yes
patula
. Tracyina
Beaked tracyina rostrata - - 1B.2 - - yes
Santa Cruz clover T”fOI'um. - - 1B.1 - - yes
buckwestiorum
. Viburnum
Oval-leaved viburnum ellipticum - - 2.3 - - yes
N Lycopodium
Running-pine clavatum - - 2.3 - — yes
Long-beard lichen Usnga . - - - - - yes
longissima

NA = not applicable
a

Listing status under ESA and CESA:

E: endangered
T: threatened
R: rare

Concern.

becomes federally listed.

Federal incidental take permit
CDFG take permit under Fish & Game Code Section 2835 et seq.
For covered species that are not federally listed, a federal incidental take permit would only take effect if and when the species

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank; for explanation of number ranking system, see Section 3.5, VVegetation and Plant Species of
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MRC’s proposed HCP/NCCP includes specific conservation strategies developed to protect or
enhance ecosystem health, and measures to minimize and mitigate potential effects on covered
species. The planning goals of the proposed HCP/NCCP are to manage habitats for covered
species, allow economically viable timber harvesting without threatening species viability, and
maintain and improve biodiversity on MRC’s covered lands. An important component of the
proposed HCP/NCCP is a detailed monitoring and adaptive management plan to allow for
continued feedback and improvement of the conservation measures.

The TMP, which would be implemented in accordance with the proposed HCP/NCCP, describes
MRC’s approach to meeting maximum sustained production and includes comprehensive
information on MRC’s current forest conditions, forest inventory assessment, timber growth and
yield modeling, and long-term silviculture and harvest planning. It includes the specific
silviculture regimes that would be used on MRC forestlands over the term of the HCP/NCCP and
the PTEIR. The TMP describes harvest levels and timing of harvests, as well as the management
measures and standards that MRC would use for 80 years to ensure regulatory certainty and
adequate funds for implementation. The TMP provides the operational guidelines to implement
the conservation measures of the HCP/NCCP.

MRC is also preparing a Master Agreement for Timber Operations and requesting its approval by
CDFG, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 1602. The Master Agreement for
Timber Operations describes the conservation and management measures MRC would implement
to ensure its proposed forest management activities do not have a substantial adverse effect on
stream beds, banks, or associated fish and wildlife resources. The conservation and management
measures specified in the Master Agreement for Timber Operations are included in the
HCP/NCCP. The PTEIR, by analyzing the environmental effects of implementing the
HCP/NCCP, provides the necessary analysis for approval of the Master Agreement for Timber
Operations. See Section 1.6.2.7 for additional information on the regulatory context of the Master
Agreement for Timber Operations.

The proposed HCP/NCCP and TMP would be implemented on MRC’s forestland in coastal
Mendocino County, California. MRC forestlands are located west of Highway 101 and extend
from the upper headwater streams of the Gualala River watershed in southern Mendocino County,
north to the Humboldt/Mendocino County line. MRC lands are located within the coastal
redwood belt, with vegetation similar to other second-growth forests in Mendocino County. The
MRC forestland is predominately redwood and Douglas-fir, with a large component of hardwood.

The EIS/PTEIR assessment area for most environmental resources includes the “primary
assessment area” which corresponds to the 213,000 ac (86,200 ha) covered by the proposed
HCP/NCCP (Figure 1.2-1). For the analysis of cumulative effects, the assessment area for most
environmental resources also includes the “secondary assessment area” which corresponds to an
area that bounds timberlands that MRC could potentially acquire during the life of the permit, as
well as all property owned by MRC within Mendocino county and not covered by the plan at the
time of submittal of the applications for take authorization®. Figure 1.2-1 shows the primary and
secondary assessment areas as well as the nine inventory blocks that the primary assessment area
is divided into based on landscape planning and forest management.

® In the HCP/NCCP prepared by MRC, the term “adjustment area” is equivalent to the combined primary and
secondary assessment areas in this EIS/PTEIR.
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Figure 1.2-1. Project location and EIS/PTEIR assessment areas.
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1.2.1 Activities covered under the HCP/NCCP

NMFS, USFWS, and CDFG are proposing to provide MRC with incidental take authorizations
for a variety of forest management activities. These activities include:

e Silviculture and stand improvement.

e Vegetation management, including planting, manual brush and tree removal, and burning
for site preparation.

e Commercial timber operations, which entail felling, limbing, bucking, yarding, loading, and
hauling of timber, as well as maintenance and refueling of heavy equipment.

¢ Road and landing construction, use, maintenance, and decommissioning.
o Drafting of water in support of timber operations and road and landings programs.
e Operation of non-commercial rock pits and quarries.

e Habitat improvement and creation, including restoring drainage systems disrupted by past
land use activities.

o Data collection for research and monitoring associated with the HCP/NCCP conservation
measures.

e Previously approved (grandfathered) THPs.

A detailed description of the activities subject to incidental take authorization can be found in
Chapter 1.14 of the proposed HCP/NCCP.

1.2.2 Alternate standards to the California Forest Practice Rules

Timber operations generally must comply with the minimum operational (specific prescriptive)
standards of the CFPRs. PTHP submitters are authorized to propose alternate standards to most of
the CFPRs if the state-certified PTEIR demonstrates that the standards meet specific conditions
for compliance with the relevant CFPR operational standards. Alternate standards are in
compliance with the operational standards of the CFPRs where the analysis in the PTEIR
sufficiently demonstrates that effects would be less than significant and the alternate standards
would provide equal or better protection than the standard rule (Board of Forestry and CAL FIRE
2009). This PTEIR provides an analysis of alternate operational standards that may be employed
in future PTHPs, as proposed in the TMP, to ensure the proposed operational standards comply
with these provisions.

Some of the operational standards (e.g., conservation and management measures) in MRC’s
proposed HCP/NCCP do not match those contained in the current CFPRs. MRC is therefore
proposing a number of alternate standards to the CFPRs. Alternate standards are those for which
MRC is proposing to use an alternative approach based on: (1) the HCP/NCCP; (2) the TMP; (3)
the Master Agreement for Timber Operations; or (4) a combination of these documents. A
complete list of MRC’s proposed alternate standards is included as Attachment D to the TMP (the
TMP is Appendix A of this EIS/PTEIR). Because the proposed alternate standards are part of the
Proposed Action and the other action alternatives (Section 2, Alternatives), their effects are
analyzed in Section 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Effects.

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The lead agencies’ purpose for the Proposed Action is to protect and conserve covered species
and their habitats, while enabling the permit applicant (MRC) to continue to conduct forest
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management activities in compliance with the ESA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code,
Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973, and CFPRs. If granted, the proposed incidental take
authorizations and the certified PTEIR would authorize the incidental take of covered species and
submittal of PTHPs. The Proposed Action is needed because normal, otherwise lawful operations
of MRC could result in take of species presently listed as threatened or endangered. These listed
species need long-term, comprehensive protection and conservation. The incidental take
authorizations and HCP/NCCP provide a long-term solution that assures compliance with the
ESA and CESA. An NCCP is the method MRC selected to comply with the take restrictions of
CESA by following the NCCPA.

In addition, the Proposed Action is needed to efficiently comply with the environmental analysis
required under the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973, primarily for timber management
purposes. The project allows for a more comprehensive review of the cumulative effects and
development of more robust landscape-based protection and conservation measures than would
be possible on a THP-by-THP basis.

1.4 MRC’s Goals and Objectives

MRC has developed its HCP/NCCP and TMP with the purpose of conducting economically
viable forest management on its covered lands while concurrently providing for the long-term
conservation needs of listed species. MRC’s application for incidental take authorization is driven
by the company’s need for: (1) approval under state and federal environmental laws of its long-
term sustainable forestry practices and conservation strategies (as reflected in the HCP/NCCP and
TMP); (2) regulatory stability and certainty; (3) operation of a successful business; and (4)
maintaining nationally-recognized forest stewardship certification. No-take regulations can
reduce or eliminate timber harvest and other forest management activities and severely constrain
MRC’s ability to operate in a financially viable manner. Because of the potential financial burden
to MRC and constraints on habitat improvement, these regulations can also reduce or eliminate
incentives for future habitat conservation and restoration. Without an approved HCP/NCCP and
the requested incidental take authorizations, MRC would likely not be able to meet these needs
and would likely adopt more traditional forestry practices. Thus the Proposed Action (i.e.,
approval of the HCP/NCCP, certification of the PTEIR and TMP, and issuance of the incidental
take authorizations) is needed to make it possible for MRC to manage its lands using the long-
term conservation strategies and sustainable forestry practices reflected in the HCP/NCCP and
TMP.

1.5 Decisions to be Made

Issuance of incidental take permits by USFWS and NMFS is considered a major federal action
that requires analysis and disclosure of the potential environmental effects of the action under
NEPA. Likewise, the certification of a PTEIR by CAL FIRE pursuant to the CFPRs and issuance
of a take permit by CDFG pursuant to the NCCPA are actions that require analysis of
environmental effects under CEQA. In addition, CDFG will approve the Master Agreement for
Timber Operations. Associated decisions for which the lead agencies are responsible are
described below.

1.5.1 Federal actions

USFWS and NMFS, as federal lead agencies, are required by NEPA to analyze the environmental
effects of issuing the requested incidental take permits and subsequent implementation by MRC
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of the proposed HCP/NCCP. USFWS and NMFS (collectively referred to as the Services) must
decide whether to issue the incidental take permits.

Under Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA the Services may issue an incidental take permit if, after
public comment on the draft HCP/NCCP and Implementing Agreement and no sooner than 30
days after filing of a final EIS with Environmental Protection Agency, they find that:

e The taking will be incidental to otherwise lawful activities.

e The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the impacts of
such taking.

o The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the HCP and procedures to deal with
unforeseen circumstances will be provided.

e The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of covered
species in the wild.

e The applicant will ensure that other measures the Services may require as being necessary or
appropriate will be provided.

e The Services have received such other assurances as may be required that the HCP will be
implemented (USFWS and NMFS 1996).

In addition, the following general permit issuance criteria (per 50 CFR §13.21) must be met:

e The applicant has not been assessed a civil penalty or convicted of any criminal provision of
any statute or regulation relating to the activity for which the application is filed, if such
assessment or conviction evidences a lack of responsibility.

e The applicant has not failed to disclose material information required, and has not made
false statements as to any material fact in connection with the application.

e The applicant has demonstrated a valid justification for the permit and a showing of
responsibility.

o The authorization requested does not potentially threaten any wildlife or plant population.

e The applicant is determined to be qualified.

1.5.2 State actions

As the state lead agency, CAL FIRE is required by CEQA to analyze the environmental effects
associated with managing MRC's timberlands in accordance with the TMP and the proposed
HCP/NCCP. CDFG, acting as a responsible agency under CEQA in approving the proposed
NCCP, will rely upon the final PTEIR certified by CAL FIRE when making its CEQA findings.
CDFG will use the CEQA analysis in the EIS/PTEIR to issue the Master Agreement for Timber
Operations.

1.5.2.1 CAL FIRE
CAL FIRE is the state lead agency ensuring that the PTEIR is in compliance with CEQA. CAL
FIRE is responsible for ensuring that:

e The procedural steps in the PTEIR development are completed in accordance with the
requirements of CEQA.

e The PTEIR and supporting documents meet generally accepted legal standards.
e The PTEIR meets the intent of the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973.

1-9



O©Ooo~No ok, wWN P

DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

e The PTEIR is prepared in accordance with the CFPRs (specifically, Article 6.8).

CAL FIRE, prior to certifying the PTEIR, will determine if the level of detail and specificity
found in the PTEIR is sufficient to ensure that all potential environmental effects that may arise
during PTHP operations are less than significant or can be mitigated to a level of less than
significant through the application of mitigations developed in the PTEIR (Board of Forestry and
CAL FIRE 2009).

As stated above, CAL FIRE is required to determine the adequacy of a PTEIR similar to any
other EIR, under CEQA. In addition, a PTEIR’s adequacy must be determined under the CFPRs.
The following rule sections specifically address a PTEIRs adequacy under the CFPRs:

e 14 CCR 81092(b)—*...alternate standards may only be accepted by the Director when the
PTEIR provides an analysis demonstrating that the implementation will result in impacts
which are below the level of significant effect on the environment as defined in the State
CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 815382) and other applicable laws.”

e 14 CCR 81092(c)—"“Alternate standards may only be used in a PTHP where the analysis of
potential impacts and mitigations in the PTEIR is of such detail that a reasonable person
could reach a conclusion that the resulting impacts would be less than significant.”

e 14 CCR 81092(d)—*...the planning (performance) standards which are to be incorporated
into a THP under the functional equivalent process shall be addressed within the PTEIR to
achieve the performance objectives set forth in the intent language of the regulation. The
PTEIR shall demonstrate how resource protection set forth in the intent of the Act is
provided for on the area encompassed by the PTEIR.”

o 14 CCR 81092.01(b)—“The PTEIR shall assess impacts and provide mitigation for those on
and off-site impacts resulting from timber operations involved with an ownership, portion of
an ownership, or multiple ownerships...”

e 14 CCR §1092.01(c)—“The checklist which accompanies a PTHP must be developed in
each PTEIR to address the site-specific effects and practices for each ownership, portion of
an ownership, or multiple ownerships. The checklist shall indicate mitigation to be applied
in all areas of resource protection addressed in the PTEIR for individual and cumulative
effects, including but not limited to air, wildlife, water, soil, recreation, hazard reduction,
pest protection, noise, aesthetics, cultural resources, areas regulated by the board in Sections
4513, 4551, 4551.5, 4561, and 4581 of the Public Resources Code.”

e 14 CCR 81092.02—In certifying the PTEIR and adopting the CEQA findings, the Director
shall certify that the timberland management described in the PTEIR will achieve the
resource protection goals in PRC [Public Resources Code] Sections 4513, 4551, 4561, and
4581 and any goals that may be required by CEQA.”

PTEIRs, like other CEQA documents, are subject to the review and comment of other agencies
and the public. Once a draft PTEIR has been accepted by CAL FIRE as sufficient for public
review, it is filed with the State Clearinghouse in accordance with 14 CCR 815087 for a
minimum 45 day public review. Consultation with responsible or trustee agencies in accordance
with 14 CCR §15086 consists of written comments submitted with regard to the adequacy of the
draft PTEIR in disclosing, analyzing and mitigating the project’s effects. Similarly, the public is
invited to submit comment in writing, or if determined necessary, orally at one or more public
hearings. All comments received are responded to in a final PTEIR.

CAL FIRE’s preparation of a final PTEIR, certification of the PTEIR, issuance of findings, and
project approval follows the procedures found in 14 CCR §15089 through 815092. In some cases,
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approvals of other non-federal permits and plans necessary for implementation of the PTEIR
cannot occur until the PTEIR has been certified by CAL FIRE as lead agency. The Director of
CAL FIRE (CCR 81092.01[a]) is responsible for certifying the PTEIR.

1.5.2.2 CDFG

CDFG, as a state responsible agency, must rely on the analysis provided in the final PTEIR
certified by CAL FIRE, the lead agency, and decide whether to authorize take of any identified
species whose “conservation and management” is provided for in the NCCP. Under the NCCPA,
CDFG must make the following findings (paraphrased) in order to approve an NCCP and
authorize take (California Fish and Game Code Section 2820[a]):

e The NCCP has been developed consistent with the process identified in the planning
agreement entered into pursuant to Section 2810.

e The NCCP integrates adaptive management strategies that are periodically evaluated and
modified based on the information from the monitoring program and other sources, which
will assist in providing for the conservation of covered species and ecosystems within the
plan area.

e The NCCP provides for landscape- or ecosystem-level protection through the creation and
long-term management of habitat reserves or other comparable measures.

e Reserve systems and conservation measures in the NCCP area meet guidelines to maintain
ecological integrity of large habitat blocks, ecosystem function, and biological diversity.

o The NCCP identifies activities, and any restrictions on those activities, allowed within
reserve areas that are compatible with the conservation of species, habitats, natural
communities, and their associated ecological functions.

e The NCCP contains specific conservation measures that meet the biological needs of
covered species, based upon the best available scientific information.

e The NCCP contains a monitoring and adaptive management program.

e The NCCP includes the estimated timeframe and process by which the reserves or other
conservation measures are to be implemented, including obligations of landowners and plan
signatories and consequences of the failure to acquire lands in a timely manner.

e The NCCP contains provisions that ensure adequate funding to carry out the conservation
actions identified in the plan.

Concurrent with the approval of a final NCCP, CDFG must establish a list of species authorized
for take, and must find that the mitigation measures specified in the NCCP are consistent with the
intent of the NCCPA (as defined in California Fish and Game Code Section 2821).

1.6 Regulatory Context
1.6.1 Federal law
1.6.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA requires federal agencies to identify, avoid, and mitigate any environmental effects of their
actions. The Act applies to any action that requires a federal permit or entitlement, is federally
funded, is undertaken by a federal agency, or would occur on federal land. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA (40 CFR
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81500-1508) require all federal agencies to analyze the impacts of their proposed actions and to
include other agencies and the public in the process.

1.6.1.2 Endangered Species Act

Section 9 of the ESA prohibits unauthorized “take” of endangered species. In addition, Section
4(d) of the ESA authorizes take prohibitions to be extended to threatened species by special
regulation. Take is defined as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct,” and includes habitat modification. "Harm" has
been defined in regulations as including "significant habitat modification or degradation where it
actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including
breeding, feeding, or sheltering” (40 FR 44412, 46 FR 54748, 50 CFR 817.3, 64 FR 60727). The
ESA requires both the Department of Interior (USFWS as implementing agency) and the
Department of Commerce (NMFS as implementing agency) to identify critical habitat for all
listed species, unless it is determined that designation of critical habitat will not benefit the
species. Effects on critical habitat must be considered in the determination by USFWS and NMFS
of the degree to which the Proposed Action may adversely affect listed species. Critical habitat
has been designated for several species for which MRC is seeking incidental take authorization
under the proposed HCP/NCCP, including the marbled murrelet and anadromous salmonids.
Information on the listing status and critical habitat designation, if any, is provided for each listed
species in Appendix B.

Under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, an incidental take permit may be issued to a non-federal
entity if take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, the incidental take permit application
meets all issuance criteria, and an HCP is developed for the activity.

1.6.1.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act will be addressed by USFWS during its review
of the HCP. Species listed under the ESA or CESA and subject to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
but for which MRC is not seeking coverage under its incidental take authorization applications,
will be subject to management standards that ensure no “take” occurs. The incidental take permits
will serve as a special purpose permit under 50 CFR §21.27 that would grant an exception to the
prohibition on take of all covered species identified in 50 CFR §10.13. These species include
marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl, which are listed in 50 CFR §10.13 as migratory birds.
Over the life of the proposed HCP/NCCP, take for scientific or depredation purposes of birds
covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act may be necessary. During its review of the HCP,
the USFWS will assure that such take complies with the permit procedures of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act.

1.6.1.4 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act prohibits the take, possession, sale, or transport of
bald and golden eagles within U.S. jurisdiction. Nothing in the Proposed Action or any of the
alternatives provides any relief or direction pertaining to compliance with the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act, and all applicable aspects of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act will
remain applicable to MRC.
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1.6.1.5 Clean Water Act

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the state's regional water quality control boards
are the agencies responsible for implementing Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Other
aquatic resource protections within the Clean Water Act are implemented by state agencies and
covered by state regulations, such as the CFPRs and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act. See Section 1.6.2.5 for a discussion of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and
other state water quality regulatory processes.

1.6.1.6 Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act of 1967, as amended in 1990 (42 United States Code 7401, et seq.),
established national ambient air quality standards for several pollutants. These ambient air quality
standards represent the safest levels for each contaminant, according to the various thresholds of
each pollutant for causing adverse health effects. The Environmental Protection Agency, through
the Clean Air Act, regulates emissions of certain greenhouse gases through its stationary source
emission regulations. Currently, no federal regulations or standards specifically regulate
greenhouse gas emissions for the purposes of addressing climate change. However, the
Environmental Protection Agency has recognized climate change as a threat to water supply
(EPA 2008a). Other air quality protections, including greenhouse gas emission regulations, are
implemented by state agencies and covered by state regulations, such as the California Clean Air
Act. See Section 1.6.2.6 for a discussion of the California Clean Air Act and other state air
quality regulatory processes.

1.6.1.7 National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires federal agencies to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and to afford the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (created by National Historic Preservation Act) a reasonable
opportunity to comment. Per Section 106, federal agencies must consult with State Historic
Preservation Officers to determine the potential effect of a federal action on historic and
archaeological resources that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

The federal lead agencies are coordinating with local Native American tribes to address tribal
trust resources. In addition, a programmatic agreement among USFWS, NMFS, the California
State Historic Preservation Office, CAL FIRE, and MRC will ensure compliance with the
National Historic Preservation Act with regard to the covered activities that have the potential to
impact cultural and historic resources.

1.6.2 State law

1.6.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA was enacted in 1970 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) as a system of checks
and balances for land-use and management decisions by California and local agencies. As NEPA
applies to federal actions, CEQA applies to actions that require a permit or entitlement from a
local or state agency, or is funded or undertaken by a local or state agency. CEQA requires
preparation of an EIR if the proposed project will result in significant environmental effects. A
programmatic EIR, such as a PTEIR, evaluates actions that are similar due to location, timing or
potential effects, and can often be mitigated in similar ways, thereby eliminating the need for
repetitive review of related actions on a project-by-project basis. Programmatic Environmental
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EIR also allow for a more exhaustive consideration of cumulative effects than would be possible
if each project was considered individually.

1.6.2.2 California Endangered Species Act and California Native Plant Protection Act

The CESA of 1970 defined rare and endangered wildlife species, prohibited the importation, take,
possession, and sale of endangered and rare species, and gave authority to the Fish and Game
Commission to identify such animals in California. The 1970 California Species Preservation Act
directed CDFG to inventory all threatened fish and wildlife, develop criteria for rare and
endangered species and report to the Governor and Legislature every two years on the status of
these animals. The California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 directed CDFG to preserve,
protect, and enhance native plants. It gave the Fish and Game Commission the power to designate
native plants as endangered or rare and to require permits for collecting, transporting, or selling
such plants (CDFG 2000).

Anyone wishing to conduct activities that may “take” (defined in Section 86 of the California
Fish and Game Code as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill”’) any species listed as threatened or endangered by the State of California must
seek a take permit from CDFG. Pursuant to Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code,
CDFG may grant a permit for the take of endangered, threatened, and candidate species if all of
the following conditions are met:

e The take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity.
o The effects of the authorized take are minimized and fully mitigated.
e The permit is consistent with other regulations.

e Adequate funding is ensured to implement the minimization and mitigation measures, and
for monitoring compliance with, and effectiveness of, those measures (California Fish and
Game Code Section 2081).

A federal Section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit is considered acceptable for meeting
California’s incidental take authorization requirements, provided CDFG finds it is consistent with
all the requirements of CESA (referred to as a Consistency Determination under California Fish
and Game Code Section 2080.1). As an alternative to a take permit under Section 2081 or 2080.1,
individuals or organizations whose activities may affect California natural communities can
prepare an NCCP (described below), which can also lead to issuance of a permit authorizing take
of both listed and unlisted species, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2835.

1.6.2.3 Natural Community Conservation Planning Act

The NCCPA promotes the protection of natural habitats and communities in California through
the implementation of an NCCP. The NCCP program is administered by CDFG and is a
voluntary, cooperative effort to identify and provide for the regional or area-wide protection of
plants, animals, and their habitats, while allowing compatible economic activity. Similar to the
HCP process and federal incidental take permits, an approved NCCP provides take authorization
for take of state-listed species when it is incidental to otherwise legal activities. In contrast to a
permit under Section 2081, take authorization under an NCCP can be granted for both listed and
unlisted species. CDFG's approval of an NCCP is a discretionary action that must comply with
CEQA. The NCCPA also requires coordination with federal wildlife agencies with respect to the
ESA.
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In addition to measures to protect habitat, communities, and biological diversity at a landscape or
ecosystem level, an NCCP must include an adaptive management and monitoring program, a
timeline for implementing the plan, and assurances that adequate funding will be available. The
NCCP process also includes a provision for establishing a public participation process and
inclusion of independent scientific input.

1.6.2.4 California Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules

The Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 authorizes the Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection to adopt rules (the CFPRs) that govern all timber-harvest-related activities on private
and non-federal public forestlands in California. The CFPRs include resource protection measures
that are required for regulated timber activities, and are enforced by CAL FIRE through the
approval of Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs). The California Secretary of Resources has certified
the regulation of timber harvesting operations by CAL FIRE and Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection as CEQA functional equivalents; therefore a THP substitutes for an EIR for CEQA
compliance. In 1998 the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection adopted PTEIR/PTHP rules (CCR
81092 et seq.) that extended the program EIR concept found in CEQA to include THPs as
functional equivalents under CEQA. Where CAL FIRE has certified a PTEIR, a PTHP may be
submitted that tiers to the environmental analysis found in the PTEIR.

In addition to timber harvesting rules related to sustained production, the CFPRs also include
rules intended to avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects on other resource values such as water
quality, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and cultural resources. The rules contain guidelines
for assessing site-specific effects and developing mitigation measures that involve the
participation of a review team. The review team is chaired by CAL FIRE and is comprised
primarily of representatives of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, CDFG, and California
Geological Survey. The review team assists the CAL FIRE Director in determining if plans are in
conformance with Board rules, in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of timber
operations, and considering feasible alternatives or additional mitigation. The rules also contain
prescriptive rules such as Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone® rules (e.g., harvest restrictions
in riparian buffer zones), sensitive species rules (e.g., buffer zones and timing restrictions), and
anadromous salmonid protection rules.

On 7 October 2009, the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection adopted a set of regulations for
commercial timber harvesting on private land in watersheds inhabited by listed anadromous
salmonid species (Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead). The rules, known as the
Anadromous Salmonid Protection rules, were adopted as permanent regulations. They replaced
rules (termed Threatened or Impaired Watershed Rules) which had been in place on an interim
basis since their adoption in July 2000.

The goals of the Anadromous Salmonid Protection rules are to promote achievement of properly
functioning salmonid habitat, contribute to recovery of salmonid species and restoration of
salmonid habitats, and protect riparian zones from catastrophic wildfires. The Anadromous
Salmonid Protection rules do not explicitly ensure take avoidance, and do not provide incidental

® A Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone is defined by the 2012 CFPRs as “a strip of land, along both sides of a
watercourse or around the circumference of a lake or spring, where additional practices may be required for protection
of the quality and beneficial uses of water, fish and riparian wildlife habitat, other forest resources and for controlling
erosion.” The standard width of the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone and/or the associated basic protection
measures is determined using specific guidelines outlined in the 2012 CFPRs.
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take authorization. To accomplish the Anadromous Salmonid Protection goals, Class | and
Class II” Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone widths and silvicultural requirements were
revised to better reflect current science for protecting riparian function. These revisions
established a core zone, increased overstory canopy closure requirements for greater distances on
Class I watercourses, and recognized two subcategories of Class Il watercourses—Large and
Standard—Dboth with unique tree retention and core zone requirements. In addition, the
Anadromous Salmonid Protection rules include enhanced standards for small, headwater
watercourses (Class 111 watercourses): harvesting restrictions for trees in the channel zone;
expansion of Equipment Limitation Zones along Class 11 watercourses; and retention of
hardwoods, advanced regeneration or larger conifer trees, standing dead trees, and down woody
debris and logs in the Class Il channel and Equipment Limitation Zones.

1.6.2.5 Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act

California’s Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act establishes the State Water Resources
Control Board and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards, with the primary
responsibility of coordination and control of water quality regulations in the state. The Act
authorizes Regional Water Quality Control Boards to develop Basin Plans that establish water
guality objectives necessary to reasonably protect designated beneficial uses, such as municipal
and domestic water supplies, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and others. The beneficial uses
of water in the assessment area, as designated in the Water Quality Control Plan for the North
Coast Region (Basin Plan) (NCRWQCB 2001a) are discussed in detail in Section 3.3
(Hydrology, Beneficial Uses of Water, and Water Quality). The Regional Water Quality Control
Boards are also responsible for implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of their Basin
Plans.

MRC’s forestlands are within the jurisdiction of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board. The North Coast Basin Plan contains several water quality objectives that may be affected
by timber harvest activities, such as objectives for turbidity, floating material, and suspended
sediment. The Basin Plan also contains guidelines specific to timber harvest activities, and
pursuant to their authority under the Porter-Cologne and Clean Water Acts, the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board can regulate timber harvest practices that may affect water
quality. Additionally, under the CFPRs, THPs are required to comply with Basin Plan provisions.
As part of its long-term sustainable forest management plan, MRC has entered into a water
guality memorandum of understanding with the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board to meet the Basin Plan’s water quality objectives (NCRWQCB 2007). The North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board and MRC will develop Ownership-wide Waste Discharge
Requirements that include by reference the water quality control measures contained in the
HCP/NCCP. The intent is that the waste discharge requirements will: (1) incorporate the
HCP/NCCP water quality measures; (2) protect the beneficial uses of waters on MRC’s land that
could be affected by MRC’s activities; and (3) comply with the Porter-Cologne Act, the Basin
Plan, and the Clean Water Act. The analysis in the EIS/PTEIR may support issuance of the waste
discharge permits.

7 Streams are classified in the CFPRs according to their ability to support aquatic life (CAL FIRE 2012). The lead
agencies and MRC also use this stream classification scheme, and thus data pertaining to streams and riparian buffer
zones are reported and analyzed in this EIS/PTEIR by stream class. Class | streams have fish present or seasonally
present on-site. Class | streams include habitat to sustain fish migration and spawning. Class Il streams do not support
fish but provide habitat for non-fish aquatic species. Class Il streams do not support aquatic life but do transport
sediment and organic material downstream to Class | and Class Il streams.
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Under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards
can list water bodies as “water quality limited” for sediment or temperature. This designation is
assigned to streams where established water quality objectives are not being met or where
beneficial uses are not protected. Placement of a waterbody on the 303(d) List acts as the trigger
for developing a pollution control plan, called a Total Maximum Daily Load for each water body
and associated pollutant/stressor on the list. The Total Maximum Daily Load serves as the means
to attain and maintain water quality standards for the impaired water body. Conservation
strategies included in the proposed HCP/NCCP are intended to be consistent with Total
Maximum Daily Load objectives. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board has the
opportunity to review the proposed HCP/NCCP for its potential effects on water quality.

1.6.2.6 Air quality regulations

Air quality is regulated through the efforts of various federal, state, regional, and local
government agencies pursuant to authority granted by legislative and executive acts. These
agencies work jointly and individually to improve air quality through legislation, regulations,
planning, policy making, education, and a variety of programs.

California Clean Air Act

The California Clean Air Act requires that air quality plans be prepared for areas of California
that have not met state air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and
sulfur dioxide. Among other requirements of the California Clean Air Act, the plans must include
a wide range of implemental control measures, which often include transportation control
measures and performance standards. In order to implement the transportation-related provisions
of the California Clean Air Act, local air pollution control districts have been granted explicit
authority to adopt and implement transportation controls.

Greenhouse gas regulations
A summary of selected state regulations and standards related to greenhouse gas emissions from
forest management practices is provided below.

Executive Order S-3-05

Executive Order S-3-05 was signed into law in 2005, and calls for a reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by
2020, and a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. The order
also includes a reporting requirement for California Environmental Protection Agency to the
governor and legislature. The public review draft report, Climate Action Team Proposed Early
Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California, was released in April 2007 (CAT 2007). The
California Air Resources Board released its Expanded List of Early Action Measures in October
2007.

California Global Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32)

Assembly Bill 32 is California’s legislative effort aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
This law requires California Air Resources Board to design and implement emission limits,
regulations, and other measures, such that statewide greenhouse gas emissions are reduced in a
technologically feasible and cost-effective manner to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25%
reduction from the levels of 2006).

Pursuant to Assembly Bill 32, California Air Resources Board must develop an implementation
program and adopt control measures to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective greenhouse gas reductions. Assembly Bill 32 requires California Air Resources Board to
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prepare a Scoping Plan to achieve reductions in greenhouse gas emissions in California. In
December 2008, California Air Resources Board finalized the Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan for
Board review (CARB 2008). The Scoping Plan was amended and re-approved by the California
Air Resources Board in 2011 (CARB 2011a). The Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan contains the
key strategies California will use to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions that are thought to cause
climate change. With respect to forestry practice, the Scoping Plan provides:

“The 2020 Scoping Plan target for California’s forest sector is to maintain the current 5
million metric tons of CO, [carbon dioxide] equivalent of sequestration through
sustainable management practices, potentially including reducing the risk of catastrophic
wildfire, and the avoidance or mitigation of land-use changes that reduce carbon
storage.”

The California Air Resources Board goals recognize that California’s forestlands reduce
greenhouse gas emissions (specifically carbon dioxide emissions) by sequestering atmospheric
carbon in trees and plants. The California Air Resources Board (2008, 2011a) estimated that
California’s forestlands currently have a net annual sequestration of 5 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent. The California Air Resources Board has requested that the Board of
Forestry undertake a program that maintains this current level of sequestration and develop
opportunities to increase the level of sequestration.

Senate Bill 97

Senate Bill 97 requires the Office of Planning and Research to prepare, develop, and transmit to
the California Resources Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions. The Office of Planning and Research is
further required to periodically update the guidelines to incorporate new information or criteria
established by California Air Resources Board pursuant to the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. On 30 December 2009, the California Resources Agency adopted CEQA
Guidelines Amendments for Determining the Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. Consistent with the existing CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, the Amendments add
Section 15064.4, which provides that in making a significance determination related to effects of
greenhouse gas emissions on the environment, a lead agency should consider the following
factors (among others): “The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas
emissions as compared with the existing environmental setting” and “The extent to which the
project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or
local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.”

1.6.2.7 Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code

Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code provides that CDFG must be notified
before any entity begins a project that will “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or
substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated by the
department, or use any material from the streambed.” If CDFG determines that a proposed project
may substantially adversely affect existing fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed
Alteration Agreement must be obtained and the proposed project, unless otherwise exempt, must
be reviewed in accordance with CEQA. MRC has notified CDFG regarding a long-term
streambed alteration agreement called a Master Agreement for Timber Operations which relies on
the CEQA analysis in this EIS/PTEIR as part of its programmatic approach to permitting stream
crossings and water drafting.
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1.6.2.8 The California Coastal Act of 1976 and the Federal Coastal Zone Managemant
Act

The California Coastal Act of 1976 mandates that the California Coastal Commission protect and
enhance the coastal zone, an area specifically designated and mapped by the legislature. Local
governments work with the California Coastal Commission to develop Local Coastal Plans that
are the primary means for implementing the policies of the Coastal Act at the local level. The
Coastal Act protects lands for timber production and its requirements do not overlap or conflict
with timber harvesting practices regulated by CAL FIRE. The environmental protections and
highway capacity restrictions included in the California Coastal Act also restrict converting zoned
timberland from timber harvesting uses.

New development that may cause a change in the density or intensity of land use in the coastal
zone requires a coastal development permit from either the California Coastal Commission or the
local government. Certain activities are exempt from coastal development permits, including
timber operations conducted under a THP submitted pursuant to the provisions of the Z’berg-
Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973.

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act requires each coastal state to prepare a coastal
management program; the California Coastal Act and the California Coastal Management
Program comprise the State of California’s coastal management program. The Coastal Zone
Management Act contains a federal consistency requirement that triggers a review by the
California Coastal Commission of applications for federal permits that reasonably can be
expected to affect any land or water use or natural resources within the coastal zone. If the
California Coastal Commission determines that the action will have an effect, it must assess
whether the activities meet the requirements of the California Coastal Management Program. The
lead agencies must coordinate with the California Coastal Management Program to determine
whether a consistency determination is required. The forest management measures proposed by
MRC are consistent with the policies for environmentally sensitive habitat areas and wetlands
included in the California Coastal Act and the California Coastal Management Program. MRC
has committed to ongoing coordination with the California Coastal Commission and to providing
the proposed HCP/NCCP to the California Coastal Commission for review.

1.7 Public Scoping

USFWS and NMFS jointly published the Notice of Intent for the preparation of an EIS/EIR® for
the proposed issuance of incidental take permits to MRC on 6 June 2002 (67 FR 38932-38934).
In addition, as part of the federal agencies’ tribal trust responsibilities, the USFWS and NMFS
also contacted relevant Native American tribes with correspondence dated 4 October 2002 and 22
September 2009. Simultaneously, CDFG published the Notice of Prepation for the MRC EIS/EIR
on 17 June 2002 (OPR State Clearinghouse, SCH No. 2002062055) as CEQA lead agency at that
time. Public scoping meetings were held on 25 June 2002 in Santa Rosa, California; 26 June 2002
in Ukiah, California; and 27 June 2002 in Fort Bragg California (Appendix C).

In response to MRC’s decision to obtain CAL FIRE’s certification of a PTEIR, CAL FIRE
became the CEQA lead agency and initiated an additional public scoping process. CAL FIRE

8 At the time of Notice of Intent publication, MRC had not yet decided to prepare a PTEIR for CAL FIRE’s
certification in place of a standard EIR. The Notice of Intent references the EIS/EIR.
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published a subsequent Notice of Preparation on 10 March 2006 (OPR State Clearinghouse, SCH
No. 2006032049. As part of the additional public scoping process, public scoping meetings were
held on 23 March 2006 in Fort Bragg, California and 28 March 2006 in Ukiah, California. The
public scoping process and comments received during public scoping are described in the public
scoping reports (Appendix C).
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2 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Development of Alternatives

The No Action alternative, Proposed Action, and the other alternatives are described in this
section. Alternatives to the Proposed Action were developed by the federal and state lead
agencies based on comments received during public scoping and potential alternatives suggested
by the lead agencies. An initial list of proposed alternatives was developed, from which a final set
of alternatives was selected for analysis in this EIS/PTEIR (Table 2.1-1).

Table 2.1-1. Alternatives initially proposed and those selected for analysis.

Alternatives initially proposed Selecteq for Alternatives selected for analysis
analysis?
No Action Yes No Action
Proposed Action (80-year incidental take Yes Proposed Action (80-year incidental
authorization and HCP/NCCP) take authorization and HCP/NCCP)
Eggir;sced aquatic protection/riparian _Yes (combin_ed Alternative A (E_30-year incidental take
— - into Alternative authorization and enhanced

Reduced effects on sensitive species (or A) HCP/NCCP)
additional covered species)
Terrestrial reserves and increased habitat Yes Alternative B (80-year incidental take
connectivity authorization and terrestrial reserves)
Shorter incidental take authorization term Yes (combined Alternative C (40-year incidental take
(10, 15, 25 or 50 years) into Alternative | authorization, fewer covered species and
Fewer covered species C) HCP/2080 et seq. only)
Application of Northwest Forest
Plan/Forest Ecosystem Management No
Assessment Team standards
Restoration No
Mixed use No
THP/process-based No

As required by NEPA and CEQA, the alternatives to the Proposed Action must include a
reasonable range of alternatives that are potentially feasible and meet the purpose and need.
Additionally, CEQA requires that the alternatives be capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening one or more of the potentially significant effects of the project. Initial alternatives that
did not meet these criteria were rejected (i.e., not selected for analysis in this EIS/PTEIR).

2.1.1 Alternatives selected for detailed analysis

Alternatives to analyze in detail were selected from the initial list of alternatives based on their
ability to meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action (see Section 1, Purpose and Need).
The alternatives selected for detailed analysis include the Proposed Action, a No Action
alternative, and three additional alternatives that represent a reasonable and potentially feasible
range of alternatives to the Proposed Action (Table 2.1-1). A detailed description of the analyzed
alternatives is provided in Sections 2.2 through 2.6, and in Appendix D. A brief comparative
summary of the analyzed alternatives is presented in Table 2.1-2.
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The description of the alternatives in Sections 2.2 through 2.6 includes details of the conservation
and management measures that would be implemented under each alternative. These measures,
and the projected environmental conditions that would result from their implementation, provide
the basis for the comparative analysis of effects of each alternative in Section 3 (Affected
Environment and Environmental Effects). Section 2.1.2, below, describes the use of timber
modeling to predict future forest conditions under each alternative.

2-2



DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

Table 2.1-2. Comparison of alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the EIS/PTEIR.
No Action Proposed Action Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

(No incidental take
authorization, No HCP/NCCP)

(Incidental take authorization,
HCP/NCCP, and TMP)

(Incidental take authorization,
Enhanced HCP/NCCP)

(Incidental take
authorization, Terrestrial
reserves)

(Shorter incidental take
authorization term, HCP
only, fewer covered species)

Federal ESA compliance for covered species

Federal incidental take permit not
issued. Take prohibitions for listed
species apply. HCP not prepared.

Federal incidental take permit issued
for 80-year term under ESA (Section
10[a]1[B]). HCP prepared.

Same as Proposed Action.

80-year federal incidental take
permit issued for marbled
murrelet and northern spotted
owl only outside of reserves

under ESA (Section 10[a]1[B]).

Take prohibitions for other
listed species apply. HCP
prepared.

Federal incidental take
permit issued for 40-year
term. HCP prepared.

California ESA compliance for covered species

Take prohibitions for listed species
apply. State of California NCCP
not prepared.

State take permit issued for 80-year
term under NCCPA (California Fish
& Game Code Section 2835 et seq.)
NCCP prepared.

Same as Proposed Action.

State take permit issued for 80-
year term under CESA
(California Fish and Game
Code Section 2080.1 or 2081)
for state-listed HCP-covered
species only (i.e., marbled
murrelet) outside of reserves.
Take prohibitions for other
state-listed species apply.
NCCP not prepared.

State take permit issued for
40-year term under CESA
(California Fish and Game
Code Section 2080.1 or
2081) for state-listed covered
species only. Take
prohibitions for other state-
listed species apply. NCCP
not prepared.

Covered species

None

Coho salmon (2 Evolutionarily
Significant Units), Chinook salmon,
steelhead (2 Distinct Population
Segments), red-legged frogs, coastal
tailed frog, marbled murrelet,
northern spotted owl, Point Arena
mountain beaver, and 31 species of
plants.

Same as Proposed Action.

Marbled murrelet and northern
spotted owl.

Coho salmon (2
Evolutionarily Significant
Units), Chinook salmon,
steelhead (2 Distinct
Population Segments),
California red-legged frog,
marbled murrelet, northern
spotted owl, and state-listed
plants.
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No Action
(No incidental take
authorization, No HCP/NCCP)

Proposed Action
(Incidental take authorization,
HCP/NCCP, and TMP)

Alternative A
(Incidental take authorization,
Enhanced HCP/NCCP)

Alternative B
(Incidental take
authorization, Terrestrial
reserves)

Alternative C
(Shorter incidental take
authorization term, HCP
only, fewer covered species)

Timber harvesting and forest mana

ement activities

Forest management per MRC’s
2000 Management Plan (MRC
2000a, MRC’s Option A (MRC
2000b), 2012 CFPRs, and other
applicable federal and state
regulations.

General harvest approach is
transition to uneven-aged
silviculture within 40 years, with
10 year re-entry cycle. Selection
harvest predominates in upland
areas, with selection and high-
retention selection harvest in
riparian stands.

Forest management per MRC’s
proposed HCP/NCCP (MRC 2012),
TMP (Appendix A), and applicable
federal and state regulations.

General harvest approach is
transition to uneven-aged silviculture
within 40 years, with goal of
converting hardwood-dominated
stands back to conifer dominance.
Re-entry cycle is 20 years. Focus is
to create and maintain dense,
multistoried, uneven-aged stands
with a variety of diameter classes.
Selection harvest predominates in
upland areas, with selection and
high-retention selection harvest in
riparian stands.

Similar to Proposed Action, with
additional measures to conserve

and enhance aquatic and riparian
habitats.

General harvest approach is
similar to Proposed Action, but
with no-harvest riparian buffer
(>150 ft) along Class | and large
Class Il streams, and increased
use of high retention selection in
other riparian buffers.

No harvesting and limited
management in reserves for
ecological purposes only.
Harvesting and management
outside reserves per applicable
federal and state regulations.

General harvest approach
outside reserves is
predominantly clearcut and
commercial thinning in upland
areas and selection and high-
retention selection in riparian
buffers.

Same as Proposed Action
through year 40.
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No Action
(No incidental take
authorization, No HCP/NCCP)

Proposed Action
(Incidental take authorization,
HCP/NCCP, and TMP)

Alternative A
(Incidental take authorization,
Enhanced HCP/NCCP)

Alternative B
(Incidental take
authorization, Terrestrial
reserves)

Alternative C
(Shorter incidental take
authorization term, HCP
only, fewer covered species)

Covered activities

None

Silviculture and stand improvement.
Vegetation management, including
planting, manual brush and tree
removal, and burning for site
preparation.

Commercial timber operations,
which entail felling, limbing,
bucking, yarding, loading, and
hauling of timber, as well as
maintenance and refueling of heavy
equipment.

Road and landing construction, use,
maintenance, and decommissioning.
Drafting of water in support of
timber operations and road and
landings programs.

Operation of non-commercial rock
pits and quarries.

Habitat improvement and creation.
Data collection for research and
monitoring associated with the
HCP/NCCP conservation measures.
Previously approved (grandfathered)
THPs.

Same as Proposed Action.

Silviculture (including clearcut)
and stand improvement.
Vegetation management,
including planting, manual
brush and tree removal, and
burning for site preparation.
Commercial timber operations,
which entail felling, limbing,
bucking, yarding, loading, and
hauling of timber, as well as
maintenance and refueling of
heavy equipment.

Road and landing construction,
use, maintenance, and
decommissioning.

Drafting of water in support of
timber operations and road and
landings programs.

Operation of non-commercial
rock pits and quarries.

Data collection for research and
monitoring associated with the
HCP conservation measures.
Previously approved
(grandfathered) THPs.

Same as Proposed Action
through year 40.
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2.1.2 Modeling forest conditions under each alternative

MRC uses a timber model called CRYPTOS (Cooperative Redwood Yield Project Timber Output
Simulator), modified by MRC to fit conditions on the company’s timberlands, to estimate timber
growth and yield under different management strategies. By forecasting and comparing multiple
strategies, the CRYPTOS timber model (referred to hereafter as the timber model) enables MRC
to identify the management strategies that best meet the company’s objectives. A detailed
description of the timber model, including the modeling methodology, silvicultural prescriptions
used under each alternative, retention standards, harvest triggers, and other model components, is
provided in Appendix E. Timber modeling results for the applicable resource areas are presented
in Section 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Effects) of this EIS/PTEIR and other
appendices referenced therein.

For the purposes of this EIS/PTEIR, the lead agencies used output data from MRC’s timber
model to describe predicted forest conditions under each alternative. Modeled conditions provide
a basis for relative comparison of the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action and
the alternatives for many of the resource areas. The timber modeling was done by MRC at the
request of the state and federal agencies. The agencies reviewed MRC’s modeling approach and
outputs during several meetings in 2008, 2009, and 2010 as part of EIS/PTEIR development. All
information provided by MRC, including timber modeling data, was independently reviewed by
the lead agencies prior to inclusion in this EIS/PTEIR.

The analysis in Section 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Effects) of this EIS/PTEIR
relies in large part on the results of timber modeling, which provide simulated forest conditions
for management strategies under each alternative for a period of 100 years. Although the term of
the requested federal and state incidental take authorization is 80 years, a 100-year planning
horizon was modeled to provide necessary data (e.g., long-term sustained yield) for PTEIR
purposes. Data from the timber model are reported in 10-year increments (i.e., decades) for
analysis purposes. Reporting of modeled harvest and growth, or other data based on harvest and
growth, begins with decade one because the data represent the additive result of harvest or growth
over the entire decade. There is no starting condition (i.e., decade zero or year zero) for these
types of data. Data representing a “snapshot” of forest condition (e.g., number of trees per acre)
begin with year zero (the starting condition) and are reported as the condition at the end of each
10-year period.

Harvest occurs in the timber model whenever a harvest trigger is met. Harvest triggers consist of
specific numerical measures of forest condition, such as the basal area of conifer trees in a
modeled stand. Stands are the smallest geographic units (polygons) used in the model. The size
and extent of stands is based on vegetation, topography, and sensitivity attributes, as well as
regulatory considerations. Timber model results reflect the periodicity of harvest. In the model,
harvest occurs only in decades when harvest triggers are met, thus harvest is modeled to occur in
some decades but not in other decades. The timber model logic is based on the assumption that
harvest is maximized, after applying specific allowances and constraints for each stand, such as
frequency of harvest and basal area retention standards. However, actual harvest may not be
maximized in some cases. For example:

e For harvests under Alternative B outside the reserves, the model uses even-aged silviculture
(e.g., clearcut) to the maximum extent allowable under the CFPRs. In reality, however,
harvest levels could be lower than those predicted by the model for a variety of reasons.
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e Harvest restrictions for salmonids under the No Action alternative would likely be applied
on a THP-by-THP basis. These restrictions were not modeled because of the potential for
variability among individual stands.

Other potential reasons that actual harvest levels could be lower than those modeled include
economic conditions causing reduced demand for lumber and other forest products.

The timber model does not have the capability to accurately simulate all of the specific
conservation and management measures that would be implemented under each alternative.
Simplifying assumptions were made in the model regarding the effect of these measures on
timber harvest under each alternative. For example, the width of streamside buffers in the model
could not be varied to match the range of possible widths under the alternatives. Also, specific
tree retention under the alternatives could not be directly modeled. To overcome these model
limitations, the model’s basal area retention settings were used to approximate the likely average,
or general results of specific conservation and management measures that could not be directly
modeled for each alternative. Different alternatives were assigned different basal area retention
prescriptions in the model, as described in Appendix E. Because of the simplifying assumptions
made, timber modeling data are used solely to compare and contrast the relative differences
among alternatives to support the analysis of effects in the EIS/PTEIR (Section 3, Affected
Environment and Environmental Effects). The data are not intended to represent actual
conditions. The uncertainty in the timber model’s accuracy should be taken into account when
interpreting results, and especially when comparing model results that are similar. Model results
that are very similar should generally be considered equivalent.

2.1.3 Alternatives considered but not analyzed

Several alternatives to the Proposed Action that were initially proposed by the public or the lead
agencies were considered but subsequently eliminated from analysis. These alternatives, listed in
Table 2.1-1, were not selected for analysis because they could not feasibly be carried out for
technical, economic, environmental, or social reasons. The alternatives eliminated from analysis,
and the reasons for their elimination, are described below.

2.1.3.1 Application of Northwest Forest Plan/Forest Ecosystem Management
Assessment Team standards

Public scoping comments included the suggestion that MRC manage its forestlands in accordance
with the standards and guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service and USDI
Bureau of Land Management 1994). Applying forest management measures described in the
Northwest Forest Plan to the lands owned by MRC was eliminated from further consideration
because it would not be economically feasible. The Northwest Forest Plan includes standards and
guidelines developed by the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team for managing
federal forestlands in the range of the northern spotted owl.

The Northwest Forest Plan land management standards and guidelines were designed for federal
forestlands, and thus consider the management issues and mandates pertinent to federal land
managers. Such considerations emphasize multiple uses by the public (e.g., recreation) rather than
commercial operations. Public recreation on MRC’s forestlands would not be feasible, primarily
due to legal liabilities. For these reasons, the federal management standards and guidelines are not
directly applicable to private timberland management (in this case, timber harvesting operations
by MRC).
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The Northwest Forest Plan standards were developed to provide protection for a wide variety of
unlisted and listed species. They include the establishment of late-successional reserves and
riparian reserves in which timber harvest (except limited thinning and salvage) is prohibited.
Under the Northwest Forest Plan, riparian management prescriptions include interim fixed-width
300-ft (91-m), 150-ft (46-m), and 100-ft (30-m) no-cut buffers along either side of Class I, Class
I1, and Class Il streams, respectively. Adherence to these and other Northwest Forest Plan
standards would substantially affect MRC’s operations by precluding timber harvesting on a large
portion of MRC’s timberlands. The Northwest Forest Plan standards would therefore be
incompatible with MRC’s economic and operational requirements and inconsistent with its
management objectives. Because MRC would not apply for, nor accept incidental take
authorization with Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team standards, there would be
no permit decision for the federal and state resource agencies to make.

The large reductions in harvestable acreage that would result from implementing federal forest
management policies could adversely affect MRC’s contribution to the regional economy.
Implementing the Northwest Forest Plan’s management policies could result in layoffs and
contribute to regional unemployment.

Although this alternative was not considered for analysis, Alternative B incorporates the concept
of unharvested reserves linked by riparian corridors. Likewise, the Proposed Action and
Alternative A incorporate protection and restoration measures for riparian buffers as well as
reserves or equivalent management standards (e.g., the Lower Alder Creek Management Area).

2.1.3.2 Restoration

Public scoping comments included the suggestion that MRC manage its forestlands with
restoration of the natural forest and aquatic ecosystems as the primary management goal. Creation
of a conservation land trust to facilitate restoration was also suggested. Designation of a large
portion of MRC forestland for restoration to natural conditions (i.e., pre-European influence)
would preclude continued economically viable timber harvest on these lands.

Although an alternative with a primary and predominant focus on restoration was not considered
in detail, the Proposed Action includes restoration objectives for certain habitats and would
therefore achieve some of the restoration recommendations and concerns voiced by the public.
For example, the Proposed Action includes measures to restore the natural conifer dominance in
Aquatic Management Zones® to improve riparian function, including stream shading and large
woody debris recruitment potential. Further, MRC has expressed a willingness to sell lands
through fee title or conservation easements when consistent with its management goals. For
example, under the Proposed Action and Alternative A, MRC would identify marbled murrelet
habitat recruitment stands in which harvest would be prohibited for the first 20 years of the
HCP/NCCP and which the wildlife agencies would have the option to purchase from MRC for
conservation purposes. In addition, Alternative B would include restoration of natural forest and
aquatic ecosystem conditions in the no-harvest reserves through natural processes and selected
habitat enhancement measures.

® Aquatic Management Zone is a term used by MRC to describe the riparian corridor along a stream channel for
purposes of conservation and management. The Aquatic Management Zone is similar in extent and purpose to the
Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone used in the CFPRs to describe allowable forest management activities in
riparian buffer zones.
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A restoration alternative was eliminated from further consideration because, in the form proposed
during public scoping, it would not be economically feasible for MRC and would be incompatible
with management objectives. The agencies would not expect MRC to apply for incidental take
authorization, therefore long-term conservation assurances would not be met.

2.1.3.3 Mixed use

A mixed use alternative was proposed by the lead agencies during the development of the initial
suite of alternatives. This alternative would include the sale and conversion of some of MRC’s
forestlands to non-timber uses such as vineyards or rural residences. Management on forestlands
retained by MRC would likely be the same as under the Proposed Action. Under a mixed use
alternative, converted lands would be removed from timber production.

A mixed use alternative has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.
Conversion of forestland to agricultural, residential, or other non-forest uses would contribute to
habitat fragmentation and could limit or eliminate the value of converted lands as habitat for most
native plant and animal species. Land conversion could also result in direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects on listed and sensitive species and their habitats. CEQA requires an analysis of
alternatives that mitigate one or more of the proposed project’s potential environmental effects.
There is no requirement to consider alternatives that have greater impacts.

Although it is possible that MRC could sell portions of its forestland and still continue to operate
an economically viable forest products business, the sale and conversion of its forestland for
agriculture or development would be inconsistent with MRC’s management objectives and
incompatible with the project objectives.

A mixed use alternative is infeasible for economic and environmental reasons and was dismissed
from further consideration.

2.1.3.4 THP/Process-based compliance

Under this alternative, MRC would implement a long-term (50-80 years) process for the approval
of its THPs, with a special focus on avoiding and minimizing take of listed species, preserving
critical habitats and other key natural communities, ensuring habitat connectivity, and protecting
or improving other environmental factors. Under this alternative, MRC would design and
implement a process for THP approval, including survey requirements and performance
standards, which all future THPs submitted by MRC would have to follow. The process would set
survey, avoidance, mitigation, and conservation standards that exceed the CFPR standards. It
would be specifically tailored to the endangered, threatened, and other at-risk species and natural
communities present within MRC's planning area, and would identify potential conservation
opportunities at the time each THP is submitted. To the extent possible, this process would
incorporate data and analysis gathered from the monitoring and adaptive management of THPs
previously implemented under a Section 10/2835 permit, and use it to monitor and address
cumulative and ecosystem-level effects.

Under this alternative there would be no pre-determined areas within MRC's timberlands that
would be either barred from timber harvest (including northern spotted owl activity centers) or
pre-approved for timber harvest, nor would there be pre-determined areas to be set-aside or
subject to stricter use restrictions. These measures and restrictions would instead be determined at
the time of THP submittal.
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The primary benefit of this approach over a long-term, programmatic planning approach like an
HCP or NCCP is that it can more closely examine the existing conditions of each THP area
nearer in time to the likely effects.

A disadvantage of this approach is that it would not use a landscape-scale harvest planning
approach and thus would not allow prediction of the amount and location of future harvest. If
MRC cannot predict its likely harvest, it would not be able to meet CAL FIRE’s standards for
demonstrating maximum sustained yields. Another disadvantage of this approach is that it would
not provide the same long-term conservation assurances as would an HCP/NCCP, and it would
not meet MRC's objective of receiving regulatory certainty. Furthermore, a THP-by-THP
approach is not well suited to comprehensive watershed and cumulative effects analysis and
management because often the impact of an individual THP on the environment is minimal and
its effects are not easily considered in a cumulative context.

Under this alternative it would be difficult or impossible for MRC to meet regulatory
requirements. Due to the lack of long-term conservation and regulatory assurances, this
alternative is incompatible with the project objectives and would not be a feasible alternative.

2.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative was developed to evaluate the effects of “no action” or “no project”
relative to existing conditions. Under the No Action alternative, NMFS, USFWS, and CDFG
would not authorize incidental take and MRC would not submit an HCP or NCCP. MRC would
conduct its forest management activities according to the 2012 CFPRs and measures outlined in
its 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b). The Option A
specifies how MRC would achieve maximum sustained production of high-quality timber
products pursuant to 14 CCR 8913.11. The No Action alternative was developed under the
assumption that the conservation and management measures contained in MRC’s 2000
Management Plan and 2000 Option A%, rather than the measures in MRC’s current Planning
Agreement (MRC 2009a) and Option A (MRC 2008a), would be implemented if MRC did not
pursue an HCP, NCCP, or federal and state incidental take authorization. This is because the
current documents were developed by MRC to implement interim conservation measures and
comply with maximum sustained production requirements during development of the proposed
HCP/NCCP. Without incidental take authorization and the HCP/NCCP, MRC would not continue
to implement measures in the 2009 Planning Agreement or the 2008 Option A.

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would continue to harvest timber on a THP-by-THP basis
according to all applicable federal and state laws and regulations, including CEQA, the take
prohibitions for listed species and provisions of the ESA and CESA, and the CFPRs. Each future
THP would continue to be subject to review by CAL FIRE and Review Team agencies™ to ensure
compliance with the CFPRs and other applicable mitigation requirements.

19 The lead agencies recognize that in reality, under the No Action alternative (i.e., without take authorization or an
HCP/NCCP) MRC could modify its Management Plan (MRC 2000a), Option A (MRC 2000b), and other policies at its
discretion as long as it continues to comply with the CFPRs and other applicable laws and regulations. However, for
purposes of the alternatives analysis the lead agencies consider these provisions to be in effect throughout the 80-year
EIS/PTEIR analysis period.

11 CDFG staffing levels in the Timber Program have declined recently. Future availability for THP review is expected
to be variable.
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2.2.1 ESA and CESA compliance for covered species

Under the No Action alternative, NMFS and USFWS would not issue incidental take permits and
the HCP/NCCP would be not be implemented. Take prohibitions for species listed under the ESA
would apply. MRC would consult with USFWS and NMFS as necessary to ensure compliance
with take prohibitions for federally listed species.

Under the No Action alternative, CDFG would not issue take permits and the NCCP would not be
implemented. Take prohibitions for species listed under CESA would apply. MRC would consult
with CDFG as necessary to ensure compliance with take prohibitions for state-listed species.

2.2.2 Covered activities

None. Because no federal or state incidental take authorizations would be issued under this
alternative, there would be no covered activities.

2.2.3 Timber harvesting and forest management activities

Timber harvest and forest management activities under the No Action alternative would continue
to be governed by the CFPRs. MRC would also continue to operate under the provisions of its
2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b). These standards and
guidelines are consistent with, and in most cases exceed, the minimum requirements of the
CFPRs.

Under the 2012 CFPRs, MRC’s timberlands in the primary assessment area are considered
industrial timberlands because they exceed 2,500 ac (1,012 ha) in total. The region containing the
primary and secondary assessment areas is within the Coast Forest District (14 CCR §907) and as
such all timber management activities are regulated by the relevant district-specific CFPR
sections under Subchapters 4, 5, and 6 (e.g., 14 CCR 8914, §915, §916, 8917, §918, §919, §921,
§923, and §929). The watersheds in the primary and secondary assessment areas are home to
anadromous salmonids and MRC’s timber management activities therein are therefore subject to
the Anadromous Salmonid Protection Rules contained in the CFPRs (14 CCR §916.9 and 8923.9)
in addition to all other Coast District CFPRSs.

2.2.3.1 Silvicultural prescriptions and timber harvesting

MRC’s management under the No Action alternative would emphasize a transition from
approximately 40%?" to 90% uneven-aged silviculture (mostly individual tree and group
selection) within 40 years. A table of silviculture prescriptions that would be employed by MRC
under this alternative is provided in Appendix E.

Other timber harvesting and forest management actions under the No Action alternative would
include:

e Silviculture limited to high retention selection in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
buffers, selected State Park buffers, and certain other buffer areas;

o Silviculture limited to selection in Coastal Zone, Coastal Zone Special Treatment Areas,
neighboring landowner buffers, county road and scenic buffers, and Skunk Railroad buffer;

12 An estimate of 40% uneven-aged silviculture was calculated for 2006 and 2007, which were typical harvest years.

2-11



Oo~NouoThw N

DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

e Cable yarding and tractor yarding each used for approximately 49% of average annual
conifer area; approximately 2% by helicopter; and

e Minimum re-entry period of 10 years in uneven-aged stands.

Under the No Action alternative, all modeled silviculture regimes assume that the retained trees
are the most vigorous trees in the stand for each of the size classes. No silviculture regimes were
designed to model the effects of harvesting only the dominant and co-dominant trees in a stand.
Furthermore, the selection of trees for harvest on partial cuts would prioritize diseased and
suppressed trees prior to removing co-dominant and dominant trees. However, recruitment and
retention of older structural elements, such as snags and large woody debris would represent
exceptions to this priority.

Hardwoods are also modeled for control or removal within each of the silviculture regimes. The
targeted hardwood basal area retention level under the No Action alternative would average 15%
of the conifer basal area across the primary assessment area, the specific retention level
depending on site-specific attributes. MRC believes its forestlands have a much higher
component of hardwood than existed prior to commercial timber harvest activities. By one
estimate, the hardwood contribution to standing volume increased by a factor of three from 1953
to 1994 due to fire suppression and heavy clearcutting without post-harvest control treatments
(Regional Committee on Hardwood Retention 1996). In these stands, hardwoods typically make
up the dominant overstory species. Under the No Action alternative, MRC would return a
majority of this area for redwood and Douglas-fir stand growth in a proportion similar to that
which MRC believes originally existed on the ownership where hardwoods are more typically the
understory species.

Under the No Action alternative, MRC anticipates that restoration of stands back to conifer
dominance would be largely completed and selection harvest regimes, with 50% or more original
stand retention, would become the predominant silviculture treatment on MRC forestlands by
year 40.

All modeled silviculture assumes stocking levels at or above state regulations (14 CCR §913).
Modeled partial cuts assume conifer basal area retention levels well above minimum retention
levels in the state regulations (see Appendix E).

2.2.3.2 Timber stand regeneration and improvement

Current management practices for regenerating harvested stands and promoting their growth
would continue to be implemented under this alternative. Regeneration activities in the primary
assessment area under the No Action alternative include tree planting, site preparation, vegetative
management, and pre-commercial thinning. The level and degree to which these practices would
be used would depend on the regeneration method for a particular harvest unit (for example,
even-aged vs. uneven-aged harvest), the amount of basal area remaining after harvesting in
uneven-aged units, proximity to special treatment areas (for example, Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zones and nest site buffer areas), and the post-harvest existence of special elements
(for example, large trees) requiring protection. For areas where the retained conifer basal area is
initially below 50 ft* (4.6 m?) of basal area per acre, such as rehabilitation and variable retention,
an initial conifer stocking of 300 stems per acre is assumed.

Regeneration work is designed to improve conditions for the growth of new trees on a site that
has been harvested and where openings are left in the forest canopy. Site preparation includes
removal of a portion of post-harvest slash material, brush, and in some cases stumps, with the use
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of mechanical, manual, or burning techniques. Under the No Action alternative, MRC would treat
400 to 500 ac (162 to 202 ha) on an annual basis. Burning would be restricted to areas of heavy
slash concentrations, primarily in the form of spot burning. Herbicides would be applied by hand
to achieve MRC’s desired tree species mix and growth on forestlands (see Section 2.2.12
regarding hardwoods), with application restrictions near watercourses (see Section 2.2.11,
Aquatic and riparian habitat management).

2.2.4 Maximum sustained production of high-quality timber products

The standards and guidelines in MRC’s Management Plan (MRC 2000a), 2000 Option A
document (MRC 2000b), and the CFPRs include harvest levels balanced with growth and
inventory to ensure long-term sustained yield and maximum sustained production over a 100-year
period. Non-timber forest values are also considered in the calculation of maximum sustained
production and include improvements to terrestrial wildlife habitat, improvements to aquatic
habitat, and increased attention to community issues such as viewshed, recreational opportunities,
and economic vitality. These considerations impact the determination of maximum sustained
production through silvicultural logic constraints, land typing constraints, targeted forest
conditions (California Wildlife Habitat Relationships), and harvest level constraints. The models
used to determine maximum sustained production incorporate all of these constraints.

Maximum sustained production would be achieved under the No Action alternative (as discussed
in further detail in Section 3.9, Timber Resources). Table 2.2-1 shows the modeled harvest, in
acres, using each silvicultural method by decade over the 100-year planning horizon. This
modeled harvest serves as the basis for the long-term sustained yield calculation under the No
Action alternative. Timber modeling assumptions are described in Section 2.1.2 (Development of
Alternatives, Modeling forest conditions under each alternative). A detailed description of the
timber model is provided in Appendix E.

2.2.4.1 Monitoring thresholds and maximum sustained production compliance

Since the acquisition of inventory and growth data is an ongoing MRC management activity, the
underlying assumptions of the baseline inventory and rate of growth would be monitored and
improved by MRC over time, as necessary. While the impact of necessary adjustments is not
expected to substantially change the projections of harvest in MRC’s 2000 Option A, certain
circumstances would require a review by CAL FIRE and may trigger a revision of the document.
These circumstances are:

e A deviation from the average conifer harvesting volume projections in any 10-year period
which exceeds 10%. To the extent that hardwood markets fluctuate, a variation of total
volume (conifer and hardwood) harvested greater than 10% may occur without triggering a
revision of the Option A (MRC 2000b).

e A change of ownership which results in either an increase or a decrease to MRC’s
ownership by more than 10%.

e A net change (reduction) from catastrophic events of more than 10% of MRC’s timber
inventory.

e Any deviation from MRC’s 2000 Option A or Management Plan that could result in a
significant change in timber operations and could result in significant adverse effects on
watershed, fish, or wildlife values.

e A deviation greater than 10% from the baseline inventory estimates, or modeled projections,
as the result of ongoing inventory and growth monitoring.
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MRC would notify CAL FIRE if any of these deviations or changes occurs.
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1 Table 2.2-1. Acres harvested by silvicultural method by decade—No Action alternative.
. Decade

Silvicultural method 1 > 3 2 : 5 7 3 5 0
Clearcut 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coastal Zone Selection 272 71 347 71 383 71 383 71 383 71
Commercial Thinning 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Floodplain Selection 27 31 133 205 379 464 506 554 618 588
High Retention Selection 112 789 2,562 3,223 6,026 6,310 7,406 7,667 7,874 8,050
High Retention Selection (Carbon) 0 182 7 268 7 268 7 268 7 268
Medium Retention Selection 195 662 922 1,515 1,606 1,885 1,798 2,110 2,147 2,359
Rehabilitation 1,698 1,263 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seed Tree Removal 583 840 95 380 197 72 165 2 24 82
Selection 17,126 45,329 73,110 102,578 121,882 141,306 151,145 158,040 161,622 164,873
Selection (Stepped Approach) 866 2,451 2,427 2,266 4,650 990 324 125 35 78
Selection (Old Growth I1) 15 64 47 74 179 110 180 110 203 110
Small Class Il Selection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transition 7,076 5,780 1,552 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Variable Retention 10,486 17,081 7075 3,866 5,827 1,917 340 170 88 8
Total 38,454 74,544 88,277 114,445 141,134 153,393 162,255 169,117 172,999 176,487
2
3
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2.2.5 Management of hazardous substances

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would continue to use a variety of hazardous substances
that are necessary for forestland management. The types of hazardous substances used by MRC
include herbicides (and adjuvants), petroleum products (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil) used
by heavy equipment to harvest and transport forest products, and tree marking paint. MRC does
not use pesticides other than herbicides. There is the potential for release of hazardous substances
into the environment through operation of equipment, accidental spills, and general use.

Under California Assembly Bill 2185, businesses that handle hazardous materials in California
are required to prepare a Hazardous Materials Business Plan, used to assist emergency responders
in identifying hazardous materials and their storage locations in the event of an emergency. MRC
is required to file a Hazardous Materials Business Plan with Mendocino County Division of
Environmental Health (an approved Certified Unified Program Agency by the State of
California). The Hazardous Materials Business Plan consists of general business information;
basic information on the location, type, quantity and health risks of hazardous materials; and
emergency response and training plans. In general, a Hazardous Materials Business Plan is
required if a facility handles a hazardous material, or a mixture containing a hazardous material,
in a quantity equal to or greater than 55 gallons®, 500 pounds, or 200 cubic feet at any one time
during the year. MRC maintains Hazardous Materials Business Plans for three areas where
hazardous materials are stored: the Navarro shop, the MRC-Fort Bragg site, and the MRC-UKkiah
site.

Under the No Action alternative, herbicide application would not differ substantially from
existing conditions and such use would continue to be regulated by the State Department of
Agriculture and by the Environmental Protection Agency. MRC’s current policy governs use of
herbicides as follows:

e Herbicides would only be applied by ground-based equipment, either as backpack foliar
applications or direct stem injection frill treatments.

e MRC would not apply herbicides to the following buffers to control native species:
o within 150 feet of Class | streams.
o within 100 feet of Class Il streams.
o within 25 feet of Class Il streams (if there is any moisture present).

o [f exotic plants are detected in these buffer zones, MRC would only apply herbicides labeled
for aquatic use to address the exotic plants.

MRC has an Herbicide Spill Contingency Plan providing internal guidelines on the transport,
mixing and loading, containerization and containment, security, and spill response for all
herbicides used on company lands.

2.2.6 Management of fire hazards

MRC forestlands are located entirely within CAL FIRE’s State Responsibility Area and CAL
FIRE maintains responsibility for emergency services in this area. MRC policy is to provide
support and coordination with CAL FIRE during emergency operations on MRC forestlands.

13 Crankcase, hydraulic, transmission, gearbox, and differential oils may each be present or “handled” in quantities up
to 55 gallons without requiring an inventory.
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Under the No Action alternative, MRC’s response to wildfire would follow its current (2011) Fire
Suppression Plan or updates to this plan in the future. The Fire Suppression Plan contains fire
prevention procedures that specify the general requirements for both contractors and employees.
These fire prevention procedures, in total, provide the best likelihood of preventing fires and also
preparedness for containing the spread of uncontrolled fire.

2.2.7 Post-fire timber salvage

Under the No Action alternative, MRC may harvest timber in burned areas to salvage trees that
are likely to die or that are not viable for timber production. Management practices and
procedures would follow those specified in the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §913.3[b]; 14 CCR
§916.9[u]; 14 CCR 8§1052[b-c]), including:
e No salvage logging is allowed in a Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone without an
approved plan that sets forth objectives, goals, and measurable results for streamside salvage
operations.

o Estimate in the THP the expected level of stocking to be retained following operations.

e Ensure that stocking levels upon completion of operations meet the CFPR requirements (14
CCR 8912.7[b]) or, if stocking levels cannot be met immediately, replant the harvested area
to ensure that CFPR stocking requirements are met within five years.

e Mark all trees to be harvested or retained prior to felling operations.

e Emergency notices must comply with all operational provisions applicable to a “timber
harvesting plan,” “THP,” and “plan” contained in the CFPRs.

e On emergency notices, in-lieu practices for Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones,
exceptions to rules, and alternate practices are not allowed unless necessary to protect public
health and safety.

In addition to these CFPR measures, MRC would implement the old-growth conservation
measures in its 2000 Management Plan when conducting post-fire salvage:

o Retain all residual old-growth trees.
e No harvest in Type | (unharvested) old-growth stands.

e Single-tree selection allowed in Type Il (previously harvested) old-growth stands, but
preserve the character and functionality of the stand.

The management practices and measures described above for post-fire timber salvage are
substantially the same as the practices and measures MRC currently uses when conducting post-
fire timber salvage.

2.2.8 Mass wasting and sediment management

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would implement the measures for mass wasting and
sediment management specified in its 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b), Management Plan (MRC
2000a), and the 2012 CFPRs. MRC’s mass wasting and sediment management practices include:

e Harvest in inner gorge of Class I streams only if approved by a California Professional
Geologist.

e In watersheds with listed salmonids:

o operations on inner gorge slopes > 65% would be reviewed by a California
Professional Geologist, and
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o areas of exposed soil > 100 ft* (9.3 m?) within Class | or Il Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zones would be treated to reduce erosion potential.

¢ Restrictions on use of heavy equipment within Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones and
on unstable slopes.

e Tractor operations generally prohibited on slopes > 65%, on slopes > 50% where erosion
hazard rating is high or extreme, or on slopes > 50% that lead without flattening to
watercourse or lake; exceptions allowed if explained and justified.

e On slopes 50-65% where Erosion Hazard Rating is moderate, heavy equipment is limited to
existing tractor roads or new roads indicated in the THP and approved by CAL FIRE
Director.

o Potential slope instability would be identified using California Geological Survey landslide
maps, past THPs, and a shallow landslide stability model, SHALSTAB.

¢ No tractor harvest or construction of roads or landings would occur in areas identified as
likely to deliver sediment to a watercourse via mass wasting, unless the site is inspected and
approved by a California Professional Geologist (cable or helicopter harvest that retains >
50% of pre-harvested basal area is excepted).

o Roads within Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones with significant sediment production
capacity would be treated to reduce erosion potential.

2.2.9 Road management

Management policies and practices for the approximately 2,100 mi (3,380 km) of roads on
MRC’s forestlands are described in MRC’s Management Plan (MRC 2000a). Under the No
Action alternative, MRC would follow these policies and practices, as well as those specified in
the 2012 CFPRs. MRC’s Management Plan includes the following regarding road inventory,
inspection, and maintenance:

¢ MRC would inventory and map all roads on its ownership to develop sediment mitigation
procedures and prioritize sediment control projects. The inventory and sediment source
identification would be repeated every 10 years.

e Road inspection and maintenance under the No Action alternative would primarily be
conducted in association with active approved THPs, although some road management
activities may occur opportunistically outside of THP boundaries.

¢ No comprehensive road maintenance program would be developed.

Under this alternative, MRC would continue to implement its current road management practices
as developed through its watershed analysis program, which generally follows the guidelines for
the construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of roads and landings published in the
Handbook for Forest and Ranch Roads (Weaver and Hagans 1994) and meet the standards and
practices specified in the CFPRs (14 CCR §923). These include:

e New roads and landings would be planned and located, when feasible, to avoid unstable
areas, Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones, routes near the bottoms of steep and narrow
canyons, and marshes and wet meadows.

e New roads would be located on natural benches, flatter slopes, and areas of stable soils to
minimize effects on watercourses.

e Temporary roads and associated landings would be decommissioned after use.
e No road construction under saturated soil conditions.
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Annual monitoring of roads, landings, culverts, bridges, and erosion control structures and
additional monitoring of trouble spots or other identified areas during winter and major
storms.

The number of watercourse crossing structures (i.e., culverts and bridges) would be
minimized. If needed, watercourse crossing structures would be designed to allow
unimpeded natural movement of sediment bedload in all streams, passage of fish of all life
stages in Class | streams, and to accommodate a 100-year flood, including sediment and
debris.

An adequate number of drainage facilities and structures would be planned for roads and
landings to minimize erosion on roadbeds, landing surfaces, sidecast, and fills.

Drainage facilities shall be in place and functional by 15 October of each year.
Drainage structures that cannot pass a 50-year flood would be removed prior to winter.
Drainage ditches would be maintained to allow free flow of water and prevent erosion.

Permanent stream crossings would be maintained to prevent diversion of stream overflow
down the road should the drainage structure become plugged.

Erosion control structures such as rolling dips, rocked fords, and outsloping would be used
wherever possible.

Road running surfaces in logging areas would be treated to reduce erosion by rocking,
watering, chemically treating, asphalting, oiling, or another method.

Use of heavy equipment for maintenance of roads or landings is prohibited in a Watercourse
and Lake Protection Zone during wet weather.

Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone roads with capacity for significant discharge of
sediment would be treated by mulching, covering with slash, and/or seeding.

Mainline roads would be maintained to ensure fire access.

The 2012 CFPRs include additional measures in watersheds with listed anadromous
salmonids. These measures include restrictions on road location and design, seasonal
restrictions on road construction and maintenance, and others.

Under the No Action alternative, the following winter hauling restrictions would be implemented
per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a):

Winter period defined as 15 November to 15 April.

No winter loading or hauling during rain, if road surface is saturated, or if water is flowing
in roadside ditches.

At first measurable rain, trucks would make final trip out of woods or, if not yet in the
woods, would return home for the day.

The 2012 CFPR measures (14 CCR 8914.7) regarding winter operating restrictions include:

No mechanical site prep or harvesting (cable, helicopter, and balloon yarding excepted)
without a winter period operating plan.

Winter loading and hauling limited to roads with stable operating surfaces.

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, the requirement to conduct timber
operations per the restriction contained in a full winter operating plan is extended to 15
October to 1 May.
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Under the No Action alternative, MRC would implement the water drafting standards for dust
abatement described in its 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a), as follows:

Velocity of water entering intake pipe would be < 0.33 feet per second.
All approaches to drafting locations would be rocked.

Intakes would be screened, with openings of 3/32 in (2.4 mm) or smaller.
Water usage restricted to ensure flows are kept above critical levels.

Modifications to drafting locations would minimize disturbance of streambed, bank, and
vegetation.

The following 2012 CFPR water drafting measures (14 CCR §916.9) apply in watersheds with
listed anadromous salmonids:

Avoid water drafting within Flood Prone Zone of Class | streams.
Drafting must comply with California Fish and Game Code Section 1600.
Pump intakes would be properly screened.

Approaches to drafting sites would be rocked.

Sediment barriers would be installed outside normal high water mark.

Water drafting trucks in streams and floodplains would use measures to prevent soil and
water contamination from leaks of oil or hydraulic fluid.

Avoid dewatering the stream and ensure specified flow bypass requirements.

Drafting operators would be required to keep detailed logs of drafting activity and submit
the data to CAL FIRE.

Stream channel modifications associated with water drafting, such as damming or excavation,
may also occur under this alternative. Any such modifications would be contingent on approval
by CDFG pursuant to a streambed alteration agreement.

2.2.10 Site preparation

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would conduct site preparation activities in accordance
with the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §915), which include the following measures:

Use of heavy equipment prohibited when soils are saturated.
Retain large organic debris.
No broadcast burning in Class I or 11 Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones.

Downed woody debris removed within 100 ft (30 m) of public roads, 50 ft (15 m) of private
roads, and 100-200 ft (30—-61 m) of inhabited structures.

Dispose of debris and slash piles by 1 April of following year.

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, no ignition within Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zones, Equipment Exclusion Zones, or Equipment Limitation Zones. Burning
should not consume large woody debris in a channel, Watercourse and Lake Protection
Zones, Equipment Exclusion Zone, or Equipment Limitation Zone.
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2.2.11 Aquatic and riparian habitat management

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would implement the measures for aquatic and riparian
habitat management as specified in its 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a), and the 2012
CFPRs.

Where applicable, timber modeling parameters used to simulate the effects of riparian and other
management measures are referenced below. Because the timber model is unable to capture the
site specific details of how various riparian management approaches would be applied on the
ground under the different alternatives, model parameters (e.qg., riparian buffer widths, basal area
retention) were set to best approximate the differences among the alternatives. For example,
although the width of the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone for Class | streams would range
from 100-150 ft (30—46 m) under the No Action alternative depending on bank slope, the
Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone width was modeled as 150 ft (46 m), with appropriate
basal area retention standards to approximate actual conditions as closely as possible. A detailed
description of the timber model parameters for riparian buffers, as well as other areas, is provided
in Appendix E.

2.2.11.1 Class | streams

Stream buffer widths
Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
widths would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and/or 2000 Option A:

e 100-150 ft (30—46 m) depending on bank slope (modeled as 150 ft [46 m] horizontal
distance)™.

The following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR 8916.9) Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones
widths apply in watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone:

o Zones for confined Class | channels in the coastal anadromy zone are:
Channel zone (width defined by Watercourse Transition Line).

o Core zone (width > 30 ft [9 m]).
o Inner zone (width > 70 ft [21 m]).
o Outer zone (width > 30 ft [9 m]) (only needed if adjacent upland silviculture is even-

aged).
o Special operating zone (may be required only where adjacent upland silviculture is
even-aged; width = 25 ft [7 m]).
e Zones for Class | streams with a Flood Prone Zone or Channel Migration Zone (i.e.,
unconfined channels) in the coastal anadromy zone are:
o Channel migration zone (width defined by Watercourse Transition Line).
o Core zone (width > 30 ft [9 m]).

1 Modeled buffer widths were developed to comply with CFPRs for protection of anadromous salmonids in watersheds
with threatened or impaired values at the time the modeling prescriptions for the alternatives were developed (2008—
2009). These rules have since changed and the 2012 CFPRs include protection measures that apply in watersheds with
listed anadromous salmonids and in streams within the coastal anadromy zone (14 CCR §916.9 and §923.9). Due to
added management restrictions in riparian buffers in these streams and watersheds, the 2012 CFPRs in some cases
allow narrower buffer widths than those modeled for this EIS/PTEIR. The modeled riparian buffer widths for all
alternatives comply with the 2012 CFPRs.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

Inner zone A (width 70-120 ft [21-36 m]).

Inner zone B (width variable: extends from outer bound of inner zone A to end of
Flood Prone Zone).

o Outer zone (required only where adjacent upland silviculture is even-aged; width =
50 ft [15 m]).

Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone and Equipment Limitation Zone equipment use
Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
equipment use limitations would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan:

e Equipment excluded from all Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones except for use
on existing roads or skid trails with no signs of slope instability, or for construction of
watercourse crossings.

e When equipment used in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones or Equipment Limitation
Zones, trails and landings would be packed with slash and debris following completion of
operations.

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
equipment use limitations would be implemented per the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR 8§916.9):

o No use of heavy equipment in Channel zone and core zone.

e Ininner zone and outer zone, heavy equipment limited to bank slopes < 35% with low or
moderate Erosion Hazard Rating.

e Do not drag or skid logs through Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones.
e Minimize turning of heavy equipment in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones.

¢ Ininner zone A and B of floodprone (unconfined) channels: skid trails, falling, and yarding
should not alter drainage or flow patterns.

e Protect secondary channels and critical habitat from disturbance.
e Use full suspension cable yarding when possible.

Canopy retention

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
canopy retention measures would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and/or
2000 Option A:

o >70% of canopy cover would be retained or recruited.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone, the following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR §916.9)
canopy retention measures apply in Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones:

e Channel zone—retain all trees.
e Core zone—retain all trees.

e Inner zone (and inner zone A for unconfined channels)—80% overstory canopy retention, at
least 25% of which is conifer.

e Quter zone (and inner zone B for unconfined channels) (only needed if adjacent upland
silviculture is even-aged)—50% overstory canopy retention, at least 25% of which is
conifer.

e Special operating zone (if deemed necessary by Registered Professional Forester due to
even-aged management)—retain midstory and understory trees.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

Basal area retention

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
basal area retention measures would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Option A and/or 2000
Management Plan:

e Retain > 200 ft? (19 m?) of basal area.
e Retain > 75% of basal area of pre-harvest stand.

The 2012 CFPRs do not have basal area retention requirements for Class | Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zones.

Large tree retention

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
large tree retention measures would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and/or
2000 Option A:

e Retain six trees > 32 in (81 cm) diameter at breast height per acre (as required for high
retention selection silviculture in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones.

o |f instream large woody debris demand is high or moderate, recruit and permanently retain
20 trees per 330 lineal ft (10 on each side) with greatest potential for large woody debris
input.

e Retention priority would be given to the largest 20% of the trees within 60 ft (18 m) of the
channel.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone, the following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR §916.9)
Class | large tree retention measure applies:

o Retain the 13 largest conifer trees (live or dead) on each acre of the area that encompasses
the core and inner zones.

Large woody debris

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
large woody debris retention measures would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management
Plan:

e All large woody debris in channel and Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones would be
retained, except for road obstruction or instream enhancement.

e In Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones, seven downed logs per acre (> 16 in [41 cm]
average diameter and 10 ft [3 m] long) averaged over 40 ac (16 ha).

The following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR 8916.9) Class I large woody debris retention measures apply:

e Trees retained to meet large tree retention standards along Class | streams should be those
most conducive to large woody debris recruitment to the channel.

e Retain and protect downed large woody debris in the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
that currently or may in the future provide large woody debris recruitment to stream
channels.

o Retain all pre-existing large wood and debris within the channel zone.
¢ No sanitation or salvage in the Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone.
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Silviculture

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
silviculture treatments would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Option A and/or 2000
Management Plan:

e High retention selection only.
¢ No sanitation or salvage.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone, the following additional 2012 CFPR (14 CCR
8916.9) silvicultural measures apply in Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones:

¢ No timber operations in Channel zone or core zone.
* No sanitation or salvage logging in any zone.
¢ Ininner and outer zones, modified commercial thinning or single-tree selection only.

e Where inner gorge extends beyond Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone and bank
slope is > 55%, no even-aged management permitted.

¢ Increase the quadratic mean diameter of trees in the inner zone.

Exposed soil

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
exposed soil treatments would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and the 2012
CFPRs (14 CCR §916.9):

e >75% ground surface cover within the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone would be
retained to prevent soil erosion.

e Areas of exposed soil > 100 ft* (9 m?) within Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones would
be treated to reduce erosion potential.

e Trails and landings in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone would be packed with slash
and debris following use.

e Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone roads with capacity for significant sediment
production would be mulched, covered with slash, and/or seeded.

Bank stability
Under the No Action alternative, the following Class | Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
bank stability measures would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan:

e Restrictions on harvest on steep & inner gorge slopes.

e Restrictions on harvest on unstable slopes.

e Restrictions on heavy equipment use in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones.
e Understory and overstory canopy retention requirements.

¢ Restrictions on road construction.

e Treatment of exposed/disturbed soil.

o Water drafting approaches must be rocked.

e Livestock leases would include mitigation measures to protect stream banks and riparian
buffer zones.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone, the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §916.9) specify
additional measures for Class | watercourses, including:

e Retention of all trees in channel zone and Channel Migration Zone.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
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e All operations on inner gorge slopes > 65% must be reviewed by a California Professional
Geologist.

e Soils must be stabilized on tractor road stream crossings, disturbed road cut banks and fills,
and any other areas that may deliver deleterious amounts of fine sediment to streams.

2.2.11.2 Class Il streams

The 2012 CFPRs differentiate between large (“Class II-L”) and standard (“Class II-S) Class II
watercourses (14 CCR 8§916.9). In watersheds with listed salmonids, the CFPRs identify Class I1-
L streams as follows:

e Stream order is 2™ or 3" order.

e Blue line streams not identified as Class I.

o Drainage area sufficient to produce mid-summer flow (flows into Class | stream until 15
July).

e Summer flow duration until 15 July.

o Diagnostic channel characteristics, or those that indicate 15 July flow duration (e.g.,
bankfull width and depth, channel slope, presence of seeps or springs, biotic indicators).

Class Il streams not meeting the above criteria are considered Class I1-S.

Stream buffer widths

Under the No Action alternative, MRC’s 2000 Management Plan specifies a Class Il Watercourse
and Lake Protection Zone width of 75-110 ft (23-34 m) depending on bank slope (modeled as
75-ft [23-m] horizontal distance).

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR 8916.9) define the
following Class II-L and Class 11-S Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone widths:

o Class Il-L* streams:
o Channel zone (width defined by the Watercourse Transition Line).
o Core zone (width = 30 ft [9 m]).
o Inner zone (width = 70 ft [21 m]).

e Class II-S streams:
o Channel zone (width defined by the Watercourse Transition Line).
o Core zone (width 0-15 ft [0-5 m], depending on bank slope).
o Inner zone (width 35-85 ft [11-26 m], depending on bank slope).

Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone and Equipment Limitation Zone equipment use
Under the No Action alternative, MRC’s 2000 Management Plan specifies the same limitations
on equipment use in the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone of Class Il streams as in Class |
streams (MRC 2000a).

15 All designated Class I1-L watercourses incorporate Class 11-L CFPR management practices for a distance of 1,000 ft,
or total length of Class Il (whichever is less) measured from the confluence with a Class | watercourse. After 1,000 ft,
Class 11-S management practices apply.
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The following additional Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone equipment use
limitations would be implemented per the 2012 CFPRs:

e The timber operator shall not construct or reconstruct roads, construct or use tractor roads or
landings in Class Il watercourses, in the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone, marshes,
wet meadows, and other wet areas unless when explained and justified in the THP by the
Registered Professional Forester, and approved by the Director, except as follows:

o At prepared tractor road crossings as described in 2012 CFPRs (8914.8[b]).
o Atexisting road crossings.

o At new tractor and road crossings approved as part of the California Fish and Game
Code process (California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.).

Canopy retention

Under the No Action alternative, Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone canopy
retention measures would be the same as Class | watercourses, per MRC’s 2000 Option A and
2000 Management Plan.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone salmonids, additional 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR
§916.9) measures apply.

¢ In Class II-L streams (for a distance of 1,000 ft [305 m] or total length of Class II,
whichever is less), retain > 80% overstory canopy (at least 25% of which is conifer).

e In Class II-S streams, the measures in MRC’s 2000 Option A and 2000 Management Plan
(same as Class | measures) provide canopy retention equal to or exceeding 2012 CFPR
restrictions.

Basal area retention

Under the No Action alternative, the following Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
basal area retention measures would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Option A and 2000
Management Plan:

e Retain > 200 ft* (19 m?) of basal area.
e Retain > 75% of basal area of pre-harvest stand.

The 2012 CFPRs do not have basal area retention requirements for Class Il streams.

Large tree retention

Under the No Action alternative, the following large tree retention measures would be
implemented in Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones, per MRC’s 2000 Management
Plan:

e |f instream large woody debris demand is high or moderate, recruit and permanently retain
10 trees per 330 linear ft (five on each side) with greatest potential for large woody debris
input.

e Retention priority would be given to the largest 20% of the trees within 60 ft (18 m) of the
channel.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone, the following additional 2012 CFPR (14 CCR
8916.9) tree retention measure applies in Class 11-L Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones:

o Retain the 13 largest conifer trees (live or dead) on each acre of the area that encompasses
the core and inner zones.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
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Large woody debris
Under the No Action alternative, Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone large woody
debris retention measures in MRC’s 2000 Management Plan are the same as the Class I standards.

The 2012 CFPR large woody debris retention measures for Class Il streams in anadromous
salmonid watersheds are the same as for Class | streams.

Silviculture

Under the No Action alternative, the following silviculture treatments would be implemented in
Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones, per MRC’s 2000 Option A and 2000
Management Plan:

e High retention selection only.
¢ No sanitation salvage.

The following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR 8§916.9) silvicultural measures apply in Class I1-L
Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones (for a distance of 1,000 ft [305 m] or total length of Class
I1, whichever is less) within the coastal anadromy zone:

» No sanitation or salvage logging in any zone.
e Modified commercial thinning or single-tree selection only.
¢ Increase the quadratic mean diameter of trees > 8 in (20 cm) diameter at breast height.

Exposed soil

Under the No Action alternative, the following exposed soil treatments would be implemented in
Class Il Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones, per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and the
2012 CFPRs (14 CCR 8916.9):

e Areas of exposed soil > 100 ft* (9 m?) within Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones would
be treated to reduce erosion potential.

e Trails and landings in the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone would be packed with
slash and debris following use.

e Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone roads with capacity for significant sediment
production would be mulched, covered with slash, and/or seeded.

e >75% ground surface cover within the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone would be
retained to prevent soil erosion.

Bank stability
Under the No Action alternative, bank stability measures in all Class 1l Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zones are the same as the Class | standards.

2.2.11.3 Class Ill streams

Stream buffer widths
Under the No Action alternative, the following Class 1l measures would be implemented per
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a):

e The Class Il buffer is an Equipment Limitation Zone.
e Equipment Limitation Zone width per the 2012 CFPRs.

The 2012 CFPR (14 CCR 8§916.4) measures apply for Class 1l Equipment Limitation Zones, as
follows:
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e Equipment Limitation Zone width > 25 ft (8 m) where bank slope is < 30%.
e Equipment Limitation Zone width > 50 ft (15 m) where bank slope is > 30%.

Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone and Equipment Limitation Zone equipment use
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan specifies the same limitations on equipment use in the Equipment
Limitation Zone of Class 111 streams as in Class I and 11 streams (MRC 2000a).

The following additional Class 111 Equipment Limitation Zone measures would be implemented
per the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §916.3):

e The timber operator shall not construct or reconstruct roads, construct or use tractor roads or
landings in Class 111 watercourses unless when explained and justified in the THP by the
Registered Professional Forester, and approved by the Director, except as follows:

At prepared tractor road crossings as described in 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §914.8[b]).
Crossings of Class Il watercourses that are dry at the time of timber operations.
At existing road crossings.

At new tractor and road crossings approved as part of the California Fish and Game
Code process (California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.).

o

O

O

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, additional 2012 CFPR (14 CCR §916.9) Class
I11 Equipment Limitation Zone measures include:

e 30 ft (9 m) Equipment Limitation Zone (from the Watercourse Transition Line) on each side
of watercourse where bank slope is < 30%.

e Additional 20 ft (6 m) Equipment Limitation Zone where bank slope is > 30%.
¢ No new construction of tractor roads in Equipment Limitation Zone.
¢ No ground-based equipment on slopes > 50%.

e Ground-based operations in Equipment Limitation Zone limited to methods that do not
cause sediment delivery to stream.

Canopy retention
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A do not have Class III canopy retention
requirements.

The following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR 8916.5) Class 1l canopy retention measures apply:
e No overstory retention required.
e 50% retention of understory is required.

Basal area retention
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A do not have Class III basal area retention
requirements.

The 2012 CFPRs do not have basal area retention requirements for Class Il streams.
Large tree retention

MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A do not have Class III large tree retention
requirements.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

The 2012 CFPRs do not stipulate large tree retention measures in Class 111 watercourses in
watersheds without listed anadromous salmonids.

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, the following 2012 CFPR (14 CCR §916.9)
Class I11 tree retention measures apply:

e Retain hardwoods, where feasible, within the Equipment Limitation Zone.

e Retain all countable trees needed to achieve resource conservation standards in 14 CCR
8912.7 within the Equipment Limitation Zone.

e Retain all trees in the Equipment Limitation Zone and channel zone that show visible
indicators of providing bank or bed stability, excluding sprouting conifers that do not have
boles overlapping the channel zone.

Large woody debris
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A do not have Class 111 large woody debris
retention requirements.

In watersheds within the coastal anadromy zone, 2012 CFPR (14 CCR §916.9) large woody
debris measures include:

e Retain all pre-existing large wood and debris within the channel zone.

e Retain all pre-existing large wood on the ground within the Equipment Limitation Zone that
is stabilizing sediment.

¢ No initiation of burning in Equipment Limitation Zone.

Silviculture
Under the No Action alternative, no sanitation salvage would be permitted in Class 111 Equipment
Limitation Zones, per MRC’s 2000 Option A and 2000 Management Plan.

The following 2012 CFPR silvicultural measures apply in Class 111 streams in watersheds with
and without anadromous salmonids:

¢ All hardwoods and snags in the channel zone and Equipment Limitation Zone would be
retained.

e Must retain adequate countable trees needed to achieve resource conservation standards in
14 CCR 8912.7.

Exposed soil
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan specifies the following Class III exposed soil measures:

e Trails and landings in Equipment Limitation Zone would be packed with slash and debris
following use.

The 2012 CFPR measures for Class |1l Equipment Limitation Zones in watersheds without listed
salmonids include:

e Retain > 75% ground surface cover within the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone to
prevent soil erosion.

o Remove soil deposited in Class Il watercourses before concluding operations or before 15
October.

o Stabilize exposed soil on approaches to crossings in Class 111 Equipment Limitation Zone.
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In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, additional 2012 CFPR measures to stabilize
Class 111 exposed soils include:

e Retain all trees in Equipment Limitation Zone and channel zone that stabilize stream bed or
banks.

e Retain all pre-existing large wood on the ground within the Equipment Limitation Zone that
is stabilizing sediment.

e Stabilize bare soil >100 ft* (9 m?).
¢ No initiation of burning in Equipment Limitation Zone.

Bank stability
MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A do not specify Class Il bank stability
measures.

The 2012 CFPRs do not specify bank stability measures for Class 111 Equipment Limitation
Zones in watersheds without listed salmonids beyond exposed soil treatments described above. In
watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, an additional 2012 CFPR Class Il measure to
stabilize banks applies:

e Retain all trees in Equipment Limitation Zone and channel zone that stabilize stream bed or
banks.

2.2.11.4 Wetlands and other aquatic habitats

The management of wetlands, wet meadows, seeps, and springs is not specified in MRC’s 2000
Management Plan (MRC 2000a) or 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b).

The 2012 CFPR (14 CCR 8§916.3) measures for management of wetlands and other aquatic
habitats include:

e Wetlands, wet meadows, and other wet areas receive same protections as Class Il streams if
Class Il aquatic habitat is present (see applicable measures above for Class Il streams).

¢ No construction/reconstruction of roads or construction/use of tractor crossings or landings
in wetlands, marshes, or wet meadows (some exceptions apply).

e Retain and protect non-commercial vegetation in meadows and wet areas.
e Protect soil in meadows and wet areas to the maximum extent possible.

2.2.11.5 Watershed analysis

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would continue with its ongoing Level 2 watershed
analysis® efforts in Total Maximum Daily Load-listed watersheds. Monitoring results would be
used to develop or adjust management practices in order to meet applicable targets for reducing
sediment or temperature impairment in listed streams.

16 MRC’s watershed analysis is conducted using the methodology of the Washington Forest Practices Board (WFPB
1995, and revisions). Level 2 is the most detailed, rigorous, and time consuming of the two levels of analysis, and must
be performed by qualified resource specialists.
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2.2.11.6 Stream habitat improvement

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would make stream habitat improvements per its 2000
Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b):

e Stream habitat improvement would occur opportunistically, on a THP-by-THP basis.

e Foresters, with guidance from biologists, would look for ways to add more large woody
debris to stream channels.

e Targeted restoration or stream habitat improvement projects would not be required, and
performance monitoring would not be assured.

2.2.12 Terrestrial habitat management

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would continue to implement a variety of measures to
protect habitat for terrestrial species per its 2000 Management Plan, 2000 Option A, and the 2012
CFPRs, as well as ongoing discussion with federal and state resource agencies to determine target
objectives for these habitat elements, often on a plan-by-plan basis. MRC’s 2000 Management
Plan contains a number of policies that are directed toward improving habitat for over 140 special
status terrestrial and avian species. Policies have been established for breeding raptors, rare and
endangered plants, snags, large woody debris, unharvested and previously harvested old-growth
stands, residual-old growth trees, and hardwoods. The practices implementing the policies
described in MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A are detailed below, as are 2012
CFPR measures to protect terrestrial species.

2.2.12.1 Wildlife tree retention and recruitment

Under the No Action alternative, the following wildlife tree retention and recruitment measures
would be implemented as per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A
(MRC 2000b):

o Retain all snags and specific nest trees (i.e., used by a listed/sensitive bird species) in every
THP, unless a snag or tree poses a safety or excessive fuel loading hazard.

e Retain trees with raptor nests or other signs of raptor use.

e Map shag locations and record tree morphology in every THP, as part of long-term
monitoring project.

¢ In Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone and other wildlife emphasis areas (e.g., northern
spotted owl sites, unique areas), recruit at least 2—-3 snhags per acre (> 16 in [41 cm] diameter
at breast height and 10 ft [3 m] long), averaged over 40 ac (16 ha).

¢ In general forested areas, recruit at least 1-2 snags per acre.
e If snag density is deficient (per above), recruit live cull trees or green trees to meet targets.

The 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §919) specify measures for wildlife tree retention, including:

o Retain all snags except for approved exceptions due to safety and fire hazard, insect or
disease control, or if no significant impact on wildlife habitat needs would result. Snags may
also be cut when merchantable and included in a THP (14 CCR §919.1).

e Establish buffer zones around trees with an active nest of a listed/sensitive bird species (size
specified in 14 CCR §919.3).

Also see applicable measures described for old growth and hardwoods, below.
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2.2.12.2 Downed large woody debris

Under the No Action alternative, the following large woody debris measures would be
implemented per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A (MRC
2000b):

o Retain all large woody debris in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones (except for road
obstruction or riparian and stream restoration).

e In THP areas, retain unmerchantable logs remaining after timber operations. In Watercourse
and Lake Protection Zones, recruit at least 7 downed logs per acre (> 16 in [41 cm] diameter
at breast height and 10 ft [3 m] long), averaged over 40 ac (16 ha).

¢ In general forested areas, recruit and retain at least 5 downed logs per acre.

The 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR 8§916.9) specify measures to retain large woody debris in watersheds
with listed anadromous salmonids, including:

e Retain and protect downed large woody debris in the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone
that currently or may in the future provide large woody debris recruitment to stream
channels.

o Retain all pre-existing large wood and debris within the channel zone.

e Retain all pre-existing large wood on the ground within the Equipment Limitation Zone that
is stabilizing sediment.

2.2.12.3 Old growth

Old-growth trees are defined in MRC’s 2000 Management Plan as those existing prior to 1800
and > 48 in (122 cm) diameter at breast height, and old-growth Douglas-fir trees as those existing
prior to 1800 and > 36 in (91 cm) diameter at breast height. MRC’s 2000 Management Plan also
states that any tree (conifer or hardwood) could be considered old growth if it existed prior to
1800 and exhibited a preponderance of species-specific old-growth characteristics. Old-growth
stands are defined in MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a) as Type | and Type Il stands,
following the then-current definition of the Forest Stewardship Council-United States. Under the
No Action alternative, MRC would continue to manage Type | old-growth stands, and would use
the most current definition provided by the Forest Stewardship Council-United States, as
described below.

Per MRC’s 2000 Management Plan and 2000 Option A, and the 2010 Forest Stewardship
Council-United States old growth definitions (FSC-US 2010), the following old growth
definitions and management measures would be implemented:
e No harvest in un-entered old-growth stands > 3 ac (1.2 ha) (FSC-US [2010] Type I old-
growth stands).
e Limited harvest in stands > 5 ac (2 ha) with an average of > 6 old-growth trees per acre, only
to enhance or accelerate development of old-growth characteristics.
e Preserve individual residual old-growth trees with significant wildlife value (e.g., large
limbs, cavities, nesting platforms).

e Pursue permanent conservation easements in un-entered old-growth stands > 3 ac (1.2 ha)
(FSC-US [2010] Type I old-growth stands).

The 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §919.16) do not have specific retention standards for old-growth trees,
but do require the Registered Professional Forester to discuss how the harvesting of late-
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successional stands, that could significantly reduce the amount and distribution of such stands,
affects functional wildlife value.

2.2.12.4 Hardwood retention

Under the No Action alternative, the following hardwood retention measures would apply across

the landscape and would be implemented per MRC’s 2000 Option A and 2000 Management Plan:
e Overall goal is to achieve MRC’s desired hardwood-conifer balance across the landscape.

e Retain all true oaks >18 in (46 cm) diameter at breast height, with exception of those
requiring removal for safety, roads, or yarding corridors.

e Retain 15% of the total post-harvest basal area in hardwoods (if hardwoods comprised at
least 15% basal area prior to harvest).

e Review all THPs to identify and retain hardwood trees that enhance wildlife habitat.

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, 2012 CFPR measures (14 CCR §916.9) would
apply in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones:

e Retain hardwoods sufficient to provide a deciduous vegetation component to the riparian
zone for aquatic nutrient inputs.

e Retain hardwoods in the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone inner zones A & B of
floodprone (unconfined) streams if they provide or may contribute to salmonid habitat.

e Retain hardwoods in the Equipment Limitation Zone of Class 111 streams, where feasible.

In watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids and where harvest adjacent to Class Il streams
is even-aged:
e Retain > 15 ft? (1.4 m?) basal area per acre of hardwoods in Equipment Limitation Zone
where it exists prior to harvest, including the largest hardwood trees.

e Retain all hardwoods in Equipment Limitation Zone when < 15 ft* (1.4 m?) basal area per
acre is present before harvest.

2.2.12.5 Unique habitats

Under the No Action alternative, the following unique habitats would be managed per MRC’s
2000 Management Plan, 2000 Option A, and/or 2012 CFPRs, as summarized below.

Closed-cone pine forest

There are no specific management measures for closed-cone pine forest in MRC’s Management
Plan and no CFPR (2012) requirements. As for other rare vegetation communities, CEQA
compliance is required in all THPs.

Oak woodlands
No harvest in oak woodlands, per MRC’s 2000 Option A.

Rocky outcrops and other unique habitats
The 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §919.3) include restrictions to protect sensitive species that may use
rocky outcrops and other unique habitats. Peregrine falcon measures include:

e Establish a buffer > 10 ac (4 ha) around any active peregrine falcon nest.

e No timber operations from 1 February—1 April within buffer, or until 15 July if nest is
occupied.
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¢ No helicopter logging within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of nest.

The 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §919.3) include similar protection measures for golden eagles and
other bird species that may nest in rocky outcrops.

2.2.12.6 Habitat connectivity

As described in MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a), harvest planning under the No
Action alternative would incorporate considerations to maintain and enhance terrestrial habitat
connectivity for different species at appropriate spatial scales. In addition, the 2012 CFPRs (14
CCR 8897) general objectives relating to habitat connectivity would apply, including
retention/recruitment of late and diverse successional stage habitat components for wildlife
concentrated in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones and, as appropriate, to provide for
functional connectivity between habitats.

2.2.13 Listed and sensitive species management

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would continue to follow its existing management policies
and practices to avoid the take of species listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA or
CESA. MRC would remain subject to existing and new regulatory requirements, including
federal and state laws prohibiting the unauthorized take of listed species, and the 2012 CFPRs
prohibiting approval of any THP that would result in the unauthorized take of a listed species.

Species not listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA or CESA would also be protected to
varying degrees under the No Action alternative. These include species recognized by the CDFG
as Species of Special Concern or fully protected by the State of California, and species designated
as sensitive by the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection.

2.2.13.1 Coho salmon, Chinook salmon, and steelhead

MRC would implement the 2012 CFPRs and may solicit technical assistance from NMFS and
CDFG on a THP-by-THP basis to increase protections for listed anadromous salmonids.
However, MRC would supplement the 2012 CFPR standards for watersheds with listed
anadromous salmonids by consulting with NMFS and CDFG on a THP-by-THP basis in some
instances to ensure take avoidance.

2.2.13.2 Northern spotted owl

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would be required to comply with the 2012 CFPRs (14
CCR 8§919.9) and no-take standards for northern spotted owls, such as those currently included in
its Northern Spotted Owl Resource Plan (MRC 2010).

Per the Northern Spotted Owl Resource Plan (MRC 2010), for northern spotted owl habitat that is
within 0.7 mi (1.1 km) of a THP, measures include:

¢ Restrictions on operations within 1,000 ft (305 m) of an activity center during the breeding
and non-breeding seasons.

e Retain > 500 ac (> 202 ha) of Nesting/Roosting/Foraging habitat, where > 200 ac (> 81 ha)
would be Nesting/Foraging.

e Retain > 100 ac (> 40 ha) of Nesting/Roosting habitat; if there is < 100 ac (< 40 ha) of
Nesting/Roosting habitat, then no harvest.
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e Harvest allowed in Nesting/Roosting habitat between 100-200 ac (40-81 ha), provided
Nesting/Roosting habitat is not contiguous with the core area and is maintained with > 60%
canopy cover > 16 in (41 cm) diameter at breast height trees.

e Harvest allowed in Nesting/Roosting habitat > 200 ac (> 81 ha), provided that:

o Contiguous Nesting/Roosting habitat within/extending beyond the core area is
retained so that > 2/3 of the pre-harvest basal area in the Nesting/Roosting stand to be
harvested is maintained post-harvest, comprising > 100 ft* (9 m?) of basal area with >
60% canopy cover and average stand diameter > 16 in (41 cm) per acre; and

o Nesting/Roosting habitat not contiguous with the core area is maintained with > 60%
canopy cover of > 16 in (41 cm) diameter at breast height trees.

e Before harvesting timber in Nesting/Roosting habitat where Nesting/Roosting habitat < 200
ac (< 81 ha) or harvest would reduce the Nesting/Roosting habitat to < 200 ac (< 81 ha),
MRC staff would conduct a field review to confirm acreage of suitable Nesting/Roosting
habitat.

e Operations would be limited to < 50% of available suitable habitat in any one year.

MRC would also be required to restrict noise disturbance within 1,000 ft (305 m) of any northern
spotted owl activity center during the breeding season (1 February—31 July). Timber operations
could occur after 15 May if the activity center is determined to be inactive because northern
spotted owls are absent, non-nesting, or failed to nest successfully.

Control measures for barred owl may or may not be implemented under the No Action
alternative, but there would be no economic incentive to implement barred owl control under the
No Action alternative.

2.2.13.3 Marbled murrelet

MRC’s Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A designate 1,400 ac (567 ha) as a
marbled murrelet management area using high retention selection harvest. Under the No Action
alternative, MRC would manage land to comply with no-take standards, with CDFG technical
assistance.

The 2012 CFPR measures (14 CCR 8919.11) for marbled murrelet include:

e “If CDFG determines jeopardy or a take will occur as a result of operations proposed in the
THP, the Director shall disapprove the THP unless the THP is accompanied by
authorization by a wildlife agency acting within its authority under state or federal
endangered species acts.”

No-take standards applied by agencies include:
e No harvest core and 300-ft (91-m) buffer.
e Breeding season disturbance buffer, width from core based on noise levels.

No control measures for corvids would be implemented under the No Action alternative.

2.2.13.4 Point Arena mountain beaver

Measures for Point Arena mountain beaver are not specified in MRC’s Management Plan (MRC
2000a), 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b), or in the 2012 CFPRs. Under the No Action alternative,
agency no-take standards for this species would apply.
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No-take standards applied by the wildlife agencies include:
e Manage to comply with no-take standards, with USFWS technical assistance.
e Minimum 100 ft (30 m) no-harvest around burrow areas.

e Up to 400 ft (122 m) no-cut around burrows if contiguous habitat extends that far from
burrow.

2.2.13.5 California red-legged frogs

Measures for California red-legged frogs are not specified in MRC’s Management Plan (MRC
2000a), 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b), or in the 2012 CFPRs. Under the No Action alternative,
agency no-take standards would apply. MRC would solicit technical assistance from USFWS and
CDFG on a THP-by-THP basis to ensure take avoidance.

2.2.13.6 Plant species of concern

Under the No Action alternative, MRC would continue to operate in a manner consistent with the
2012 CFPRs (14 CCR 8898.2(e) and §919.4) and CEQA (14 CCR §15380) standards for plant
species of concern, including take-avoidance and minimization measures. The CFPRs and CEQA
guidelines require seasonally-appropriate floristic surveys for federally listed and/or state-listed
plant species if necessary to avoid a significant impact'’. For any documented species,
management strategies would be determined on a THP-by-THP basis to ensure that impacts of
activities covered under THPs are not significant and that take is avoided where necessary. MRC
would use these survey protocols, if necessary to avoid a significant impact, and mitigation
standards to support impact determinations in THPs for all plant species of concern, including
those designated as California Rare Plant Rank species.

2.2.14 Monitoring and adaptive management

Under the No Action alternative, no formalized adaptive management program would be
implemented.

MRC would continue to conduct certain research and monitoring activities on its forestlands, as
described in MRC’s 2000 Management Plan (MRC 2000a) and 2000 Option A (MRC 2000b).
These activities may include:

o watershed analysis;

o forest inventory;

e surveys and outmigrant trapping for salmon and steelhead:;

e surveys for northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet; and/or

o surveys for other animal species (e.g., forest raptors, furbearers, songbirds).

Y7 Surveys would be necessary in cases when not enough is known about a plant’s location or habitat requirements to
avoid a significant impact. In lieu of surveys, CAL FIRE may require other measures that ensure avoidance, such as on-
site training and plant/habitat identification tools for licensed timber operators, “walk-through surveys” prior to
operations, or project-specific mitigation. Examples where a survey may not be necessary include sites where the
scoping did not discover any sensitive species in the project area, where the project area includes no suitable habitat, or
when a timber operation has been planned in a manner that clearly avoids potential impacts.
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Surveys may occasionally include the capture, handling and limited relocation of animal species.
Under the No Action alternative, which does not include any authorization for take of any listed
species, a separate research or recovery permit issued under Section 10(a)(1)(A) of the federal
ESA would be issued to MRC to authorize any take associated with juvenile salmon surveys and
outmigrant trapping, northern spotted owl banding activities, and California red-legged frog
capture and handling. Likewise, MRC would be conducting these activities under a Scientific
Collecting Permit issued by the CDFG.

MRC would also comply with provisions of the 2012 CFPRs (14 CCR §916.11), which may
require inspections to ensure compliance with watercourse protection measures.

2.3 Proposed Action/Proposed Project (Preferred Alternative)

Under the Proposed Action/Proposed Project (hereafter referred to as the Proposed Action), the
lead agencies would authorize the incidental take of federally listed and state-listed species on
MRC'’s covered lands. Take would be authorized in association with conducting timber
harvesting and related operations in accordance with existing federal and state regulations. Take
of federally listed species would be authorized pursuant to two federal incidental take permits,
one from NMFS and one from USFWS. Take of state-listed species would be authorized pursuant
to a California take permit. The federal incidental take permits and California take permit would
have 80-year terms. This alternative is considered the preferred alternative under NEPA because
it best meets the purpose and need of the lead federal agencies, considering environmental,
economic, and other factors.

If approved, MRC would also implement an HCP/NCCP and TMP on its forestlands within the
primary assessment area (see Section 1.2 [Proposed Action/Project Description], Figure 1.2-1).
MRC would continue to conduct timber harvesting and related operations in accordance with
existing federal and state regulations, including selected portions of the 2012 CFPRs. Activities
for which MRC is seeking coverage are listed in Section 2.3.2. These activities, which would be
conducted in association with MRC’s timber operations and implementation of the proposed
HCP/NCCP and TMP, would be subject to the provisions of the federal incidental take permits
and state take permit.

The Proposed Action includes the majority of the provisions of the No Action alternative, plus
additional conservation and management measures contained in the proposed HCP/NCCP and
TMP, as described below.

2.3.1 ESA and CESA compliance for covered species

Under the Proposed Action, NMFS and USFWS would each issue MRC an incidental take permit
covering federally listed species for a term of 80 years under ESA Section 10(a)(1)(B). If
approved, the federal incidental take permit(s) will take effect for covered fish and wildlife
species that are federally listed at the time the permit is issued. For covered species that are not
federally listed, an incidental take permit will take effect if and when the species becomes
federally listed. There are two species covered in the HCP/NCCP for which this would apply:
northern red-legged frog and coastal tailed frog. The ESA does not prohibit take of plants;
therefore, federal incidental take permits do not apply to plants.

Under the Proposed Action, CDFG would issue MRC a take permit covering state-listed species
for a term of 80 years under the NCCPA (California Fish and Game Code Section 2835 et seq.).
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California Fish and Game Code Section 2835 also authorizes take of species not presently listed
under the CESA.
Species for which federal incidental take permits and a state take permit would be granted (and
are included in the HCP/NCCP) are listed in Table 2.3-1.
Table 2.3-1. Species covered by incidental take authorization and included in the HCP/NCCP
under the Proposed Action.
Listing status® Take authorization
Common name Scientific name | Federal State CRPF%
c c d
(ESA) (CESA) status NMFS USFWS CDFG
Fish and wildlife
Coho salmon, Central
California Coast Oncorhynchus
Evolutionarily kisutch E E NA yes B yes
Significant Unit
Coho salmon, Southern
Oregon/Northern Oncorhvnchus
California Coast . y T T NA yes - yes
. g kisutch
Evolutionarily
Significant Unit
Chinook salmon,
California Coastal Oncorhynchus
Evolutionarily tshawytscha T B NA yes B yes
Significant Unit
Steelhead, Central Oncorhvnchus
California Coast Distinct mvkiss y T - NA yes - yes
Population Segment y
Steelhead, Northern Oncorhvnchus
California Distinct orhy T - NA yes - yes
. mykiss
Population Segment
ﬁilg;fomla red-legged Rana draytonii T - NA - yes yes
e[\Iorthern red-legged frog Rana aurora B 3 NA B B yes
Coastal tailed frog® Ascaphus truei — - NA — — yes
Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus T E NA - yes yes
marmoratus
Northern spotted owl Strix occidentalis T - NA - yes yes
caurina
Point Arena mountain Aplodontia rufa
beaver nigra E B NA B yes yes
Plants
Humboldt milk-vetch Astragalus - E 1B.1 - - yes
agnicidus
Boschniakia
Small groundcone hookeri - - 2.3 - - yes
Callitropsis
Pygmy cypress pygmaea - - 1B.2 - - yes
Swamp harebell Car_npan_ula - - 1B.2 - - yes
californica
California sedge Carex californica — - 2.3 — — yes
Bristly sedge Carex comosa — — 2.1 — — yes
- Carex
Deceiving sedge saliniformis - - 1B.2 - - yes
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Listing status®

Take authorization

L CRPR
Common name Scientific name | Federal State b c c d
(ESA) (CESA) status NMFS USFWS CDFG
Carex viridula
Green yellow sedge var. viridula - - 2.3 - - yes
Oregon goldthread Coptis laciniata — — 2.2 — — yes
Streamside daisy Erigeron biolettii — — 3 — — yes
Coast fawn lily Erythronium - - 2.2 - - yes
revolutum
e Fritillaria
Roderick's fritillary roderickii - E 1B.1 - - yes
Pacific gilia Gilia capitata - - 1B.2 - - yes
ssp. pacifica
Hesperolinon
Glandular western flax adenophyllum - - 1B.2 - - yes
. . Horkelia
Thin-lobed horkelia tenuiloba - - 1B.2 - - yes
Hair-leaved rush Jun_cu_s . - - 2.2 - - yes
supiniformis
. Lilium
Coast lily maritimum - - 1B.1 - - yes
Baker's meadowfoam lena_mthes - R 1B.1 - - yes
bakeri
Mendocino bush mallow Malacot_hamr_mus - - 1A - - yes
mendocinensis
Packera
Seacoast ragwort bolanderi var. - - 2.2 - - yes
bolanderi
Bolander's beach pine Pinus contorta - - 1B.2 - - yes
ssp. bolanderi
Whl'ge-flowered remn Piperia candida - - 1B.2 - - yes
orchid
North Coast semaphore | Pleuropogon B T 1B.1 B B yes
grass hooverianus
Sanguisorba
Great burnet officinalis - - 2.2 - - yes
Maple-leaved Sidalcea B 3 492 B B es
checkerbloom malachroides ' y
Sidalcea
Siskiyou checkerbloom | malviflora ssp. - - 1B.2 - - yes
patula
Beaked tracyina Tracyina rostrata — — 1B.2 — — yes
Santa Cruz clover Tr|fo||um_ - - 1B.1 - - yes
buckwestiorum
Oval-leaved viburnum leurnum - - 2.3 - - yes
ellipticum
P Lycopodium
Running-pine clavatum - — 2.3 - - yes
Long-beard lichen Usnea longissima — — — — — yes

NA = not applicable
a

Listing status under ESA and CESA:

E: endangered
T: threatened
R: rare

Concern.

Federal incidental take permit.
CDFG take permit under Fish & Game Code Section 2835 et seq.

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank; for explanation of number ranking system, see Section 3.5, Vegetation and Plant Species of
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

For covered species that are not federally listed, a federal incidental take permit would only take effect if and when the species
becomes federally listed.

2.3.2 Covered activities
Activities covered under the federal and state incidental take authorizations would include the
following:

e Silviculture and stand improvement.

e Vegetation management, including planting, manual brush and tree removal, and burning
for site preparation.

e Commercial timber operations, which entail felling, limbing, bucking, yarding, loading, and
hauling of timber, as well as maintenance and refueling of heavy equipment.

¢ Road and landing construction, use, maintenance, and decommissioning.

o Drafting of water in support of timber operations and road and landings programs.
e Operation of non-commercial rock pits and quarries.

e Habitat improvement and creation.

e Data collection for research and monitoring associated with the HCP/NCCP conservation
measures.

e Previously approved (grandfathered) THPs.

The conservation measures included in MRC’s proposed HCP/NCCP and the management
measures in the proposed TMP are summarized in Sections 2.3.3 through 2.3.15.

Other activities may occur in the primary assessment area that are not covered by the proposed
HCP/NCCP and for which incidental take would not be authorized. Examples of activities not
covered by the proposed HCP/NCCP include herbicide use, removal of trees that are utility
hazards, recreation (including hunting and fishing), grazing, harvest of minor forest products
(firewood, greenery, and mushrooms), unauthorized use of MRC roads, construction of cell
phone facilities, and emergency fire suppression by CAL FIRE or other firefighting agencies.

2.3.3 Timber harvesting and forest management activities

Timber harvest and forest management activities under the Proposed Action would continue to be
governed by the CFPRs and the standards and guidelines set forth in MRC’s TMP, with
additional measures contained in the proposed HCP/NCCP.

2.3.3.1 Silvicultural prescriptions and timber harvesting

Silvicultural and timber harvesting activities conducted under the Proposed Action would
generally be the same as under the No Action alternative, with the following additional
HCP/NCCP measures:

e Focus on rehabilitation, uneven-aged silviculture, and canopy retention.

e Target is 90% uneven-aged silviculture within 40 years, with minimum re-entry period of 20
years for uneven-aged stands and an average 75 ft* (7 m?) post-harvest basal area.

e Restricted heavy equipment use in Aquatic Management Zones, Equipment Limitation
Zones, Equipment Exclusion Zones, and specific Terrain Stability Units.
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

2.3.3.2 Timber stand regeneration and improvement

Timber stand regeneration and improvement activities conducted under the Proposed Action
would generally be the same as under the No Action alternative, except that site preparation or
burning would not be conducted on steep, dissected topography, inner gorge, or steep streamside
slopes. In addition, ignition for spot burning within Aquatic Management Zones would be
prohibited.

2.3.4 Maximum sustained production of high quality timber products

Maximum sustained production would be governed by the standards and guidelines set forth in
MRC’s TMP, with additional measures contained in the proposed HCP/NCCP. Harvest levels
would be balanced with growth and inventory to ensure long-term sustained yield and maximum
sustained production over the covered period.

Maximum sustained production would be achieved under the Proposed Action (as discussed in
further detail in Section 3.9, Timber Resources). Table 2.3-2 shows the modeled harvest, in acres,
using each silvicultural method by decade over the 100-year planning horizon. This modeled
harvest serves as the basis for the long-term sustained yield calculation under the Proposed
Action. Timber modeling assumptions are described in Section 2.1.2 (Development of
Alternatives, Modeling forest conditions under each alternative). A detailed description of the
timber model is provided in Appendix E.
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Table 2.3-2. Acres harvested by silvicultural method by decade—Proposed Action.

o Decade

Silvicultural method 1 > 3 2 : 5 2 3 5 0
Clearcut 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coastal Zone Selection 332 36 398 51 398 51 398 51 398 51
Commercial Thinning 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Flood Plain Selection 44 53 65 179 239 283 293 293 318 306
High Retention Selection 89 264 1,714 3,096 4,978 6,501 7,578 8,231 8,194 8,686
High Retention Selection (Carbon) 0 189 0 261 0 261 0 261 0 261
Medium Retention Selection 52 0 82 0 330 93 413 113 413 140
Rehabilitation 8,035 3,743 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seed Tree Removal 50 44 114 10 38 0 0 0 0 0
Selection 26,025 39,058 75,426 78,032 82,157 81,390 84,996 82,403 85,742 82,673
Selection (Stepped Approach) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Selection (Old Growth I1) 33 68 66 78 217 78 242 78 260 78
Small Class Il Selection 1,150 1,563 1,943 2,294 2,164 2,463 2,263 2,510 2,293 2,510
Transition 20,435 15,473 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Variable Retention 12,245 10,209 499 278 121 78 394 112 18 0
Total 68,491 70,700 80,908 84,280 90,644 91,198 96,577 94,052 97,636 94,705
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and
Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

2.3.4.1 Monitoring thresholds and maximum sustained production compliance

Under the Proposed Action, the underlying assumptions of the baseline inventory and rate of
growth described in MRC’s TMP (Appendix A) would be tested and improved over time, as
necessary. While the impact of necessary adjustments is not expected to substantially change the
projections of harvest in the TMP, certain circumstances would require a review by CAL FIRE
and may trigger a revision of the TMP and PTEIR. They are:

e A deviation from average harvest acreage projections, adjusted for changes in ownership
(see next bullet) in any 10-year period which exceeds 10%.

¢ A change of ownership which results in either an increase or a decrease to MRC’s covered
lands by the amount prescribed in the proposed HCP/NCCP (Chapter 1) (MRC 2012) and
the Implementation Agreement for the HCP/NCCP. Any change, as described in the
aforementioned chapters, that necessitates an amendment of the HCP/NCCP may require an
addendum to the PTEIR, a supplement to the PTEIR, or possibly a new PTEIR. Such
instances will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis consistent with 15 CCR §15162(a).

¢ A change of forest conditions from catastrophic events that result in an “unforeseen
circumstance,” as described in the proposed HCP/NCCP, Chapter 14 (MRC 2012).

e A negative deviation greater than 10% from the baseline inventory estimates, or modeled
projections, as the result of ongoing inventory and growth monitoring.

MRC would notify CAL FIRE if any of these deviations or changes occurs.

2.3.5 Program Timber Harvesting Plans

Under the Proposed Action, MRC would prepare Program Timber Harvesting Plans (PTHPS) in
place of THPs.

In 1998 the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection adopted rules (14 CCR §1092 et seq.) that
provided for the programmatic review and tiering of timber harvesting activities. The rules
authorized the Director to approve PTHPs where a PTEIR had been certified for the ownership
(or multiple ownerships) (Board of Forestry and Fire Protection and CAL FIRE 2009). PTHPs
undergo a more limited and expedited review and approval process, tiering to the analysis and
mitigations found in the PTEIR, as compared with the review of a typical THP (Board of Forestry
and Fire Protection and CAL FIRE 2009). An example PTHP and a sample PTHP checklist are
provided with the TMP (Appendix A).

The following information is summarized from Guidance in the Preparation and Review of
Program Timberland Environmental Impact Reports (Board of Forestry and Fire Protection and
CAL FIRE 2009).

The contents of a PTHP differ substantially from a THP. Of primary importance is the
requirement that the PTHP be “linked” to a PTEIR that has been certified by the Director. PTHPs
prepared by MRC under the Proposed Action would be linked to this EIS/PTEIR. The PTHP
must also indicate whether there are any standards or practices that deviate from the standard
operational rules that were reviewed in the PTEIR. Those standards or practices (herein referred
to as alternate standards) must be listed on the checklist developed in the PTEIR that
accompanies the PTHP. The PTHP must also provide explanation and justification for any other
operational practices that deviate from the standard rules which were not reviewed in the PTEIR
but are allowed in the CFPRs. The PTHP does not contain a cumulative effects analysis, but
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instead relies upon the PTEIR cumulative effects analysis and the mitigations developed for any
cumulative effects identified in the PTEIR checklist.

The review of a PTHP also differs from a THP by requiring a determination that:
e The PTHP is in compliance with the PTEIR and PTHP rules (14 CCR 81092 [inclusive]).

e The activities proposed under the PTHP are within the scope of the analysis conducted in
the PTEIR.

e The PTEIR provides the disclosure, effects analysis, and mitigation and avoidance measures
required under CEQA.

Occasionally, activities will be proposed in a PTHP that were not considered in the development
of the PTEIR. In such instances, the PTHP may be written to address issues not covered in the
PTEIR:

e By relying on any of the standard operational rules (which have already been through
CEQA in the Board rulemaking process), or

e Through explanation and justification of any operational practices that are allowed under the
standard rules.

All PTHPs will go through a state agency review process, which will include an office review
and, if CAL FIRE deems it necessary, a field inspection. Over time, certain impacts that have not
been fully addressed in the PTEIR may be identified in some PTHPs; some of these impacts may
be initially identified as potentially significant. There are steps included in the PTHP review
process to identify these impacts and to determine how they will be avoided or minimized
(reduced to a level of less-than-significant), including specific steps to identify and avoid or
minimize any new, potentially significant impacts to sensitive plant species or Species of Special
Concern that are not covered under the HCP/NCCP. A description of the state agency review
process and specific steps to avoid potentially significant adverse environmental impacts
identified in a PTHP are described in the TMP (Appendix A).

2.3.6 Alternate standards to the CFPRs

MRC has proposed a variety of alternate management and conservation practices (i.e., alternate
standards) in its TMP and HCP/NCCP. The development of alternate standards to the CFPRs is
allowed under the CFPRs (14 CCR §1092 et seq.).

The environmental effects of the proposed alternate standards are analyzed for each applicable
resource category in this EIS/PTEIR (see Section 3, Affected Environment and Environmental
Effects). A complete list of MRC’s proposed alternate standards is included as an appendix to the
TMP (Appendix A).

2.3.7 Management of hazardous substances

Same as the No Action alternative.

2.3.8 Management of fire hazards

Same as the No Action alternative.
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2.3.9 Post-fire timber salvage

Under the Proposed Action, MRC may harvest timber in burned areas to salvage trees that are
likely to die or that are not viable for timber production, in accordance with the prescriptions in
MRC’s proposed HCP/NCCP, including:

e MRC would not reduce the conservation measures for Terrain Stability Units (Section
2.3.10), including the prohibition on logging in inner gorges of Terrain Stability Unit 1 and
Terrain Stability Unit 2, unless the wildlife agencies concur.

e MRC would develop site-specific erosion control measures to avoid or minimize sediment
delivery to watercourses, wetlands, wet meadows, wet areas, seeps, and springs. Erosion
control measures would include surface erosion control in upland areas, installation of
erosion control and drainage structures on roads and stream crossings, and erosion
monitoring of roads and crossings in burned areas.

¢ MRC would not reduce the conservation measures for Aquatic Management Zones (Section
2.3.13), including the prohibition on salvage logging, unless the wildlife agencies concur.

¢ MRC would meet proposed HCP/NCCP objectives for retention of downed large woody
debris in Class | and Large Class Il Aguatic Management Zones (Section 2.3.13) and in
general forested areas (Section 2.3.14).

e MRC would retain, per acre, one additional snag and wildlife tree over and above the
number specified in the proposed HCP/NCCP (Section 2.3.14).

e MRC would not harvest: (a) old-growth trees; (b) trees in which the diameter of the entrance
hole leading to a cavity is greater than 3 in (7.6 cm) and 10 ft (3 m) or more above the
ground; (c) nest trees of northern spotted owls; (d) trees that are potential habitat for
marbled murrelet; (e) trees over 24 in (61 cm) diameter at breast height with basal hollows
that are more than 12 in (30 cm) in any horizontal dimension and extend at least 6 in (15
cm) vertically inside the cavity from the topmost point of the entrance hole; (f) trees with
known raptor nests; or (g) granary trees.

e MRC would, with concurrence of the wildlife agencies, restore damaged red-legged frog
breeding sites or create new sites in adjacent, unaffected areas.

o MRC would receive approval from the wildlife agences before taking any actions after a fire
in the Lower Alder Creek Management Area (the proposed marbled murrelet protection
area; Section 2.3.15).

¢ MRC would not conduct salvage operations within 100 ft (30 m) of known Point Arena
mountain beaver burrow systems (Section 2.3.15).

e MRC would conduct a rare plant survey during the blooming season, if the burned area has
over-wintered since the fire event.

e MRC would protect known and newly detected rare plants according to the proposed
HCP/NCCP conservation measures for rare plants (Section 2.3.15).

e MRC would, after consulting and concurring with the wildlife agencies, suspend efforts at
reforestation and erosion control (unrelated to watercourses) at the site of a rare plant
occurrence for two years to allow its seed bank to replenish.

2.3.10 Mass wasting and sediment management

The mass wasting and sediment management measures implemented by MRC under the Proposed
Action would largely be the same as under the No Action alternative, including measures
required under the 2012 CFPRs. Additional HCP/NCCP measures include:
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DRAFT EIS/PTEIR for Authorization of Incidental Take and

Implementation of the MRC HCP/NCCP and TMP

No harvest in inner gorges (in Terrain Stability Units 1 and 2) without field review by
California Professional Geologist and an aquatic resource expert; minimum retention upon
review would be high-retention selection harvest.

Harvest on steep streamside slopes (in Terrain Stability Units 1 and 2) and steep dissected
topography (in Terrain Stability Unit 3) subject to Agquatic Management Zone retention
standards: (1) retain > 50% overstory canopy in unit outside Aquatic Management Zones;
(2) with exception of one-time entry for shelterwood and seed-tree removal, retain at least 8
trees per acre > 18 in (46 cm) diameter at breast height or 4 trees per acre > 24 in (61 cm)
diameter at breast height (see other details below under Aquatic and Riparian Habitat).

Heavy equipment excluded from inner gorges and other steep streamside slopes (in Terrain
Stability Units 1, 2, and 3, as applicable).

2.3.11 Road management

Under the Proposed Action, MRC would implement a system-wide Road Management Plan. The
road-related measures implemented under the Proposed Action would include those described
under the No Action alternative, with additional measures contained in the proposed HCP/NCCP.
Appendix E (Road, Landing, and Skid Trail Standards) of MRC’s proposed HCP/NCCP (MRC
2012) includes detailed descriptions of the standards and protocols for inventory, inspection,
construction, maintenance, and decommissioning of roads, landings, skid trails, rock pits, water
drafting sites, and other features associated with the road system. Key elements are summarized
below.

Conduct annual inspections of all permanent roads and roads being actively used.

Conduct five inspections over five years after work completion on all seasonal roads and
associated road points constructed, reconstructed, or decommissioned.

Conduct at least one inspection of a new temporary road each year for a period of four years
following construction.

Inspect all roads with permanent structures (culverts or bridges) during the road inventory
update at 10-year intervals unless a road is decommissioned or has maintenance-free
structures.

If damage to the road surface, drainage facilities, water bars, or water crossings is
discovered, make repairs immediately if feasible, or within 24 hours, to eliminate the
likelihood of related sediment reaching a stream.

In coho core watersheds, treat at least 70% of the controllable erosion sites with a high
priority and 50% of the sites with a moderate priority within 10 years of HCP/NCCP
implementation. Treat the remainder of the high and moderate priority sites by year 20 of
HCP/NCCP implementation and all low priority sites by year 40.

Outside the coho core watersheds, treat one-third of the controllable erosions sites with high
and moderate priorities every 10 years; resulting in treatment of all high and moderate sites
by year 30 of HCP/NCCP implementation and all low priority sites by year 40.

No new roads or landings on inner gorge slopes, steep streamside slopes, steep convergent
swales, or historically active mass wasting features without approval of both a California
Professional Geologist and an aquatic resource expert.

New watercourse crossings on inner gorge topography would not be constructed if there is a
reasonable alternative; where there is no reasonable alternative, the crossing must be
approved by California Professional Geologist and an aquatic resource expert.
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1 ¢ No roads near bottoms of steep narrow canyons, within the Aquatic Management Zone
2 parallel to a Class 1, Il, or Il watercourse, or in areas with high mass wasting hazard.
3 e No new landings in Class I, Il, or Il Aquatic Management Zones unless specific placement
4 has a lower risk for sediment delivery than other locations outside the Aquatic Management
5 Zone.
6 e Consult with the wildlife agencies prior to landing construction and fully implement any
7 required mitigation measures.
8 e Decommission roads and landings if feasible (if not, maintain to road plan standards).
9 e Locate waterbreaks on roads to prevent road drainage from discharging directly into a
10 watercourse, wet area, seep, spring, or onto mass wasting hazards.
11 ¢ Drainage from roads or landing surfaces shall not be directed across the head, toe, or lateral
12 margin of known mass wasting features.
13 e Fix blocked culverts and other imminent problems before the start of the next winter season.
14 o Install the necessary protective structures on all culverts at watercourse crossings in which
15 water is flowing at the time of installation. Install other permanent drainage structures no
16 later than 15 October. Protective structures would not be used on Class | streams.
17
18  Under the Proposed Action, winter haul