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ITEM: Q..
SURBIECY: Cumulanve Waitershed Effects Assessment on Noith Coast Timberlands
Backeroond

During ihe 980s, cumulative watershed effects (CWE) resuiting from timber harvest becume s
major issue in Californiz. Lawsuits were successfully brought against the California Dopartment
of Forestry and Fiie Protection {CDF), including EPIC v, Johnson (1988} and Lawpheimer v.
State of California (1988}, for failing 10 comply with the California Environmentsi Quality Act's.
{CEQA) requireinents to consider the cumulstive environmental effects of the approval of timber
harvesting. As prcsult, in 1988 the Board of Forestry (BOY) began developing tule language to
reguire evaluation of CWE us part of the timber harvest plan (THP) process. Final rule language,
adopted in 1991, bas remained basivally unchanged sinee that time.

mﬁ-_;;g;jan

Regionsl Water Bonrd staff have paticipated throughout the development and adoption phases
of the CWE rule language. Comments submitted by staff fo the BOF were intendad to ensure
developinent and adopiion of a CWH analysis which would;

1. provide = reproducible systens, basod on quantitative vather than qualitative information,

2. estahiish baseline watershed conditions,

3. facilitate development of a 1eliable database containing watershed specific information, and
4, beaprediciive model to wid in the revognition of additive effects.

Contrary to Regional Water Board staff recommendations, the BOF adopied jasnguage that ralies
on a subjective, qualitative approach to CWE analvsis, This approgch, described as Technical
Rule Addendun; No. 2 {Attachment 1), limits CWE analysis to “information that is reasonabdly .
available before subniission™ of & timber harvest plan (111P), and states that *ne actual
measurements are ivtended” {eraphasis added]. It further states that sufficient information to
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ITEM: 8.0 2

support the CWE conclusion ir only tsquired if sigmificant issues are rajsed during CDF's 1eview
of the THE, This approach lmits the type and scope of data that is submitted or can be requested

during TH? review,

in 1991, after adoption of the CWE rule laugoage, CDF retained LSA Associates to conduct &
program gvahuation 1o assess the adeguacy uf the vule muking process. The report, reforred to ay
“Forest Practices Rujemaking: Procedural Adequacy in a Dynamic Environment.” states that
“Despite adverse court rulings beginning with EPIC v, Johuson wod the continuing input from
other resources sgencies and the genem public, the Board of Foremry has failed 16 develop
adequate cumblative impact snalysis regulation.” 1{ further siates that the cumulative impacts
assessment direction adopled by the BOF:

+ places an inappropriate burden of proof ‘on reviewing agencies o request additions)
information and/o voice non-concwrrence with an approval recommendation, and

» namowly defines the scope of analysis to “closely related past, present and reasonably
foresceable future projects within the same ownership and to matters of public record,” and (o
information that can be gathered within the relatively short time frame allowed for THP

review,

Since adoption of Technical Rule No. 2 in 1991, the evaluation of ("WE has remained a
subjestive analysis based primavily on personal and anecdotal obser vations, The level of
sersnce-based, reproducible data needed to nddress the needs cutlined under § through 4 above is
1ot required and is rarely supphied under the existing rule. The lack of adequate data has
prevenied recognition of adverse CWE only witil sftur significant inpairment has oseurred, For
example, shortly siter significant timber harvesting, in five watersheds oceurred under approved
TiHI's, CDF recognized those watersheds in Thunboldt Coumy (Bear, Jordan, Stit2, and
Froshwater Creeks, and the North Fork of Elk River) os being “significantly adversely and
cunnlatively impaired by sediment.” Recognition of adverse CWE only afier waler quality is
impalred does tiot provide for the sffective proweetion mud icsimation of beneflcial uses of water,
Nor does i facilitate the development of baseline data needed to allow adaptive management of
forest practices that will avoid adverse impucts from CWE.

"fhe exisling sppreach allows approval of THPs based on a plan-by-plan approach, rather then
evaluating potential Bupscls over the entire watershed over time. This leads 1o approval of THPs
that contaln practices that cap cause significant impacts when implomented. Thoese practices |
inchede allowing entire watersheds to be approved for bavvest in multiple THPs before
approaching CWE thresholds ars recogmzed. For example, approximately 89% of the Bridge
Creek watershed, a 1479 pere watershed located in Humbold County, was approved for timber
harvest from 1993 to 1997 (Adaclunent 2),

In testimony to the Little Hoover Commission iy 1994, the State Water Resources Contral Board
made the following recommendations 1o improve CWE ussessinents:

1. lndependent OWE assessinents should be done for watershed arcas of 3,000 te 10,000 acres
in size.
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2, CWE assessnicins may be priontized based on the amount of disturbance m a watershed but

should be done independently of any specific THP,

3, CWE assessments should be perionned by the State. CDF should be the lead agoney, but

otlier agencies should fully participale in the sssessment.

4. CWY assessments siould be based on: (i) consultstion with londownerz in the watershed and

pther interested parties, (b) infonnation obtained from such panlies and flom othst State
-~ agencies, and (¢) current scientific and professional knowledye regarding CWE assessment
techniques and cumulative envirommental isnpaets,

5. Oncea OWE assessment 18 completed:

a. ‘The assessnicnt should be updated only evely five to ten years unless & critical event
(o.g., wildfire, flood, major road consuuction, or & rapid rafe of harvest} ocours, and

5. For subseguent THPs within » watershed for which the State hag completed a CWE

" assessment, the assessment should be deomed fo satisly any THP-specific CWE
assessosent requirements, and the CWE mitigution measures which it specifies should

. be ingorporated into the TIIP,

6. CDF and Regional Water Boards should more fully utilize and develop GIS technelogy
for doing CWE assessmonts, using informalion derived from all dvailable reliable sovrces,
including THPs, sgency files and reports, and inspection repons,

a. CDT shonld use GIS to “collect” information rogarding past, present snd future timber
operations within o watershed; the duration, exient, and intensity of impacis of such
thnber operations, other laad use activities or nutural disasters; and the Jocation and
extont of sensitive environmental conditons.

b, Reglonal Water Boards should use GIS to collect mioumation regarding the type and
location of beneficial uses of water, thei condition, Uit sensitivity to changes in
water body conditions, and the Jocation and extent of sensitive instream and
nearslream condiftons, This information should be shared with CDF.,

As o resull of the recent recognition of the significant adverse CWE evident in Bear Creek, a
report was produced by Pacific Watershed Associates which indicates that 82% of sediment
dethvored to streams in the Bear Creek watershed is generated from debris landsiides associsted
with silviculture on unstabile hifislopes while 8% of the sediiment s road-relsted. Previous
studics, such as the state-wide Crifical Sites Erosion Study (1989), indicated that the majority of
sediment from timber operations is generated from roads, 1ather than harvest units. The
watershed.specific information derlved from the Bear Creek report will allow evaluation of the
types of operations which actually have the greatest poteptial to impact water quality, rather than
focusing on issues identified in 2 more generalized scdiment source analysis.

A cornmittee, sponsored by the BOF and funded by CDF, was recently created (o condust a
watershed analysis of Freshwvater Crock. Also, st the November 1998 BOF meeting, the BOF
expressed an intercst in cstublishing an expert conunitice 1 provide a peer review of the existing
literature on timber operations and their effects on mass wasting associated with unstable aroas.
The sommitiss’s charge will be to evaluate the oxisting scientific literanure and to determine i
best management practices (BMPs} are being limplemented on the ground. The analysis
completed by the Freshwater Creek conunittee will L useful as a 1emplate for development of
CWE approach that focuses on watershed characieristics, while the informstion compiled by the
seeond commitice will fovus on sialewwide or region-wide Issucsy,
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Copclusion

The existing CWE analysis does not provide gither the information needed to recognize
approaching CWE thresholds, or to identify those practices which have resulted in adverse CWE,
Regional Water Board sta{f bas recently begun working with CDF to require additional
wetersheid specific information for CWE analyuds in the five watersheds recognized ss impaired
by excessive sediment from cumulative effects. As aresult, CDF hes indicated that it will
require additional CWE information prior to THY approval in those watersheds. Regional Water
Doard sta ff and representatives of CIOF and the BOTF recently mes to begin discussions about
pooling funding, and data for an ¢ffective state-maintained GIS database for CWE svaluation.

PRELIMINARY STAFF
RECOMMENDATICN:

Substantial revision of the CWE rule language iy needed to ensure the thmely generation and
submittal of watershed-specific data so that an adequate evaluation of CWE on » watershed-by-
watesshed basis can oocur, To this end we recormend that Regional Water Bosard staff pursue
the following actions.

» Fomm a working group with CDF, CDF(, COMG, and intercsied federal agencics (NMYS,
EPA) to gvaluate existing CWE appreaches (Washington DNR, ete.). The working group
should propose rule language 1o BOF 1o ensure adequate CWE analysis during timber harvest
roview,

»  Coordinate with existing BOF “blue ribbon” commitiess {i.e,, Freshwater Creck, Unslable
Siopes) to make use of new information and malysis as it is developed.

s Coprdinate with CDF 10 develop and maintain a GIS duta collection and anatysis systen
designed to provide watershed spectilc information related to timber harvest operations.
Data should bie made available to all interested parties, inclhuiding the public and other
agencies,

s  Muintain and poontize regulatory presence i those watersheds listed or declared as impaired
by the Regional Water Board, EPA, or CDF,
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