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Board of Forestry,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide further comment on the FPR 916.9(g) rule plead regarding
Class II Watercourse designations under consideration by the Forest Practice Committee. We have
the following concerns about the potential impacts this proposed rule change could have on
anadromous fish:


1. Removing the channel width criteria will remove Class II-L protections from watercourses that
contribute large woody debris (LWD) to Class I Watercourses.


2. The plead seems to be driven by the results of a study focusing on only two of the many
critical benefits provided by Class II-L Watercourses.


3. The drainage area criteria alone are not sufficient to continue to protect wide streams that
transport LWD.


 
Given these concerns, CDFW believes the channel width criteria found in FPR 916.9(g) should
remain.
 
Class II-L Watercourses provide critical inputs to anadromous Class I Watercourses. These inputs
include cool and deep water, large riparian trees to enable in-stream large woody debris (LWD), and
complex nutrients. Riparian forests are the source of many of these inputs. Riparian forests also
mitigate some of the negative effects of timber harvest on anadromous fish habitat, such as erosion
and sediment deposition. These inputs and mitigation effects are reduced when the width of
riparian buffers decrease.
 
Impact of the proposed rule change on LWD recruitment and transport
The channel width criteria for Class II-L designation should be retained to continue protecting LWD
recruitment and transport. LWD creates structural complexity that is critical for anadromous fish
survival (CDFG 2004). FPR 916.9(a)(6) explicitly states that the Anadromous Salmonid Protection
(ASP) rules are designed to “protect, maintain and restore” trees and wood that “provide large
woody debris recruitment” and the ISOR for the 2009 ASP rules states “Class II-L Watercourses …
may be able to supply wood of a size that would function as large wood for the Class I Watercourse.”
 
Wide Class II Watercourses increase the potential for a greater mosaic of fish habitat in Class I
Watercourses. The width and depth of streams is directly correlated with the size of wood a stream
can transport and the distance that wood can travel during heavy rain events (Leinkamper and
Swanson, 1987; Bilby and Ward, 1989, Baudrick and Grant, 2001). Given the importance of channel
width in LWD transport, protection of riparian areas that provide LWD inputs near wide Class II
Watercourses is crucial.
 
EMC study does not justify removal of the channel width criteria
The impetus for the proposal to remove the channel width criteria is an EMC funded study, which
determined that watershed area is more likely to be correlated with stream flow permanence and
watercourse connectivity than channel width. This study justifies using drainage area as an
appropriate metric to identify Class II Watercourses that provide greater late-season streamflow and
greater connectivity. These two features are goals of the ASP rules found in FPR 916.9(a).
 
The conclusions presented in the study are sound. However, the study did not address the other
goals of the ASP rules: preventing sediment loads, erosion control, migration and flow blockage,
LWD recruitment and transport, shading, and nutrient inputs. All these goals benefit fish and fish
habitat. It is premature to reduce Class II-L Watercourse designations without assessing these
factors.
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A potential compromise: Reducing the coastal drainage area threshold
Another solution may be to reduce the coastal watershed size requirement to 80 acres. The 100-
acre watershed requirement for the coast may be insufficient to capture a minimum channel width
that supports LWD transport.
 
CDFW believes even if the number of watercourses that would lose Class II-L protections from this
proposed rule change is small, it is worth ensuring those wider streams remain protected. An 80-
acre watershed drainage area threshold would likely avoid the loss of wider Class II-L’s and align the
watershed size requirement with CDFW’s recommendation from 2013 (see attached letter).
 
However, we still recommend keeping the channel width criteria in place even if reducing the
drainage area threshold accomplishes the goals of LWD recruitment and transport. Mapping the
drainage area is typically a desktop exercise. We believe that measuring channel width has value for
in-field verification of stream classifications. This is helpful during PHIs and is convenient for plan
preparation when mapping tools are unavailable.
 
CDFW staff have applied USGS StreamStats Spatial Analysis Tools (Bieger et al. 2015) to some Class II
Watercourses in the Coastal Zone. The results indicate that several Class II Watercourses with a
bankfull width of greater than five feet also have watersheds that are less than 100 acres in drainage
area. CDFW's effort to determine the extent of Class II Watercourses that would be affected by this
proposed rule change is ongoing and we are willing to continue the exercise (including for interior
watersheds) if it would help the Board analyze the potential effects of this proposed rule change.
 
We thank the Board once again for the opportunity to provide comments and look forward to
working together on this topic. If you have questions about this letter or would like additional
information, please contact Elliot Chasin.
 
Sincerely,
Elliot Chasin
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