
Section 4.4) focuses on the effects of the Proposed Action on hydrology, 
riparian conditions, sediment production and delivery, and aquatic 
habitat. Where possible and based on the availability of data specific to 
the Primary Assessment Area and the 11 HPAs, these effects are 
quantified or described (e.g., LWD recruitment, stream shading, water 
temperature, sediment production and delivery) in support of the stated 
conclusion. Potential impacts to the covered species are discussed in 
more detail in EIS Section 4.5. 
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Response to Comment G4-18 

For the reasons discussed in responses to Comments G4-6, G4-14 
through G4-17, G4-19 and Master Response 8, the Services 
disagree with the premises of this comment and its conclusions. 
Based on these responses and other information contained in the 
Plan, the Services believe that the requirements of ESA Section 
10(a)(2)(A) have been satisfied. 

Response to Comment G4-19 

The referenced statement was not made with respect to all impacts 
of timber harvesting but in relation to the subject of altered 
hydrology. As explained in AHCP/CCAA Section 5.2, the 
potential impacts of altered hydrology are complex. AHCP/CCAA 
Section 5.2.2 provides the following example of the difficulty in 
determining the extent to which watershed hydrology is actually 
altered by timber harvesting activities and, similarly, the extent to 
which such altered hydrology may negatively impact the covered 
species: 

“For example, management-altered hydrology has the potential to 
harm both the early stages of development (eggs and alevins) as 
well as over-wintering juvenile salmonids. On the other hand, the 
effects of altered hydrology may be beneficial for adults returning 
to spawn in the fall and summer juvenile populations. Therefore, 
depending on which potentially limiting factors are actually 
limiting for salmonid production in a given sub-basin, some levels 
of altered hydrology may be beneficial. However, if other factors 
are limiting, altered hydrology may cause take and lead to local 
declines in populations of salmonids. For instance, if summer 
water temperatures are limiting, increases in summer base flows 



could be beneficial. In contrast, increases in winter peak flows could 
cause take and lead to local declines if spawning or over-wintering 
survival rates were limiting.”  
 
Notwithstanding the challenge associated with this analysis, the Plan 
meets its obligation to conduct the analysis. To counteract possible 
effects associated with uncertainty in this regard, the Plan provides 
measures to avoid or minimize and mitigate any negative impacts that 
could result from altered hydrology and provides that such measures 
will be implemented in each of the HPAs regardless of whether altered 
hydrology is, in fact, the habitat factor in individual HPAs that appears 
to be limiting for the covered species, their habitats, or the proper 
functioning of healthy aquatic/riparian ecosystem within that HPA, e.g., 
see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3 (road management measures) and 
Section 6.2.4 (harvest-related ground disturbance). Accordingly, the 
Plan contains an adequate assessment of the potential impacts of take 
relating to altered hydrology and includes measures that are adequate to 
address such impacts by imposing them throughout the Plan Area 
regardless of whether they are actually occurring or will occur. 
 

Response to Comment G4-20 

The Plan is designed so that its conservation measures as a whole not 
only minimize and mitigate individual impacts of take, but also would 
result in improvements in habitat conditions for the covered species. 
The analysis in AHCP/CCAA Section 7 extends the AHCP/CCAA 
Section 4 assessment of the current conditions for the covered species in 
the area where the Plan will be implemented and the AHCP/CCAA 
Section 5’s assessment of the potential impacts of covered activities that 
may result in take and the types of effects that such take may have on 
covered species. The AHCP/CCAA Section 7 assesses the benefits of 
the conservation strategy’s effectiveness in meeting the purposes of the 
Plan - it examines all possible impacts of take that may occur, together 
with their relative significance to each of the covered species by 
category and in relation to all potential impacts and measures. This 
analysis, along with the EIS, provides a basis upon which the Services 
may determine that the Plan, as revised in response to comments, meets 
the ESA Section 10(a) issuance criteria. 

As discussed in response to Comment G4-15, there is no obligation to 
use quantitative analysis only. Qualitative analysis is also useful in the 
HCP context.  
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Response to Comment G4-21 

The statement that the Plan contains an admission that cumulative 
impacts from the Plan exist is based on a misreading of the 
reference statement in the Plan. The referenced section of the Plan 
actually states that certain sediment-related impacts, as a type of 
impact, are cumulative in nature and then goes on to explain how 
Plan measures are designed to minimize such impacts. Master 
Response 3 discusses the Plan’s cumulative effects approach and 
conclusions in greater detail.  

 
Implementation of the Operating Conservation Program as a 
whole will provide maintenance and improvement of properly 
functioning habitat and related environmental conditions, for the 
benefit of the covered species and their habitats and will contribute 
to conservation efforts intended to preclude or avoid a need to list 
the ESP species in the future. See AHCP/CCAA Sections 4, 5, 6, 
and 7. 
 

Response to Comment G4-22 

This comment reflects a misreading of the analysis contained in 
the Plan. The referenced statement explains how certain types of 
environmental conditions can result from the type of activities 
covered by the Plan-if such impacts are not minimized or 
mitigated. As explained, the Plan contains numerous measures to 
minimize and mitigate such impacts, and a number of its measures 
are intended to improve existing conditions (see AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 5 and 7.4, EIS Sections 4.2.8, 4.3.8 and 4.4.8, among 
others, and Master Response 3).  



See Master Response 1 for a discussion of the appropriateness of the 
baseline. 
 

Response to Comment G4-23 

See Master Response 3. The Services believe the Plan’s analysis of 
potential cumulative effects and the measures it proposes to address 
such potential effects are sufficient to accomplish the purposes 
explained in the Plan. 

Response to Comment G4-24 

As noted in EIS Section 4.1.2.1 (NEPA Requirements for Cumulative 
Impacts Assessment), CEQ regulations state that “the range of 
alternatives considered [for cumulative impacts analyses] must include 
the No Action Alternative as a baseline against which to evaluate 
cumulative effects” (40 CFR 1508.7). As discussed above in the 
response to Comment G4-2, the CEQ notes that the “no action” 
alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing with actions where 
ongoing programs and activities (such as timber harvesting pursuant to 
the CFPRs and road construction) will continue, even as new plans are 
developed. (http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40). For the purposes of this 
Plan and these Permits, the No Action Alternative equates to “no 
change” from current management direction or level of management 
intensity. See Master Response 1 regarding current baseline conditions 
and Master Response 2 regarding the No Action Alternative.  

Response to Comment G4-25 

For the reasons discussed in Master Response 3 and based on analysis 
provided in the EIS, the Services respectfully disagree with this 
comment. 
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Response to Comment G4-26 

See Master Response 3. 

 
Response to Comment G4-27 

The ESA provides that ITPs must be issued pursuant to “otherwise 
lawful activities.” As explained in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.2, the 
CFPRs will continue to govern Green Diamond’s THP process, 
and those rules have provisions for recognizing HCPs approved by 
the Services in addressing certain requirements of the rules. 
Additional discussion of the CFPRs is provided in Master 
Response 7. 

 
Response to Comment G4-28 

The ESA requires the Services to determine that an ITP applicant 
will meet the ESA Section 10(a) approval criteria, e.g., to 
minimize and mitigate the impacts of take to the maximum extent 
practicable and that such take will not appreciably reduce the 
likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in the wild. ESP 
applicants must include in the operating conservation program of a 
CCAA measures that, if combined with other conservation 
measures implemented on all other necessary properties would 
remove or preclude the need to list the species in the future. It is 
not necessary for each individual measure included in the 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) to 
exceed the provisions of the California FPRs to satisfy the 
requirements of the ESA. The ESA Permit issuance criteria are 
described in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master Response 8. 



The relationship between Operating Conservation Program measures 
and the CFPRs is described in Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment G4-29 

Implementation of the Operating Conservation Program will not 
“perpetuate the status quo.” In addition to having to meet the 
requirements of all other applicable laws and regulations, the Plan 
imposes a new layer of requirements. The ESA requires that the 
applicant meet the criteria of ESA Section 10(a), which include ensuring 
that take is incidental to otherwise lawful activities. 

Response to Comment G4-30 

As the comment notes, no recovery plan objectives have been 
established for coho salmon. The ESA does not require ITP applicants 
to affirmatively recover listed species. However, implementation of this 
Plan will improve conditions for all of the covered species by focusing 
conservation efforts on the one or more factors in each of the HPAs that 
act on different life stages of the covered species and have a greater 
likelihood of limiting the survival, growth or recovery of resident 
populations. In addition, the Operating Conservation Program as a 
whole addresses potential impacts and limiting factors collectively so as 
to ensure that implementation of the conservation strategy will minimize 
and mitigate impacts of incidental take on the ITP species to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Response to Comment G4-31 

With regard to State law issues referenced in the comment, to the 
Services knowledge that the applicant has not sought take authorization 
from the CDFG, although the Fish and Game Commission has begun 
the formal process for listing coho salmon under the California ESA. 
Both the definitions of take and the requirements for take authorization 
vary between State and Federal ESAs. The CEQA has a role in various 
aspects of Green Diamond’s activities in the Plan Area, such as when 
the CDF approves a THP or when the CDFG approves a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement under Section 1603 of the State Fish and Game 
Code. Pursuant to State law, Green Diamond and these agencies will 
address CEQA issues as they arise.  
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Response to Comment G4-32 

Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments G3-1 through 
G3-97 (Daniel Hall’s comments). 

 



 

Letter - G5. Signatory -Friends of the Van 
Duzen.  
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Response to Comment G5-1 

The Van Duzen River is part of the Eel River HPA. See 
AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4.11. Specific information regarding the 
Van Duzen, including its 303(d)-listed status, geology and 
vegetation, and the presence or absence of the covered species in 
or near its waters are considered in the Plan. See, e.g., 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 4.3.6, 4.4.11.3, 4.4.11.5, 4.4.11.8 and 
Table 4-14. Green Diamond’s Operating Conservation Program is 
based on information about the covered species, their status and 
habitat conditions, on an HPA-by-HPA basis. AHCP/CCAA 
Section 5 assesses the potential impacts to covered species and 
their habitats that may result in take, AHCP/CCAA Section 6 
includes biological goals and objective and the Operating 
Conservation Program, and AHCP/CCAA Section 7 builds on 
earlier analyses to draw specific conclusions regarding the 
effectiveness of the conservation strategy, including the portion of 
the Van Duzen River within the Eel River HPA. 
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Response to Comment G5-2 

The Plan recognizes the regulatory status of the Van Duzen under 
the CWA Section 303(d) process as water quality limited for 
sediment. AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.6, Table 4-3. The existing 
sediment load is a baseline condition (see Master Response 1) and 
the potential for increased sediment input has been identified as a 
potential impact to the covered species and their habitats 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 5.3; Appendix E). AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.1.2.2.4 includes a biological objective for reducing sediment 
delivery into watercourses. This and the other biological goals and 
objectives set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1 were used to 
guide development of specific measures that are included in the 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). 
Implementation of the Operating Conservation Program will 
minimize and mitigate the impacts of take to the maximum extent 
practicable and ensure that such take will not appreciably reduce 
the likelihood of survival and recovery of the covered species in 
the wild. See Master Response 8. If results of the monitoring 
program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5) demonstrate that 
adjustments to the Operating Conservation Program are necessary, 
the adaptive management program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6) 
provides a mechanism to adjust the conservation measures. See 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5.1.2 regarding the “feedback loop” 
between the Monitoring Program and the Adaptive Management 
Program. 

The commenter wants to know how the Plan addresses the 
“TMDL issue.” To the Services’ knowledge, Green Diamond has 
not applied for any CWA or State Porter-Cologne Act approvals 
uniquely associated with TMDLs. However, as discussed above, 
the Plan has taken into account water quality issues associated 



with the 303(d) TMDL process. Given that the Permits are issued 
“incidental to otherwise lawful activities,” Green Diamond is 
responsible for ensuring compliance with Federal or State water quality 
laws and regulations (see AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4). Further, the 
biological goals and objectives of the Plan are consistent with the goal 
of the TMDL process of reducing sediment input in water bodies 
impaired by sediment. The Plan includes measures to reduce sediment 
inputs from legacy conditions on the landscape in the Road 
Implementation Plan and accelerated sediment reduction measures 
described in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3 and 6.3.3 and to assess the 
effectiveness of such measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5). 
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Response to Comment G5-3 

The Federal processes of approving the Plan and issuing the 
Permits is independent of the TMDL process. However, as 
described above, the Plan addresses sediment input and other 
water quality issues throughout. The status of certain waterbodies 
within the Plan Area as water quality-impaired is discussed in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.6 and depicted in Table 4-3. Green 
Diamond must continue to comply with all applicable laws and 
regulations, including those under the jurisdiction of the State 
Water Resources Control Board and appropriate RWQCBs, 
including any duly adopted TMDL implementation plan. See 
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.2. As noted in AHCP/CCAA Section 
1.4.5, the Plan serves many uses. In addition to satisfying ESA 
requirements regarding authorization for incidental take, the 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) will 
address other significant, closely-related issues including water 
quality. 

 
Response to Comment G5-4 

Descriptions of the covered species and their habitats, including 
coho and Chinook salmon, are provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 
3 and Appendix A. Specific information about Chinook salmon 
spawning habitat is provided in AHCP/CCAA Table 3-1. 
AHCP/CCAA Section 3 and Section 4.4 describe all of the 
covered species (listed and unlisted) and their status in the Plan 
Area on an HPA-by-HPA basis and these species’ habitats and 
habitat conditions on an HPA-by-HPA basis. AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2 sets forth the Operating Conservation Program that 
focuses conservation resources on the habitat characteristics that 



have been scientifically determined to have the greatest impact on the 
survival and recovery of the covered species in the Plan Area. Based on 
this work, AHCP/CCAA Section 7 describes the effectiveness of the 
measures incorporated in the Plan in reducing sediment inputs and 
otherwise providing for improved conditions to result from the 
Operating Conservation Program. See, for example, AHCP/CCAA 
Section 7.2.3, regarding recruitment of LWD, AHCP/CCAA Section 
7.2.4, regarding riparian microclimate and AHCP/CCAA Section 7.2.5, 
regarding water temperature, among others. Measures were selected for 
implementation over the entire Plan Area to address identified habitat 
features. Of particular importance to spawning habitat is the 
permeability of spawning gravel and the supply of LWD. Timber 
operations have the possibility of affecting those by increasing the 
potential for sediment input and by harvesting trees that otherwise 
would be likely to recruit to a Class I watercourse. Therefore, measures 
were developed to address these concerns. See, for example, 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.3, 6.2.4 and 6.2.1.2.4. 

The Van Duzen River is part of the Eel River HPA. See AHCP/CCAA 
Section 4.4.11. Specific information regarding the Van Duzen, including 
its 303(d)-listed status, geology and vegetation, and the presence or 
absence of the covered species in or near its waters are considered in the 
Plan. See, e.g., AHCP/CCAA Sections 4.3.6, 4.4.11.3, 4.4.11.5, 4.4.11.8 
and Table 4-14. 

Response to Comment G5-5 

The marbled murrelet is not a covered species. See AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 1.1, 1.3.3. Green Diamond did not seek and will not receive 
authorization to take this species. The EIS addressed impacts to marbled 
murrelets and other terrestrial species from Plan implementation. EIS 
Section 4.6.3.3 and Table 4.6-1 (“Wildlife Species of Concern: Habitat 
Associations and Potential impacts”). This species, along with all 
currently listed species under the jurisdiction of the USFWS will be 
addressed in the USFWS biological opinion. 

 

Response to Comment G5-6 

Existing adverse conditions in the watershed are considered in the Plan 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.6) and the EIS (EIS Sections 3.3.5 and 4.2.1) 
as part of existing baseline conditions. See Master Response 1 regarding 
baseline conditions and Master Response 3 regarding the cumulative 
effects analysis. 

Response to Comment G5-7 

See Master Response 11. 

Based upon information provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4.11 and 
Table 1-1, that the Van Duzen River falls within the Eel River HPA, and 
that there are approximately 205,000 acres in the HPA, of which 8,000 
acres are currently within the Plan Area. Presumably, nearly all of this 
commercial timberland will be harvested by Green Diamond sometime 
within the 50-year term of the Permits, since Green Diamond’s rotation 
age is slightly more than 50 years on average (see AHCP/CCAA 
Section 2.4). The Plan identifies excess sediment inputs from 
geologically unstable areas resulting in aggraded channels and 
embedded substrates as a significant factor limiting achievement of 
properly functioning habitat within this HPA. As described in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 7, implementation of the Plan is expected to 
contribute toward improvement of that condition.  
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Response to Comment G6-1 

All high and moderate risk sites, regardless of whether the sites are 
on roads appurtenant to THPs, count towards the road 
implementation plan requirements. See AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3. Green Diamond has a commitment to provide $2.5 million a 
year for the first 15 years to treat high and moderate risk sites. Of 
this, an estimated $1 million will be spent on roads appurtenant to 
THPs. Treating roads that are appurtenant to THPs is not expected 
to dramatically shift the emphasis of road treatments according to 
the prioritization tables because a large proportion of Green 
Diamond’s current harvest activities are in high priority Road 
Work Units. 

As part of the road implementation plan, Green Diamond will be 
required to decommission a large number of roads. AHCP/CCAA 
Table 6-10 presents the projected miles of road that fit into one of 
three road classifications: management roads, temporary 
decommissioned roads, and permanent decommissioned roads. 
Currently the majority of Green Diamond’s roads are classified as 
management, but the table shows the course the road 
implementation plan will lead as the Plan is implemented over 
time. Green Diamond also builds new roads associated with THPs. 
Many are designed for single-use, classified as temporary and 
decommissioned upon completion of operations. During the road 
assessment process, all roads, irrespective of age, must be 
evaluated for sediment production. The results of the road 
assessment will indicate which roads will be treated first for 
upgrading or decommissioning based on future sediment yield, 



treatment immediacy and cost-effectiveness. However, based on Green 
Diamond’s experience, which is described in the Plan, the roads targeted 
for decommissioning will likely have a higher treatment immediacy and 
will be targeted first. In addition, treatment of new roads constructed 
after Permit issuance will not count towards Green Diamond’s 
commitment to provide $2.5 million a year for the first 15 years to treat 
high and moderate risk sites. 
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Response to Comment G6-2 

The Services understand that ATVs are used in the winter period 
primarily for inspection of roads and crossings and identification 
of existing and potential problems associated with roads. 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.11.4 allows for use of ATVs on 
unsurfaced seasonal roads during the winter period, provided that, 
“Any damage caused to drainage or erosion control structures by 
using ATVs on any road will be repaired immediately following 
damage.” 

Road densities are discussed in Master Response 17. The Services 
acknowledge the preference of the commenter to use road density 
as a factor in addressing such impacts, but believe that the 
measures in the Plan are well-suited to achieve its purposes. In the 
Plan and IA, Green Diamond has committed to implement an 
Operating Conservation Program to conserve habitat for and 
mitigate impacts on the covered species (See AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.1). The Services believe that this Operating 
Conservation Program as a whole meets ESA Section 10 
requirements. 
 

Response to Comment G6-3 

The Services were unable to locate Figure 15 referenced in the 
comment. See Master Response 17 regarding road density. 

 
Response to Comment G6-4 

The Services’ understanding is that the data provided in 
AHCP/CCAA Tables F2-2 through F2-5 were current with the 
exception of additional inventories that were being conducted at 



the time of Plan preparation. The additional inventory information from 
these areas, plus other watersheds, will be included in the five-year 
assessment of future sediment yield (see AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3.2.2). However, the Services believe that the information provided 
in these tables provide a good representation of roads across the Plan 
Area spanning a number of geologic types and geographical terrains. 

An estimate of costs associated with decommissioning alone is not 
available or necessary because the Road Management Measures 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3) require both decommissioning and 
upgrading. 
 

Response to Comment G6-5 

The information presented in AHCP/CCAA Table F2-6 is based on 518 
miles of inventoried road from five watersheds on Green Diamond 
property. In some instances, the estimates are based on Green 
Diamond’s professional experience and judgment. The five watersheds 
span a number of geologic types in the Plan Area. Green Diamond 
extrapolated the sediment production and delivery figures from these 
watersheds to the remainder of the Plan Area to furnish reasonable 
estimates for future sediment delivery.  

The projected average stream connectivity is 7 percent (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section F 2.4). This estimate is based on 100 feet of 
connected road per crossing with an average crossing density of 3.5 
crossings per mile. The Plan requires road upgrading and 
implementation of new road construction guidelines (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3.5) that will hydrologically disconnect the roads from the 
watercourses by installing ditch relief culverts or rolling dips 
approximately 50 to 100 feet before the ditch water enters a Class I or II 
watercourse. Implementation of the road implementation plan spans the 
50-year term of the Permits. However, there is a 15-year acceleration 
period for the road implementation plan (see AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3.2.1) where approximately 48 percent of the potential sediment 
from high and moderate risk sites will be treated, which includes 
hydrologically disconnecting the roads from the watercourses. 
 
The AHCP/CCAA states that the roads in Salmon Creek and Rowdy 

Creek were 12 percent and 21 percent hydrologically connected to the 
watercourses. Information on connectivity for each of the entire 
watersheds is not available to compare with the connectivity of Green 
Diamond’s roads. 
 

Response to Comment G6-6 

All high and moderate risk sites will be treated by the end of the 50-year 
term of the Permits. AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.2.3 provides for a 
financial adjustment of the accelerated implementation plan if the 
refined estimate after the five-year assessment differs from the original 
estimate of future sediment yield by greater than 5%. 

 
Response to Comment G6-7 

The goal of the slope stability conservation measures is “to reduce 
management related sediment delivery to the aquatic system from 
landslides and landslide related erosion that might occur in specific 
portions of the landscape.” (See AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.2.1.). A 
discussion of the relative effectiveness of silvicultural prescriptions on 
slope stability is provided in AHCP/CCAA Appendix F1 and the 
modeled effectiveness of the slope stability conservation measures is 
shown in AHCP/CCAA Table F3-8. Data from the Plan Area has been 
reviewed through the steep streamside slope (SSS) assessment and the 
mass wasting assessment, to estimate the expected effectiveness of the 
various prescriptions and the relationship between timber management 
and mass wasting, as described in AHCP/CCAA Sections D.3.4 and 
D.3.5. See response to Comment J1-19 regarding the SSS pilot study 
and the response to Comment S5-77 regarding the mass wasting 
assessment pilot study. 

The slope stability conservation measures include the use of 
SHALSTAB as a screening tool to aid in identifying terrain that may 
include headwall swales (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.2.1). SHALSTAB 
itself, however, does not identify headwall swales. Headwall swales 
only can be identified through direct field observation, regardless of 
whether the landform occurs inside or outside a SHALSTAB area. A 
selection silvicultural method is the proposed default prescription for 



field verified headwall swales rather than complete avoidance 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.2.3).  
 

Response to Comment G6-8 

Many roads are designed for single-use with that THP and 
decommissioned upon completion of operations including the removal 
of the stream crossings. Other new roads are needed to access additional 
THPs in the future and will be classified as management roads. 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.2.1 notes that as timber harvesting 
operations along management roads are completed, the roads will be 
decommissioned and other previously decommissioned roads may be 
reopened as timber operations along them begin. 

Response to Comment G6-9 

The Plan requires inspection of all mainline roads every year 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.9.3). All other management roads or roads 
yet to be decommissioned that are accessible to maintenance crews will 
be maintained (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.9.4). Because of the number 
of roads currently on the landscape, the Plan establishes a rotating 
schedule under which maintenance will occur. Based on this schedule 
and the number of mainline roads, the Plan contains an estimate that 
approximately 45 percent of Green Diamond’s roads will be maintained 
annually at the beginning of the Plan. As the Plan is implemented over 
time, the number of roads that will require maintenance would decrease 
but the actual percentage of maintained roads would increase because 
there will be fewer roads due to the road decommissioning that will 
occur under the Plan. See Master Response 17 on road densities. 

Response to Comment G6-10 

See Master Response 18 
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Response to Comment G6-11 

See Master Response 18 regarding riparian widths and Master 
Response 6 regarding the relationship between this Plan and the 
Pacific Lumber Company’s HCP. 

Windthrow is a natural phenomenon in forested landscapes. This 
process is the most likely mechanism that will accomplish 
recruitment of woody materials into stream channels. Recruitment 
of LWD is included in the Biological Goals and Objectives 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.2.2).  
 
Plan standards for Class I RMZs require high tree canopy closures 
to be maintained within the zone (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.2.1) 
and trees that are likely to recruit to the watercourse are required 
to be left (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.2.5). For Class II RMZs, 
overstory canopy closures of 85 percent within the inner zone and 
at least 70 percent in the outer zone are expected to maintain 
sufficient trees near the watercourse to provide a long term source 
of large wood recruitment. Trees likely to recruit from a Class II 
RMZ to a Class I RMZ must be left in the zone in accordance with 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.4.3. In addition, all safe snags must be 
left in RMZs (see AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.1.1.10 and 
6.2.1.4.7). These habitat elements will be left for wildlife habitat 
and as potential sources of future LWD in stream channels. 
 
AHCP/CCAA practices for RMZ areas are expected to assure a 
consistent supply of trees and snags capable of recruitment to 
Class I and II watercourse channels. RMZ widths for the Green 
Diamond AHCP/CCAA were developed using the goals and 
objectives set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1. 
 



Response to Comment G6-12 

The Plan acknowledges that the effect of increasing side slope steepness 
increases the potential for LWD recruitment, and this has been 
accounted for in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.1.1, where the width of the 
inner zone increases with greater slope steepness, and in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.1.2.5, where more trees are likely to recruit with greater 
slope steepness. The inner zone of the RMZ has a high overstory canopy 
retention (85 percent overstory canopy retention) but the probability that 
a tree within the inner or outer zones on steeper slopes is likely to recruit 
also dramatically increases. See Master Response 5 for “likelihood to 
recruit” language. 

Response to Comment G6-13 

AHCP/CCAA Section 5.3 specifically addresses the “linkage” requested 
by the commenter-the potential for increased sediment input due to 
harvest and road building activities. 

 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5 provides a description of the measures 
proposed to monitor the effectiveness of the reduction in sediment 
delivery from road-related sources. 
 
Specific protocols for monitoring the effects of sediment delivery on 
aquatic habitats are outlined in AHCP/CCAA Appendix D. These 
include: D.1.5 Road Related Sediment Delivery (Turbidity) Monitoring; 
D.2.2 Channel Monitoring; and D.3.6 Long-term Habitat Assessments. 
Green Diamond’s fish habitat data are presented in AHCP/CCAA 
Appendix C (specifically Appendices C1 and C2 for habitat information 
and C3 for thalweg profiles and channel widths analyzed to date). 
 
Because these studies will continue under the AHCP/CCAA (see 
Section 6.2.5) additional habitat information will be generated and 
provided in the biennial reports prepared and submitted to the Services 
(see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.7.3). 

Response to Comment G6-14 

No response necessary. The commenter reiterates parts of AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 6.2.1.1 and 6.2.1.2. 

Response to Comment G6-15 

No response necessary. The commenter reiterates parts of AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 6.2.1.3 and 6.2.1.4. 
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Response to Comment G6-16 

See Master Response 18 regarding riparian widths. Further, 
studies on Class III and headwater streams (see AHCP/CCAA 
Appendices C4 and C11) indicate that mature trees do not 
necessarily become functional LWD in Class III watercourses. 
Mature trees in the headwater streams tend to be too large and 
span these small channels without providing any LWD benefit to 
the channel. Much of the functional wood in these headwater 
streams can be provided by limbs and other logging debris from 
the timber harvest. 

The conservation measures provided for EEZs in Tier B Class III 
watercourses provide for the retention of one conifer per 50 feet of 
stream within the 50 foot EEZ (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.7). In 
addition, all conifers that act as control points within the channel 
or contribute to bank stability must be retained according to the 
Plan. Finally, all LWD on the ground must be left following 
harvest. The Services believe that, collectively, these measures and 
others set forth in the Operating Conservation Program provide 
adequate protection for covered species and their habitats within 
the Plan Area. The Services do not believe that providing a 
minimum diameter as a measure for the few retained conifers 
would provide meaningful additional conservation benefit under 
the circumstances here. The Services believe that, overall, 
implementation of the Operating Conservation Program will meet 
the requirements for issuance of the ESA Section 10 permits (see 
Master Response 8). 

Response to Comment G6-17 

Single tree selection (see definitions, AHCP/CCAA Section 10.2) 
is a default prescription and, as shown in AHCP/CCAA Section 



6.2.2.1.7, limits tree harvest within SMZs. This prescription should 
provide conditions for retained trees including spacing, species retained, 
size classes, and harvest entry in SMZs. Please refer to AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.2.1 for a thorough description of the conservation measures 
that are required to limit adverse impacts to covered species from 
sediment delivery from steep streamside slopes. The Services believe 
that, overall, implementation of the Operating Conservation Program 
will meet the requirements for issuance of the ESA Section 10 permits 
(see Master Response 8) and, therefore, that no change is required in the 
Plan’s proposed use of the single-tree selection method. 

 
Response to Comment G6-18 

Class-III watercourse RMZs are addressed by conservation measures 
provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.5 and further described in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.1.3, which measures include those to address 
steep slopes adjacent to Class III watercourses. The Services understand 
that these areas are not presently identified across the Plan Area, but 
will be identified in the field and addressed through California’s THP 
process. The same is true for SSS and RMZ areas, which will be 
mapped and protected based on field observations, and review by a 
California Registered Geologist where appropriate, through the THP 
process. However, Appendix F3 of the Plan does present sediment 
modeling for the pilot watersheds that calculates the approximate 
cumulative area in acres and by percentage of watershed area for RMZs 
and SMZs as well as for other MWPZs. The rationale for the initial 
default slope gradient thresholds for the various HPA groups for SSS is 
based on empirical data from the Plan Area, as described in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3. The minimum gradient and maximum slope 
distance for individual HPAs will subsequently be established through 
the SSS Delineation Study during the first seven years, as described in 
the AHCP/CCAA in Section 6.3.2.2.4, Section 6.3.5.4.2 and Appendix 
D.3.3. The CDF standards for steep slopes as described in the FPRs are 
unaffected by the AHCP/CCAA.  

Also, see Master Response 16 regarding the 70 percent effectiveness 
requirements for the SSS measures. The Services believe that, overall, 
implementation of the Operating Conservation Program will meet the 

requirements for issuance of the ESA Section 10 permits (see Master 
Response 8) and, therefore, that no change is required in the Plan’s 
proposed use of the single-tree selection method. No maps are provided 
in the Plan or associated EIS. 
 

Response to Comment G6-19 

Under the Simplified Prescription alternative (Alternative B), Class III 
watercourses will be afforded the same protection as in the No Action 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment G6-20 

See Master Response 18. 

Response to Comment G6-21 

The commenter seems to have misinterpreted a biological 
objective (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.2.3) for a summary 
statement about the impact of harvesting activity on the covered 
amphibians. Please note that this section of the AHCP/CCAA is 
the “Amphibian Population Objective.” For a discussion of 
potential impacts on the covered amphibian species, see 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 5 and 7. For a discussion of the role of 
biological goals and objectives see Master Response 12. 

Response to Comment G6-22 

The Service is not aware of long-term data on the population 
trends of the covered amphibian species within the Plan Area. The 
only available data with respect to the Plan Area are the 
monitoring data listed in Appendix C1 of the AHCP/CCAA, 
Section 1.2 and Appendix C1, Section 1.3. Contrary to the 
assertions of the commenter, these data do not indicate a 
population decline for either species, only some variability in the 
data collected to date. There are too few years of data to allow a 
meaningful statistical analysis, and the only conclusion that can be 
made at this time is that there is substantial annual variation in the 
estimated numbers of individuals. This does not mean that the 
populations are actually fluctuating annually, since it is equally 
likely that the variation in the population data is a function of 
sampling variability. 

 




