
Response to Comment G6-23 

As described in the Plan, studies done throughout North America 
indicate that clearcuts may have a negative effect on salamander 
numbers. However, this information is primarily related to terrestrial 
plethodontid amphibian species and, as such, has no direct relevance to 
this Plan. The covered amphibians in this Plan are both closely tied to 
aquatic or riparian habitats and should not be directly impacted by 
adjacent even-aged management, as would the terrestrial amphibian 
species cited above. Therefore, the USFWS does not believe that the 
ESP approval criteria (see EIS section 1.3 and Master Response 8) 
require any change to the Operating Conservation Program’s riparian 
widths. See Master Response 18. 

Response to Comment G6-24 

The decision whether, or if, to include species, such as the Northwestern 
pond turtle, as covered species is at the discretion of the Permit 
applicant. Here, Green Diamond elected to include six aquatic species 
(see AHCP/CCAA Section 1.3.3) but has elected not to seek ESA 
Permit coverage for the Northwestern pond turtle, which currently is not 
federally listed under the ESA. 

Response to Comment G6-25 

The summary of pool-tail out embeddedness estimates for Plan Area 
streams are shown in Tables C1-2 through C1-8 in Appendix C1 the 
AHCP/CCAA. The percent fines were not measured directly during the 
habitat typing surveys. The embeddedness of the channel substrate in 
pool-tail outs provides a gross indication of the amount of fines present 
in spawning gravels. However, the embeddedness estimates tend to be 
subjective, are imprecise and typically are not verifiable. Because of 
these limitations, it would be inappropriate to apply statistical 
significance to these indirect measures. 

Response to Comment G6-26 

The Plan presents data in Appendix C-1 on stream assessments that 
include an index of embeddedness, but no direct measures of this 
variable. In addition, these data were collected for fish bearing reaches 

of streams, which generally do not include the headwater stream 
segments in which tailed frogs and torrent salamanders are found. As 
described in AHCP/CCAA Section 3.2.2.1, Diller and Wallace (1996 
and 1999) found that both amphibian species tend to be associated with 
streams that have fewer fines and less embeddedness. Consequently, the 
Operating Conservation Program includes numerous measures to reduce 
fine sediment delivery into streams throughout the Plan Area. See, for 
example, AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3 regarding road management 
measures, and Section 6.2.4 regarding harvest-related ground 
disturbance measures. Observations throughout the Plan Area indicate 
the largest source of fine sediments is from roads, which is why the Plan 
is focused on reducing sediment production from roads, and that focus is 
correlated very well with the life history requirements for the covered 
amphibian species. 
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Response to Comment G6-27 

The commenter appears to have misinterpreted or misapplied the 
results from the habitat typing surveys. The overstory canopy 
cover values that the commenter extracted from AHCP/CCAA 
Appendix C1 are from habitat typing surveys. During these 
surveys, the overstory canopy density is measured in the middle of 
a stream habitat unit. The stream itself typically is non-forested 
environment, however the riparian vegetation grows along its 
edges. One would not expect to have 100 percent overstory canopy 
cover over an entire stream, especially as the width of the stream 
increases downstream. The canopy cover from the habitat typing 
surveys does not reflect the canopy cover of the adjacent riparian 
area. In most cases, the riparian zones exceed the minimum 
canopy closures necessary to allow harvesting to occur as part of 
the riparian conservation measures. If the minimum overstory 
canopy requirements are not met then the canopy cover in the 
riparian zone will not be reduced during harvesting operations; in 
such a case, the riparian zone will de facto become a no-cut area.  

Habitat typing surveys were not performed in Redwood Creek or 
any of its tributaries within the Plan Area in connection with 
preparation of the Plan. The data for the Blue Creek and Mad 
River HPAs are presented in the Plan in Tables C1-4 and C1-7, 
respectively. 

 
Response to Comment G6-28 

See response to Comment G6-27. 

The Services are not aware of any quantitative data for stream 



vegetation by species for this area. The information obtained from 
habitat typing surveys conducted to date obtained the percent overstory 
canopy closure (density) and overstory canopy cover by type (deciduous 
or conifer) and is provided in Tables C1-2 through C18 in Appendix C1 
of the Plan. The cover type assessment does not break down the 
deciduous or conifer tree percentages by species (e.g., percentage of fir, 
or percentage of madrone, etc.). 
 

Response to Comment G6-29 

On streams with a high proportion of deciduous trees (e.g. red alder), 
the amount of sunlight reaching the stream in winter does increase. This 
provides a direct benefit to tailed frogs since the larvae feed on diatoms, 
which require sunlight to grow. In winter, it is not likely that there 
would be concomitant negative effects from increased sunlight on water 
temperature or microclimate. Increased sunlight reaching the stream also 
is a potential temporal benefit to tailed frogs in summer, but the benefit 
of increased diatomaceous growth may be offset by increased water 
temperature or altered microclimate. 

 
The influence of increased deciduous riparian vegetation is not as easily 
predicted for southern torrent salamanders. Streams in which torrent 
salamanders are found depend on allochthonous energy inputs, and the 
leaves of red alder are easily decomposed and high in nitrogen. 
Therefore, it seems likely that increases in deciduous riparian vegetation 
would increase the productivity of the aquatic system without negative 
impacts on water temperature or microclimate. However, this has not 
been investigated and any conclusions are highly speculative. Therefore, 
the Services do not believe that the information provided can be used 
reliably to describe “trends” as the commenter suggests 

Response to Comment G6-30 

The analysis presented in AHCP/CCAA Appendix F was not presented 
for application directly to any particular THP in order to evaluate 
compliance with any applicable standard, such as the Basin Plan’s 
Action Plan for logging, which provides that turbidity shall not be 
increased above background levels. That provision applies to discharges 
from specific timber harvesting operations. The analysis in Appendix F 

was meant to provide an indicator of how sediment inputs occur 
generally and to evaluate different sediment control measures. In any 
case, approval of the Plan and issuance of the Permits would not excuse 
Green Diamond from otherwise applicable legal requirements. The State 
and Regional Water Quality Control Boards would continue to have the 
same authority to regulate water quality before and after Permit 
issuance. 
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Response to Comment G6-31 

Green Diamond’s activities in the Plan Area will continue to be 
subject to the Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast 
Region (the “Basin Plan”) and other applicable laws, regulations 
and policies (See AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.2.). Green Diamond is 
responsible for compliance with these other applicable law and 
regulations. The State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
would continue to have the same authority to regulate water 
quality before and after issuance of the Permits. The analysis 
presented in AHCP/CCAA Appendix F was not presented for 
application directly to any particular THP in order to evaluate 
compliance with any applicable standard, such as the Basin Plan’s 
Action Plan for logging, which provides that turbidity shall not be 
increased more than 20 percent above naturally occurring 
background levels and which applies to discharges from specific 
timber harvesting operations. Instead, the analysis in Appendix F 
was meant to comparatively analyze average long-term sediment 
delivery under a variety of management scenarios and 
conservation measures.  

Rate of harvest and peak flow issues are discussed in Master 
Response 11. 
 

Response to Comment G6-32 

See responses to Comments G6-30 and G6-31. 

Response to Comment G6-33 

The objective is not to allow a certain percentage of sediment 
delivery, but to reduce deliveries by 70 percent of the level that 



would likely result from clearcutting these areas. The ESA requires an 
ITP applicant to minimize and mitigate the impacts of take to the 
maximum extent practicable and to ensure that any such take will not 
appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the species 
in the wild. Implementation of Green Diamond’s Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) is expected to meet 
these requirements. See AHCP/CCAA Section 5.7 and Master Response 
3, regarding consideration of project impacts of Plan approval and 
issuance of the Permits, and Master Response 8 regarding Permit 
approval criteria. 

Response to Comment G6-34 

AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3 contains the road management measures, 
but it is not possible to understand what, specifically, the comment 
refers. However, contractors are in some cases employed for road 
construction and repair. Green Diamond will be held responsible for any 
work preformed by contractors in implementing the Plan There is 
nothing unique about road management that compels inclusion of 
“Contractors” in that Section, and to add it would seem to imply that 
other Plan measures do not apply to Green Diamond when carried out 
by contractors, which would not be correct. 

Response to Comment G6-35 

As noted, the Plan recognizes the status of certain waterbodies in the 
Plan Area as being listed pursuant to the CWA as water quality limited 
for sediment (AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.6, Table 4-3). Conditions in 
other watersheds in the Plan Area are discussed on an HPA-by-HPA 
basis in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4. As discussed, the Plan’s measures 
provide efforts to reduce inputs from existing sediment sources on 
Green Diamond lands within these watersheds and will thereby 
contribute to the goals of the TMDL program. 

Response to Comment G6-36 

Appendix F of the Plan presents sediment studies and modeling efforts, 
including an assessment of long-term sediment production with and 
without the Plan. Suspended sediment also is addressed in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 5.3, regarding sediment transport processes and 

AHCP/CCAA Section 5.3.4 regarding potential effects on covered 
species. The Plan includes measures to reduce all sediment inputs (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 7.2.2) and proposes to conduct turbidity 
monitoring within each of the four experimental watersheds 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.1.4). Turbidity monitoring will be used to 
measure the road-related fine sediment inputs to Plan Area streams, and 
evaluate the effectiveness of the road upgrading measures in reducing 
these inputs. Permanent turbidity monitoring stations within the 
experimental watersheds (see AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.5, specifically 
6.2.5.4) will integrate the effects of all upstream sources.  

 
Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Forest Science Project has 
not collected suspended sediment or turbidity data and Green Diamond 
just recently began collecting these data. At the time the Plan was 
prepared, Green Diamond was not collecting suspended sediment or 
turbidity data. Green Diamond currently is collecting these data in select 
watersheds and sub-basins. However these are long-term monitoring 
projects, and their results will not be available for approximately five to 
ten years.  
 

Response to Comment G6-37 

See Master Response 6 regarding the relationship between this Plan and 
the Pacific Lumber Company HCP. A portion of the Van Duzen River 
does flow through the Eel River HPA (AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4.11). 
The Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) 
includes measures to control sediment from roads and skid trails 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3) as well as from harvest-related ground 
disturbance (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.4) and other possible sources. 
The ESA does not require that any particular measure or set of measures 
be adopted, but that the ESA Section 10(a) Permit issuance criteria 
discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master 
Response 8 be met. The Services believe that the Plan, as a whole, 
including its sediment control measures, meets these requirements.  
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Response to Comment G6-38 

The commenter can review the recorded water temperatures of 
individual monitored streams, which are provided in Appendix 
C5.1 of the Plan. Of approximately 400 temperature profiles in 
108 Class I streams or stream reaches and 210 profiles in 70 Class 
II streams, a small fraction exceeded the suggested MWAT 
threshold of 17.4ºC.  

The water temperature data were collected before the draft 
AHCP/CCAA was prepared, so the sites were not inspected to 
determine the potential cause of the elevated water temperatures 
following the protocols outlined in the Plan. However, there were 
several patterns associated with these sites that suggest several 
potential causes. To begin with, many of the sites with higher 
water temperatures were low in the watershed where late season 
flows were reduced and in some cases the individual reaches were 
cut off from flowing water and were essentially “ponds.” Several 
other high water temperatures were associated with the lower 
reach of a stream where flood waters during the previous winter 
had scoured riparian vegetation immediately adjacent to the stream 
banks. Another example of high water temperatures was found in 
areas where streams flowed through natural open prairies. 
Although there were likely other factors such as aspect, elevation 
and distance to coast that contributed to the elevated water 
temperatures at these sites, it was not apparent that riparian buffer 
width or adjacent road conditions were in any way related. 
Quantitative information on either of these factors is not available 
at any of the sites where higher water temperatures were recorded.  
 
The Services believe that, overall, the Plan meets the requirements 
for issuance of the ESA Section 10 permits (see Master Response 



8) and, therefore, that no change is required in the AHCP/CCAA’s 
proposed use of the measures that are the subject of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment G6-39 

Green Diamond has not proposed to include herbicide use as a covered 
activity (see AHCP/CCAA Sections 1.3.4 and 2), therefore no Permit 
coverage will be authorized for use of herbicides. The Services believe 
that programmatic consultation with the EPA on pesticide registration is 
the appropriate place to address impacts associated with application in 
accordance with label restrictions. However, comments regarding 
herbicide use are addressed in Master Response 4. 

Response to Comment G6-40 

Much of the detail sought by the commenter is found in the various 
appendices to the Plan. The Effectiveness Monitoring Site Map (Figure 
6-9 of the Plan) did not include all of the monitoring activities described 
in the Plan because, as described in the Plan, some of the monitoring 
sites have not yet been established but will be as the Plan is 
implemented. Additionally, some locations cannot be shown effectively 
on a map at a scale that could be feasibly included within the document. 
In addition, it was infeasible to include all of the existing temperature 
monitoring sites on Figure 6-9 in the Plan because the high density of 
sites across the Plan Area which would physically overlap many of the 
other depicted sites. 

 
Providing maps for many of the subjects that the commenter requested 
for inclusion into the Plan was not feasible, nor are maps required where 
the information mapped therein is irrelevant to the Plan analysis. Some 
of the information, such as connectivity sites, have not yet been 
collected for the entire Plan Area. Green Diamond would be required to 
collect this information as part of the road assessment process as it 
develops. The information will be retained in a database for use during 
road implementation plan projects. Maps of road type densities and 
crossing densities could be mapped once the road assessments are 
completed. 
 

Mapping potential water drafting locations and locations of potential 
yarding corridors through riparian buffers would not be useful for 
inclusion into the AHCP/CCAA because they are only potential 
locations, not actual sites. However, planned water drafting sites that 
would be used as part of harvesting operations will be mapped by Green 
Diamond, and available pursuant to the THP process. 
 
There are specific conservation measures proposed and outlined in the 
Plan that are required as part of activities relating to rock quarries and 
borrow pits. AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.13. Activities in and around 
the quarries and borrow pits are treated similarly to the Road and 
Landing Use Limitations described in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.9. 
 
Regarding riparian widths, see Master Response 18 and the above 
responses to comments. 
 
Regarding the adaptive management reserve account, see Master 
Response 15. 
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Response to Comment G6-41 

The AMRA is set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6.3, and is 
discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.6.2 and Master Response 
15. The acreage referred to in the AMRA is located within Green 
Diamond’s ownership. There is no existing map of the AMRA 
acreage. Regarding marbled murrelet, see response to Comment 
G5-5. Rate of harvest is discussed in Master Response 11. Road 
density is discussed in Master Response 17. 

 
Response to Comment G6-42 

As discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 7.4, the measures in the 
Plan were designed to improve conditions in the Plan Area 
compared to current conditions and the No Action Alternative. 
Further, as explained in AHCP/CCAA Section 7.6, each of the 
potential impacts of incidental take that are summarized in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 5 would be minimized and mitigated to the 
maximum extent practicable for the ITP species as a result of Plan 
implementation. Because the Operating Conservation Program as 
a whole addresses potential impacts collectively, NMFS expects 
that the covered activities conducted pursuant to the Operating 
Conservation Program would benefit all of the covered species in 
the Plan Area and minimize and mitigate the impacts of taking to 
the maximum extent practicable.  

Regarding the assertion that other measures, such as “no harvest 
buffers and a reduction of roads and crossings” would be “more 
positive,” the Services note that the selection of specific 
prescriptions, including whether to include no-harvest buffers of 
any width or to reduce roads or stream crossings, is a matter of the 



Permit applicant’s discretion (HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ 
role in designing the conservation program is to “be prepared to advise” 
during the development of the Plan and to judge its consistency with the 
ESA Section 10(a) approval criteria as a whole once the application is 
complete (HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The prescriptions Green 
Diamond has elected to include, with the input of the Services, are set 
forth in the Operating Conservation Program (Plan section 6.2). The 
ESA does not require that any particular measure be adopted or 
imposed, but only that its criteria for Permit issuance (see Master 
Response 8) be met. The Services believe that the Plan meets these 
criteria.  
 

Response to Comment G6-43 

A discussion of cumulative effects, including the effectiveness of the 
Operating Conservation Program as a whole, is provided in Master 
Response 3 and discussed in the response to Comments G4-20 through 
G4-23, among others. As explained therein, the Plan supports this 
conclusion. 

Response to Comment G6-44 

Conditions in watersheds in the Plan Area are discussed on an HPA-by-
HPA basis in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4. 

Response to Comment G6-45 

See Master Response 11 regarding the rate of harvest. 

Response to Comment G6-46 

Fortunately, the Plan requires continued data collection and study which 
would be useful in overall knowledge of timber operations’ impacts on 
certain aquatic species in the vicinity of the Plan Area. The data from 
the BACI Water Temperature Study are preliminary. This monitoring is 
in the early phases of a long-term study. Additional monitoring sites are 
and have been added along with additional post-harvest monitoring on 
the existing sites to further explore the complex interaction between 
timber harvesting in small headwater streams and water temperature. 

This is expected to help test the conclusions of the Plan and adjustments 
can be made as appropriate within the limit of the AMRA. 
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Letter - G7. Signatory -CATs Californians 
for Alternatives to Toxics.  
 

Response to Comment G7-1 

The analysis in the EIS considers impacts (individual and 
cumulative) associated with the covered activities associated with 
the Proposed Action, which is issuance of a Federal ITP and ESP. 
Green Diamond has not proposed to include herbicide or 
rodenticide use as a covered activity (see AHCP/CCAA Sections 
1.3.4 and 2; EIS Section 2.2), nor are the Services required to 
require its inclusion. Comments regarding herbicide use are 
addressed in Master Response 4.  

Response to Comment G7-2 

See Master Response 4 and responses to Comments G2-3 and G3-
52, among others. 

Response to Comment G7-3 

The EIS describes the covered activities (EIS Section 2.2) and 
addresses the environmental consequences associated with each of 
the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action (EIS Chapter 4). The covered activities do not 
include operation of lumber mills. The current environmental 
conditions of waterways within the Plan Area are discussed in EIS 
Chapter 3. Potential water quality effects of pentachlorophenol or 
other chemicals from mill operations are not germane to the 
Services’ consideration of the impacts of take on the covered 
species from the covered activities. Limiting the discussion to the 
relevant scope is consistent with 40 CFR 1502.15, which states 
that the description of the environmental setting in the EIS “shall 
be no longer than necessary to understand the effects of the 
alternatives.” 
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