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Response to Comment C4-5 

The status of fisheries resources in the Plan Area has been 
evaluated extensively. Baseline conditions, including current 
habitat conditions and species status, are discussed in Master 
Response 1 and AHCP/CCAA Section 4. In particular, see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3, which summarizes the data collection 
and assessments that were conducted to determine habitat 
conditions and the status of covered species. Additional details 
regarding the objectives, methods, results, discussions, and 
conclusions of the studies are presented in AHCP/CCAA 
Appendix C. Data on fishery resources was collected and included 
through 2000.  
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Response to Comment C4-6 

The cumulative effects analysis is addressed in Master Response 
3. This comment suggests that the Plan and EIS should: (1) expand 
the geographic scope of analysis to potential effects further 
downstream, (2) use disturbance indices to measure potential 
effects, (3) consider the additive effects of other landowners’ land 
management activities; and (4) discuss timber harvest limits as a 
way to mitigate potential effects. The Plan and EIS establish 
analysis boundaries that are large enough to be meaningful to the 
resources at risk, and small enough not to dilute potential 
identified cumulative effects issues associated with the impacts of 
take resulting from the Covered Activities (see AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.3.2, regarding the area where the Plan’s monitoring 
provisions and adaptive management provisions are designed to 
measure, potential effects of the Covered Activities and modify 
the Operating Conservation Program as monitoring results 
demonstrate are necessary). The use of disturbance and other 
indices would provide a less comprehensive measure of potential 
effects (see Master Response 11). The Plan and EIS did take into 
account activities on other owners’ properties within the 11 HPAs. 
Green Diamond considered activities on all privately-owned 
commercial timberlands within the 11 HPAs - regardless of 
ownership - that, over the life of the Plan, either are included 
within the Plan Area or eligible for inclusion in the Plan Area as 
provided in the Implementation Agreement. Regarding mitigation, 
the Plan’s Operating Conservation Program satisfies the 
requirements of the ESA and implementing regulations. 
Implementation of the Operating Conservation Program will focus 
the Plan measures on the habitat characteristics determined to have 
the greatest affect on species survival and recovery in the Plan 



Area. Under these circumstances, there is no basis to require different or 
additional measures to satisfy the ESA Section 10(a) approval criteria 
for ITPs and ESPs. The approval criteria are discussed in Master 
Response 8. 
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Response to Comment C4-7 

AHCP/CCAA Section 2.4 describes Green Diamond’s Maximum 
Sustained Production (MSP) Plan, under which annual harvest 
levels are scheduled to “balance forest growth and timber harvest 
over a 100-year period and to achieve maximum sustained 
production of high quality timber products while protecting 
resource values such as water quality and wildlife.” Since 
essentially all of Green Diamond’s property has been harvested at 
some time in the past, the progress of timber harvesting across the 
ownership will reflect to some extent the pattern of age classes 
imprinted on the landscape by the timing of prior logging activity. 
Fifteen percent of the Plan Area is in forest types 60 years old and 
older, and the proportion of the area in these older age classes is 
expected to remain at this level or increase over the Plan term. 

Timberlands managed by Green Diamond under the Plan will fall 
into two general categories: 1) RMZs, and 2) non-RMZ areas. 
Over time, timber stands associated with RMZs will become older 
and larger due to lack of intensive management. 

In non-RMZ areas, operations conducted in compliance with an 
approved MSP plan, the Northern spotted owl (NSO) HCP (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.3), AHCP/CCAA and California Forest 
Practice Rules (CFPRs; 14 CCR 895 et seq.) is expected to 
maintain a mosaic of timber stand ages over the Plan Area that 
will become more diverse in future decades. Watersheds with 
fewer age classes at present will tend to have a greater diversity of 
age classes in the future as timber harvesting activities will 
become spread over a greater percentage of the ownership in 
successive decades. 
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Response to Comment C4-8 

The commenter referred to a workshop that was held on March 18 
and 19, 1999. The statistician the commenter refers to presented 
mean bankfull widths for Cañon Creek, indicating that the mean 
bankfull width increased from 47.4 feet in 1995 to 62.1 feet in 
1996. The statistician indicated that this statistically significant 
increase in mean bankfull width was a result of a large flood event 
with approximately a 10 year recurrence interval. The statistician 
did not indicate that, during the course of the study, the channel 
increased to 150 feet as the commenter indicated. The channel 
shift that occurred in the Mad River in 1998 has extended the low 
flow confluence of Cañon Creek further downstream which may 
limit early access of anadromous salmonids. However, data 
submitted by Green Diamond in support of its Plan indicates that 
since the 1996 flood event, anadromous salmonid access into 
Cañon Creek has occurred, including coho salmon, even in low 
flow years. See AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4.8.7.1. 

Response to Comment C4-9 

The Plan describes the major impact to salmonid diversity in the 
North Fork Mad River as a natural barrier low in the watershed 
that prevents access to all salmon and a high proportion of 
steelhead (see AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4.9). Below the barrier, the 
Plan documents runs of Chinook salmon in the mainstem and runs 
of coho salmon in Sullivan Gulch (one of the few accessible coho 
salmon streams in the North Fork watershed). Above the barrier, 
salmonid diversity is naturally low, but watershed health is 
indicated by high numbers of tailed frogs in many of the 
tributaries. These results are reported in the Headwaters 



Monitoring section in AHCP/CCAA Appendix C11. See generally 
Master Response 1, regarding baseline conditions in the Plan Area. 

Response to Comment C4-10 

The commenter describes a series of anecdotal observations as evidence 
for deterioration of the Little River watershed due to excess timber 
harvesting. However, these observations do not appear to be consistent 
with fish monitoring data that are provided in the Plan, which Simpson 
Timber Company, and later Simpson Resource Company, began 
gathering in 1998. In AHCP/CCAA Appendix C7 and C8, there are data 
on juvenile coho salmon and steelhead populations in the Lower and 
Upper South Forks and Railroad Creek in the Little River system. There 
are annual variations in the numbers, as would be expected for any 
anadromous salmonid run, but in general, the data suggest that Upper 
South Fork and Railroad Creek produce good numbers of steelhead, 
while Lower South Fork and Carson Creek have good numbers of coho 
salmon. The densities of coho salmon in these latter two creeks are 
comparable with data from Prairie Creek, which is a relatively pristine 
watershed. 

 
These monitoring data indicate that there have been no impacts to the 
Little River watershed from past timber harvesting activities. However, 
the watershed conditions and processes are consistent with reproduction 
and survival in the freshwater habitat despite past impacts. Therefore, 
under the conservation measures proposed in the Plan, salmonid 
populations are expected to continue to persist, and potentially increase, 
following implementation of the conservation measures in the Plan. 
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Response to Comment C4-11 

Harvesting activities by owners other than Green Diamond in 
Redwood Creek was considered in the EIS cumulative effects 
analysis. Regarding potential downstream effects on Redwood 
National Park, the Services believe the analysis is adequate for the 
reasons discussed in the response to Comment C4-6. 
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Response to Comment C4-12 

See the response to Comment C4-6 where consideration of the 
geographic scope of analysis of downstream effects and the effects 
of other landowners’ activities was discussed. See AHCP/CCAA 
Section 4.4.5 where the Redwood Creek estuary and its conditions 
have been described as part of the Redwood Creek HPA. The 
Services believe the scope of analysis was proper and that the 
Plan’s measures appropriately address the commenter’s concerns. 

Response to Comment C4-13 

The potential for increased peak flows and their relationship to the 
Plan’s measures have been addressed in the AHCP/CCAA Section 
7.2.1. EIS section 3.2.4.12 describes rain-on-snow areas located 
outside of the HPAs. The EIS considers and alternative 
(Alternative C) that includes 25,677 acres of rain-on-snow areas 
within Humboldt and Del Norte counties. Regarding consideration 
of other owners’ activities, see the response to Comment C4-6. 
Regarding the potential for increased rain-on-snow events see EIS 
Chapter 3.  
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Response to Comment C4-14 

See Master Response 1, regarding the September 2002 Klamath 
River Die-Off of Fish. The commenter also is referred to the 
summer water temperature monitoring data shown in 
AHCP/CCAA Tables C5-3 and C5-4 for the Coastal Klamath and 
Blue Creek HPAs, respectively. These water temperature 
monitoring data, obtained from the late summer period (after 
August 15 when adult Chinook salmon may be present) at Green 
Diamond property sites on the tributaries to the lower Klamath 
River, indicate that except for one site, the maximum water 
temperatures have been less than 17° C. This data set clearly 
indicates that the water temperatures within these tributaries 
provide suitable refugee temperature for adult salmon should they 
choose to seek these refuge areas. Furthermore, access into these 
tributaries (e.g., sufficient water depth for passage of adult fish) is 
not solely dependant on flows from the tributaries, but is 
substantially co-dependent on flows in the mainstem of the 
Klamath River. The flows in the Klamath are controlled by flow 
releases determined by the Bureau of Reclamation at Iron Gate 
Dam, and not by any action that Green Diamond can affect. 
Therefore, the lack of tributary refuge habitat is a result of low 
late-summer streamflows and access from the mainstem Klamath 
River, not the lack of cool water habitat in the tributaries. 
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Response to Comment C4-15 

See Master Response 17 with regard to road density. 

Regarding Green Diamond’s plan for replacing culverts and 
upgrading or decommissioning roads, Green Diamond will 
implement the road implementation plan (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3) across the entire Plan Area according to the priorities 
established in the Plan. Therefore, any culverts or roads within the 
Plan Area have the prospect of culvert replacement or road 
upgrading or decommissioning.  

Response to Comment C4-16 

The final product of the roads assessment and treatment 
prioritization will be an implementation plan that results in three 
classifications: temporarily decommissioning, permanent 
decommissioning, and road upgrading. As stated in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.3.3.2, over the term of the Plan and Permits, the mileage 
of management roads is expected to decrease as roads are 
decommissioned roads will increase. Also, every five years the 
entire classification system will be reviewed to ensure that 
management roads no longer needed for log transportation or 
administrative access are changed to the appropriate 
decommissioning status. See AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.2.1. This 
implementation plan is expected to result in a larger number of 
decommissioned road miles during the term of the Plan than 
currently exists. Consequently, road density may be reduced over 
the term of the AHCP/CCAA. 

 
The Plan explains that the emphasis on upgrading existing roads as 
opposed to road decommissioning reflects Green Diamond’s 



management activities, which requires a majority of their existing roads 
to remain active to provide access for timber harvest over the next 20 
years. The road management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3) 
are based on a risk assessment of an identification and prioritization of 
the potential for sediment delivery into watercourses. As stated in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.8, an initial estimate of approximately 45 
percent of all roads will be routinely maintained annually following 
inspection each year. Maintenance will follow a 3-year rotating 
schedule. However, the actual annual percentage of roads that are 
maintained will increase over time due to planned decommissioning. 
Any increased risk of crossing failures from debris accumulated at 
culverts or stream capture along roads would be minimized by road 
upgrading measures and routine road maintenance. Routine road 
inspections will assess the effectiveness and condition of all erosion 
control and drainage structures. As stated in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3.9, Green Diamond will prioritize repairs that are needed based on 
treatment immediacy. These measures will help minimize the risks for 
sediment delivery from road crossings, a goal of the implementation 
plan. 
 
Moreover, the Services expect that, the potential for sediment delivery 
to the watercourse, as a result of the road implementation plan, will be 
greatly reduced. Therefore, notwithstanding the commenter’s 
indications that road density limitations would be a superior measure for 
mitigating and minimizing the effects of sediment (see Master Response 
17), the Services believe that the measures selected by Green Diamond 
are acceptable under Permit issuance criteria discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.4.1, EIS section 1.3 and Master Response 8.  
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Response to Comment C4-17 

See Master Response 18, regarding riparian widths. IN addition, 
the Services considered an alternative similar to the Northwest 
Forest Plan (EIS section 2.6) but eliminated it from further 
consideration. Further, the relationship of the Operating 
Conservation Program and the CFPRs is discussed in Master 
Response 7. 

Response to Comment C4-18 

See Master Response 18. 
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Response to Comment C4-19 

The cool coastal climate throughout most of the Plan Area 
diminishes the impacts of harvesting and other covered activities 
on riparian micro-climate and water temperatures. The evidence 
contained within the Plan indicates that water temperatures Plan 
Area streamsare generally currently suitable for all the covered 
activities. The Plan provides that only a single entry into RMZs to 
harvest trees during the life of the Permits for both Class I and II 
watercourses is allowed (with the exception of adding cable 
yarding corridors for intermediate treatments-see the response to 
Comment S1-15). Only a small proportion of the trees within the 
RMZs will be harvested (85 percent overstory retention in inner 
zone and 70 percent overstory in the outer), and those trees 
remaining will continue to age throughout the term of the Plan. In 
addition, the AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 has provisions for not 
harvesting trees within Class I and Class II RMZs that meet the 
“likelihood to recruit” criteria (see Master Response 5). By the end 
of the Permit term (50 years), the Plan projects that over one third 
of the stands comprising the RMZs will be greater than 100 years 
old and the remainder will be between 51-100 years.  

 
AHCP/CCAA Section 7.2.3.3 provides and analysis of the 
condition of the RMZs at the end of the Permit terms. The 
Services believe that, collectively, the conservation measures for 
the RMZ’s will encourage retention of larger diameter trees, which 
in turn will provide additional conifer cover and ensure riparian 
shade and canopy for the protection of riparian micro-climate and 
water temperatures. 
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Response to Comment C4-20 

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 C4-21 

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). 
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Response to Comment C4-22 

Regarding consideration of existing conditions, including “legacy” 
conditions, see Master Response 1. Briefly, however, legacy 
conditions are those that exist prior to the Proposed Action, and 
have been considered in this analysis as part of the existing 
baseline condition.  

 
The criteria for issuance of these permits is discussed in EIS 
section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master Response 8. 
The ESA does not require that a Plan actually result in recovery. 
For ESPs, the ESA requires that the CCAA contribute to efforts to 
preclude or avoid the need to list the species by providing early 
conservation benefits. Implementation of the Operating 
Conservation Program will contribute to recovery efforts for ESP 
species by providing benefits that, when combined with the 
benefits that would be achieved if it is assumed that conservation 
measures were also implemented on other necessary properties, 
would preclude or avoid any need to list those species. The 
Operating Conservation Program will concentrate efforts and 
resources on the habitat conditions or factors that are limiting for 
the covered species which have been discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 1.3.3 and 4) in each of the HPAs.  
 
For more information on how effects, including cumulative 
effects, were addressed in the AHCP/CCAA and EIS, see Master 
Response 3. 

Response to Comment C4-23 

Summaries of the scientific data analyzed and used in developing 
the Plan are included in AHCP/CCAA Section 4 and full details of 



Green Diamond’s studies and monitoring are included in Appendix C. 
Such information includes water temperature, instream channel and 
aquatic habitat conditions, instream and recruitment zone LWD, 
sediment inputs from Class III watercourses, salmonid abundance in key 
watersheds, and headwater amphibian distribution, relative abundance 
and habitat associates. Raw data was not included in the Plan because 
inclusion of the volumes and volumes of information was not feasible. 
The Services believe that the data submitted provides an adequate basis 
for approving the Plan.  

 
The total maximum daily load (TMDL) process is addressed in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.6. The north coast water bodies (identified in 
Table 4-3 of the Plan) were listed by the State Water Resources Control 
Board in 1998 and approved by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) on May 12, 1999 as water quality limited 
relating in part to silvicultural and rangeland activities. These water 
quality conditions were considered as part of the existing baseline. See 
Master Response 1 regarding baseline conditions. The comment also 
suggests that NMFS should require Green Diamond to fund operation of 
the downstream out-migrant trap every year for the term of the Plan and 
permits. As discussed in Master Response 8(see also AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.4.1 and EIS Section 1.5.1.1), the Services judge whether the 
Plan as proposed meets the ESA approval criteria. The Services have 
concluded that the Plan meets these criteria without requiring additional 
measures. 
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Response to Comment C4-24 

California Timberland Owners operate under the CFPRs, (Title 14 
CCR, Chapters 4, 4.5, and 10) and the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest 
Practice Act. Title 14 CCR 913.11, (Maximum Sustained 
Production of High Quality Timber) states that MSP can be 
achieved by meeting the requirements of either (a) or (b) or (c) in 
THP, SYP or NTMP, or as otherwise provided in Article 6.8, 
Subchapter 7. Green Diamond chose to meet the goal of MSP by 
developing a MSP plan under ‘Option A’ of this section. The MSP 
plan was submitted to CDF, Reviewed, revised, and approved. 
Timber operations on the majority of the area included in the Plan 
operate within the limits of the approves MSP plan. 

 
Fuel loading and the subsequent potential risk of wildland fires 
were not addressed with specific conservation measures. However, 
Green Diamond activities related to large wildland fires were 
addressed under changed circumstances (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.9.1). 



  34

 

Letter - C4 

Page 25 

 




