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Response to Comment S6-15 

Minimization and Mitigation 

The selection of specific prescriptions, is a matter of the Permit 
applicant’s discretion (HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ role 
during the development of the conservation program is to “be 
prepared to advise” and to judge its consistency with the ESA 
approval criteria once the application is complete (HCP Handbook 
at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not require that any particular 
measure be adopted or imposed, but only that its criteria for Permit 
issuance be met. Issuance criteria have been discussed in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1, EIS Section 1.3 and Master Response 
8. The Services believe, based on the analysis provided in the Plan 
and EIS, that the Plan meets ESA requirements. See also response 
to Comment G10-51, for example, regarding the selection of 
different or additional conservation measures. 

Enforceability 
Enforceability of the Plan is addressed in the IA (paragraph 13) 
and Master Response 14. 

Response to Department comments 
The Services appreciate the effort the Department took in 
providing the redline/strikeout suggestions for changing 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6. However, many of these suggested 
language changes did not include an explanation of the 
Department’s concerns. Because the Services may not speculate as 
to what substantive concern may be represented by a particular 
addition or deletion, the Services did not provide a response to all 



of the Departments redline/strikeout suggestions. Where a specific 
Department comment (indicated by plain blue) provides justification for 
a suggested addition or deletion, the Services provided a response. 
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Response to Comment S6-16 

The historic range of the covered species is largely unknown at the 
fine scale of individual streams and sub-basins within the Plan 
Area. In addition, much of the historical information that is 
available is based on unreliable sources utilizing methods that 
would not meet current scientific protocols. But the greatest 
problem with attempting to match current distributions of the 
covered species with historical populations at such a fine scale is 
that historical distributions were not static. The best available 
science supports a dynamic stream concept based on natural 
disturbance processes which predicts population fluctuations 
through time of aquatic organisms and the habitat on which they 
depend. Implementation of the measures included in the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), which are 
based on the biological goals and objectives (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.1), will result in well distributed populations of the 
covered species throughout the Plan Area regardless of their 
historical distributions. 

The goal of having “stable populations” rather than “viable 
populations” over the next 50 years is neither necessary (see 
Master Response 8, regarding Permit approval criteria) nor 
appropriate in light of what is known, using the best available 
science, about the variety of factors affecting the covered species’ 
population dynamics. 
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Response to Comment S6-17 

With regards to the comment concerning “to the maximum extent 
practicable” (second comment bullet), please see Master Response 
8.2.  

With regards to the comment on LWD (third comment bullet), see 
Master Response 18.  

With regards to the fourth comment bullet, the Services feel that 
the statement is adequate as originally noted and would not benefit 
from further specificity. See Master Responses 8.2 and 11.1 for 
further discussion.  
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Response to Comment S6-18 

See Master Responses 12 and 15. 

Response to Comment S6-19 

See responses to Comments G3-62, G3-82, G6-38 and R1-128. 
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Response to Comment S6-20 

See Master Response 5 regarding “likelihood to recruit.” 
Furthermore, requiring a different level of potential recruitment in 
the Plan is not necessary. The selection of specific prescriptions 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 approval criteria once the 
application is complete (HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA 
does not require that any particular measure be adopted or 
imposed, but only that its criteria for Permit issuance be met. 
Issuance criteria are discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1, EIS 
Section 1.3 and Master Response 8. The Services believe that the 
Plan, including its measures regarding likelihood to recruit, meets 
ESA section 10(a) approval criteria. Under these circumstances it 
would not be appropriate to require a different level of potential 
recruitment. 
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Response to Comment S6-21 

As noted in the comment, changes in salmonid populations within 
the Plan Area are influenced by factors beyond those identified in 
the ACHP/CCAA. Consequently, the development of specific fish 
population objectives would be speculative until outside factors 
and their influence on fish populations could be meaningfully 
assessed. Therefore, Green Diamond prefers to base the measures 
in its Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2) on the biological goals and objectives stated in the Plan 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1). The Services believe that the 
approach described in the AHCP/CCAA meets the ESA Section 
10 Permit approval criteria (see AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8). 

Response to Comment S6-22 

The sediment objective is to reduce instream sedimentation rates 
through reducing management related sediment delivery into 
watercourses. 

The four monitoring modules would determine the effectiveness of 
the conservation measures that were developed to reduce sediment 
delivery into watercourses. A separate objective for this 
monitoring is not necessary, nor proposed. 

Response to Comment S6-23 

The AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.2.4 has been clarified as follows: 

“The biological objective for reducing management related 
sediment delivery into watercourses is based on two targets: 

1. Treat some of the high and or moderate priority sites…” 



  160

 

Letter - S6 

Page 19 

 

Response to Comment S6-24 

See Master Response 8, regarding Permit approval criteria; Master 
Response 16, regarding 70 percent effectiveness; and Master 
Response 17, regarding road density. 

Response to Comment S6-25 

See response to Comment S6-8. 

Response to Comment S6-26 

See response to Comment S6-8. To clarify the role of the 
biological objectives, see Master Response 12 regarding a 
prescription-based approach. 

Response to Comment S6-27 

See AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3 (Road Management Measures). 
During the 50-year term of the Permits, all high and moderate risk 
sediment delivery sites will be treated (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.3.3.2.5). As discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.2.1, all 
roads within the Plan Area will be classified as management roads, 
temporarily decommissioned roads, or permanently 
decommissioned roads. The entire classification system will be 
reviewed every five years to ensure that management roads that 
are no longer needed for log transportation or administrative 
access are changed to the appropriate decommission status. Newly 
constructed roads will be built to higher standards and will not 
require treatment. 



Response to Comment S6-28 

AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3 describes the methodology that Green 
Diamond used in assessing the road network within the Plan Area, as 
well as providing an implementation prioritization plan and schedule. 
The approach presented in the Plan (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3) 
includes methods to prioritize actions for all the roads that were 
constructed in the watershed, whether they are currently maintained and 
driveable or are now abandoned and overgrown with vegetation. See 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.2.3, regarding assessment of the road 
network, and Master Response 17, regarding road density. 

Response to Comment S6-29 

The establishment of the 70% threshold to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the conservation measure for protection of steep streamside slopes has 
been discussed in Master Response 16. The Plan includes measures to 
reduce sediment input from roads and other sources (see AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 6.2.2, 6.2.3 and 6.2.4). However, selection of specific measures 
to include in an operating conservation program is within the discretion 
of the Permit applicant (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 
approval criteria as a whole, rather than on a measure-by-measure basis, 
to determine whether it meets the ESA Permit issuance criteria 
discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master 
Response 8. The Services believe the Plan meets these criteria. See the 
response to Comment S6-20, regarding the respective roles of the 
Permit applicant and the Services in the development of an HCP. The 
Services believe that the Plan, including its conservation measures to 
reduce sediment delivery, meets ESA section 10(a) approval criteria 
(see Master Response 8). 

As provided in AHCP/CCAA Appendix D, Section 3.4, “appropriate 
reference areas” are those areas that are suitable for comparison and 
include relatively close proximity, composition, and geology. Both 
harvested and unharvested SSSs may be subdivided for comparison 
according to geologic conditions, forest stand type, management zone 
(RSMZ and SMZ) land use, and other sub-groupings as may be 

appropriate. 



  162

 

Letter - S6 

Page 20 

 

Response to Comment S6-30 

See Master Response 1, regarding baseline conditions, and Master 
Response 8, regarding Permit approval criteria. The environmental 
analysis of the Plan considers the Proposed Action, implementing 
the Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), 
relative to the No Action Alternative, under which scenario no 
ESA Section 10 permits would be issued and the Plan would not 
be implemented. See EIS Section 2.2, regarding the Proposed 
Action, and EIS Section 2.1, regarding the No Action Alternative. 
The No Action Alternative does not provide a snapshot of baseline 
conditions. Instead, it provides an anticipated trend - what 
conditions are expected to exist over time. Therefore, the Services 
believe the points of comparison in the Plan and the environmental 
analysis of it are appropriate. 
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Response to Comment S6-31 

See Master Response 7 regarding the Operating Conservation 
program and the CFPRs, Master Response 18 regarding riparian 
widths, and the response to Comment S6-20 regarding the 
respective roles of the Permit applicant and the Services in the 
development of an HCP. The Services believe that the Plan, 
including its riparian management measures (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.1), meets ESA section 10(a) approval criteria (see 
Master Response 8). 

Response to Comment S6-32 

As noted in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.1.4, “[u]nique geomorphic 
features which may warrant separate or additional conservation 
measures include CMZs and floodplains. CMZs are important in 
determining where RMZs should be measured from, while the 
occurrence of floodplains may require the RMZ width to be 
expanded to ensure the entire floodplain and a 30- to 50-foot 
buffer are protected.” Also see Master Response 18, regarding 
riparian widths. 
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Response to Comment S6-33 

See Master Response 18. 

Response to Comment S6-34 

See response to Comment S1-15. 

Response to Comment S6-35 

See Master Response 18, regarding riparian widths; Master 
Response 7, regarding the Operating Conservation Program and 
the CFPRs; and the response to Comment S6-20, regarding the 
respective roles of the Permit applicant and the Services in the 
development of an HCP. The Services believe that the Plan, 
including its RMZ measures, meets ESA section 10(a) approval 
criteria (see Master Response 8). 
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Response to Comment S6-36 

See response to Comment R1-65 and Master Response 14, 
regarding Plan enforceability. 

Response to Comment S6-37 

See the response to Comment S6-20, regarding the respective roles 
of the Permit applicant and the Services in the development of an 
HCP. The Services believe that the Plan, including its 
conservation measures within Class I RMZs, meets ESA section 
10(a) approval criteria (see Master Response 8). See also Master 
Response 18 and response to Comment S6-38. 
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Response to Comment S6-38 

See Master Response 18. In addition, as noted in EIS Section 
4.5.3.2 (Proposed Action Riparian Management Effects), riparian 
areas under the Proposed Action would comprise more mature 
trees by the end of the terms of the Permits, compared with either 
existing conditions or the improvements expected to occur over 
time under the No Action Alternative. 

Response to Comment S6-39 

See Master Response 5.  
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Response to Comment S6-40 

See Master Response 5. The Plan has been modified to make the 
“likelihood to recruit” language less ambiguous and a monitoring 
program has been added to track implementation of this measure 
over the term of the Permits. 

See Master Response 14 regarding Plan enforceability. 

Response to Comment S6-41 

See Master Response 5. 

Response to Comment S6-42 

See Master Response 5. 

Response to Comment S6-43 

See the response to Comment S6-20, regarding the respective roles 
of the Permit applicant and the Services in the development of an 
HCP. The Services believe that the Plan, which includes the 
equipment exclusion measures, meets the ESA Section 10 Permit 
approval criteria, which are discussed in Master Response 8. 
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Response to Comment S6-44 

See the response to Comment S6-20, regarding the respective roles 
of the Permit applicant and the Services in the development of an 
HCP. The Services believe that the Plan, including its RMZ 
measures, meets ESA section 10(a) approval criteria (see Master 
Response 8). 

Response to Comment S6-45 

See Master Response 18, regarding riparian widths and the 
response to Comment S6-20 regarding the respective roles of the 
Permit applicant and the Services in the development of an HCP. 



  171

 

Letter - S6 

Page 29 

 

Response to Comment S6-46 

See the response to Comment S6-20 regarding the respective roles 
of the Permit applicant and the Services in the development of an 
HCP. The Services believe that Green Diamond’s Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), including the 
RMZ prescriptions, meets the ESA Section 10 Permit approval 
criteria, which are discussed in Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment S6-47 

See response to Comment S6-36. 

Response to Comment S6-48 

See response to Comment S6-37. 
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Response to Comment S6-49 

See Master Response 5, regarding “likelihood to recruit” and 
Master Response 18, regarding riparian width and proper riparian 
function. 

Response to Comment S6-50 

See response to Comment S6-43. 
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Response to Comment S6-51 

Potential impacts are assessed for all alternatives relative to the No 
Action Alternative (i.e., continued timber harvesting and related 
operations in the Action Area in accordance with existing State 
and Federal regulations, including the CFPRs). Approval of the 
Plan and issuance of the Permits would not excuse Green 
Diamond from otherwise applicable legal requirements. CDF 
would continue to have the same authority to regulate timber 
harvesting before and after issuance of the Permits. Regarding the 
Operating Conservation Program and the CFPRs, see Master 
Response 7; regarding EEZs, see also the responses to Comments 
S1-33 and S1-34. 
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Response to Comment S6-52 

See the response to Comment S6-51. Further, regarding the ITP 
requirement to minimize and mitigate the impacts of taking to the 
maximum extent practicable, see Master Response 8.2. 

Response to Comment S6-53 

See responses to Comments S6-51 and S1-36. 

Response to Comment S6-54 

See response to Comment S1-36. 
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Response to Comment S6-55 

The initial floodplain mapping work will focus on areas where 
THPs are likely to be laid out in the five years following the 
Permits’ effective date. 

Response to Comment S6-56 

The Services are not aware of a way to permanently flag the 
floodplains, short of the establishment of survey bench points. The 
proposed use of GIS with locations established by GPS is 
appropriate and acceptable to the Services.  

Response to Comment S6-57 

Green Diamond will not be required by the Plan to identify or map 
CMZs associated with Class II watercourses. See response to 
Comment S6-55. 




