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Response to Comment S6-58 

Once a CMZ has been located, Green Diamond will store that 
information in its GIS database. GIS site verification of CMZs will 
be conducted prior to initiating harvest-related activities in the 
vicinity of established CMZs. See also the response to Comment 
S6-56. 

Response to Comment S6-59 

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 a 
definition of SSS, meets ESA section 10(a) approval criteria (see 
Master Response 8). 
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Response to Comment S6-60 

See response to Comment R1-75. Regarding Plan enforceability, 
see Master Response 14. 
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Response to Comment S6-61 

Comment noted. Green Diamond will retain the proposed 
overstory retention of 75% in the outer zone of the RSMZ because 
the conservation measures were developed and designed to 
address reduction in slope stability from loss of root strength. The 
Services have noted that there will be little difference between the 
different canopy standards in the actual ground application. 

Response to Comment S6-62 

The Services note that 70 percent is the minimum retention level 
and additional conifer retention may occur in some SMZs. 
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Response to Comment S6-63 

The Services believe that an RG and RPF are adequate to evaluate 
the road alignment within the RSMZ or SMZ where they cannot 
be avoided or where major road reconstruction is required. 

Response to Comment S6-64 

As noted in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.5, training will be 
administered by a California RG or a Certified Engineering 
Geologist (CEG) and will initially follow the guidelines provided 
at the 1998 and 1999 California Licensed Forester Association 
(CLFA) Geology and Mass Wasting Workshops.  

Regarding comparison with the Pacific Lumber Company HCP, 
see Master Response 6. 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 definition of “headwall swale,” meets 
ESA section 10(a) approval criteria, which are discussed in Master 
Response 8. 
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Response to Comment S6-65 

See response to Comment S6-62. 

Response to Comment S6-66 

See response to Comment S6-63. 

Response to Comment S6-67 

The Services agree with the commenter that all deep-seated 
landslides may not be identified by this first criterion alone. 
However, with the other criterion, the majority of the deep-seated 
landslides are expected to be identified during the THP layout 
process. 
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Response to Comment S6-68 

As noted in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.3.2, where neither 
criterion in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.3.1 is exhibited, other 
conservation measures in the Plan may be implemented and the 
CFPRs will apply to all parts of deep seated landslides. It should 
also be noted that although the potential for activity still exists on 
dormant deep-seated landslides, most deep seated landslides tend 
to fail incrementally, rather than in the catastrophic manner of a 
shallow landslide. Further, 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 include the measures relating to deep-seated 
landslides, meets ESA section 10(a) approval criteria (see Master 
Response 8).  

Response to Comment S6-69 

See response to Comment S6-68. 

Response to Comment S6-70 

See response to Comment S6-68.  
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Response to Comment S6-71 

As used in the AHCP/CCAA, the terms “shallow-seated landslide” 
and “shallow-rapid landslide” are interchangeable. However, some 
shallow-seated landslides are not rapid events and, as well, the 
term “shallow” can be used in a relative context to describe 
landsliding rather than describing an absolute depth, as described 
in the glossary. Therefore, to clarify the terminology, Green 
Diamond has revised the definition of “shallow-seated landslides” 
in the AHCP/CCAA Glossary (Section 10): 

“Predominately rapid event Relatively shallow landslides, that are 
typically confined to the overlying surficial mantle of colluvium 
and weathered bedrock (in some instances competent bedrock) 
that commonly leave a bare unvegetated scar after failure. These 
landslides, also known as shallow-rapid landslides, most 
commonly occur as may include debris slides, 
debris/flow/torrents, channel bank failures, and rock falls.” 

Response to Comment S6-72 

Road-related shallow landslides will be identified for treatment 
during the detailed Road Assessments (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.3.3.2.3) and have specific conservation measures in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.1. 
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Response to Comment S6-73 

While the Services agree that a PHI is advisable to address site-
specific issues as they relate to some THPs, the ESA does not 
authorize the Services to require that any particular measure be 
adopted or imposed. The ESA requires 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 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 Services believe 
that Green Diamond’s Operating Conservation Program, which 
includes AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.6, meets ESA section 10(a) 
approval criteria. 
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Response to Comment S6-74 

Green Diamond will identify road related sediment sources in 
accordance with the subwatershed RWU priority set forth for the 
Lower Klamath River basin and the rest of the Plan Area (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.1.1). Priorities will be further refined 
at the end of the five-year reassessment of future sediment yields 
(see AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.3.3.2.2 through 6.3.3.2.5). 

Response to Comment S6-75 

The commenter appears to have misunderstood the use of the 
aerial photographs. The aerial photographs will not be used in lieu 
of field assessments. Rather, each road feature that exhibits 
potential to deliver sediment to a stream will be recorded on aerial 
photographs. 

Response to Comment S6-76 

AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.3.3 through 6.2.3.8 describe the 
criteria for determining treatable erosion. Other criteria that could 
also apply include site accessibility and worker safety standards.  
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Response to Comment S6-77 

The prioritization program (see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.1, 
Road Assessment Process and Priority for Repair) is intended to 
identify volumes of future sediment delivery and treatment 
immediacy. Regarding minimization and mitigation to the 
maximum extent practicable, and how the Plan as a whole, rather 
than on a measure-by-measure basis, must meet the Permit 
issuance criteria, see Master Response 8. 
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Response to Comment S6-78 

See the response to Comment S6-73 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 
accelerated road plan, meets ESA section 10(a) approval criteria 
(see Master Response 8). 

Response to Comment S6-79 

See response to Comment S6-78. Approximately 48 percent of the 
potential sediment from high and moderate risk sediment delivery 
sites will be treated during the first 15 years of the Plan, and the 
remaining 52 percent of the potential sediment from such sites will 
be treated over the last 35 years of the Plan. Since $37.5 million 
will treat approximately 48 percent of the high and moderate risk 
sites, then approximately $40.6 million will treat the remaining 52 
percent of high and moderate risk sediment delivery sites over the 
next 35 years. 

Regarding updates of the road inventory, the Services note that 
one purpose of the road maintenance and inspection plan 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.9) is to address changes in the status 
of sites (previously inventoried or from new road construction). As 
stated in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.8, an initial estimate of 
approximately 45 percent of all roads will be maintained annually 
following inspection each year. Maintenance will follow a three-
year rotating schedule. As stated in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.9, 
Green Diamond will prioritize repairs that are needed based on 
treatment immediacy. Emergency inspections as described in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.10 will address changes in the status 
of sites as a result of major storm events. 



Response to Comment S6-80 

Green Diamond is committed to the implementation of the prescriptions 
and conservation measures described in the Operating Conservation 
Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). The minimization and mitigation 
measures, along with the conservation benefits identified in the Plan, 
meet, the ESA Section 10 criteria for Permit issuance. See Master 
Response 8. 
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Response to Comment S6-81 

See the response to Comment S6-73 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 road 
inventory schedule, meets ESA section 10(a) Permit issuance 
criteria (see Master Response 8).  
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Response to Comment S6-82 

See response to Comment S6-78. 

Response to Comment S6-83 

The intent of the definitions for temporarily and permanently 
decommissioned roads is not for enforceability, but to 
acknowledge that temporarily decommissioned roads are expected 
to be used again in the future (typically not for at least 20 years). 
As stated in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.2.1, treatment of 
permanently decommissioned roads are essentially the same as the 
treatment for temporarily decommissioned roads. Also see the 
Glossary (AHCP/CCAA Section 10.2). 
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Response to Comment S6-84 

See the response to Comment S6-73 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 
addressing road surface runoff, meets ESA section 10(a) Permit 
issuance criteria (see Master Response 8).  

Response to Comment S6-85 

See response to Comments R1-58, R1-96 and R1-112. 
Furthermore, the Services’ role is to evaluate consistency of an 
HCP as a whole with the ESA approval criteria. Issuance criteria 
are discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1, and 
Master Response 8. The Services believe that Green Diamond’s 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), 
which includes the measures contained in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3.3.5, meets these criteria. Also see Master Response 14 
regarding Plan enforceability. 

Response to Comment S6-86 

The Services believe the standards provided in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3.4, which are enforceable, are clear and that 
definitions of “road upgrading” and “upgraded road” are not 
necessary. See Master Response 14 regarding Plan enforceability. 
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Response to Comment S6-87 

The specification of “larger” Class II watercourses where 
crossings will not be installed or replaced is because of feasibility, 
where significant surface flows could prevent effective diversion 
of flow around the work site. Watercourse crossings would not be 
installed or replaced on any Class II watercourse that precludes 
effective diversion of flow around the work site. 

With regard to State law issues referenced in the comment, to the 
Services knowledge, 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. Issuance of Federal ESA permits to 
Green Diamond does not excuse Green Diamond from its 
obligation to comply with all other applicable laws, including the 
California ESA, other provisions of the State Fish & Game Code 
and CEQA. 
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Response to Comment S6-88 

The Services’ role is to evaluate consistency of an HCP as a whole 
with the ESA Section 10 Permit approval criteria. Issuance criteria 
are discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8. The Services believe that Green Diamond’s 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), 
including the proposed measures contained in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3.4.9, meets these criteria. 
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Response to Comment S6-89 

Definitions of secondary and mainline roads have been added to 
the glossary (AHCP/CCAA Section 10.2). 

Response to Comment S6-90 

The Services’ role is to evaluate consistency of an HCP as a whole 
with the ESA Section 10 Permit approval criteria. Issuance criteria 
are discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8. The Services believe that Green Diamond’s 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), 
including the proposed measures contained in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3.5.8, meets these criteria. 
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Response to Comment S6-91 

The Services’ role is to evaluate consistency of an HCP as a whole 
with the ESA Section 10 Permit approval criteria. Issuance criteria 
are discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8. The Services believe that Green Diamond’s 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), 
including the proposed measures contained in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3.5.10, meets these criteria. Also see Master Response 
14.2 regarding Plan enforceability. 
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Response to Comment S6-92 

The Services’ role is to evaluate consistency of an HCP as a whole 
with the ESA Section 10 Permit approval criteria. Issuance criteria 
are discussed in EIS Section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8. The Services believe that Green Diamond’s 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), 
including the proposed measures contained in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3.5.15, meets these criteria. 
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Response to Comment S6-93 

See response to Comment S6-92. 

Response to Comment S6-94 

See Master Response 14 regarding Plan enforceability. 




