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These comments focus exclusively on the Smith River Chapter of the SONCC Recovery Plan. 
Siskiyou Land Conservancy is grateful that the Recovery Plan emphasizes the “imperative” need 
to restore the Smith River estuary, which “lacks extensive wetland and tidal channel rearing 
habitat,” as well as the fact that “agricultural runoff needs to be addressed to reduce the 
concentration levels of pesticides and sediment reaching the Smith River and its tributaries.”  
 
The very basic observations contained in the Recovery Plan regarding estuary health reflect the 
need for a sort of “Marshall Plan” to restore the Smith River estuary: “Overall, the ability of the 
estuary to provide foraging and refuge opportunities is diminished and estuarine function is 
limited by existing modifications of the floodplain and channel. Impaired estuarine function is a 
high threat to juveniles and smolts in the population. A combination of factors has led to a 
severely degraded estuarine function in the Smith River.” 
 
Given the Smith River’s status as not only a Core Watershed, but also as one of the biologically 
healthiest large watersheds in the United States outside of Alaska, containing, with the possible 
exception of Coho salmon, some of the healthiest salmonid populations in the West, such 
diminishment of estuarine properties and function must be addressed by public trust 
representatives, area property owners, NGOs and the public as the near emergency that it is.  
 
 

 
Mouth of the Smith River. 
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Habitat Simplification 
The Recovery Plan’s Smith River chapter does a good job covering habitat simplification in the 
lower Smith River, “where the greatest potential to support coho salmon exists. … Agriculture in 
the lower watershed and around the estuary has been, and continues to be the greatest contributor 
to loss and degradation of coho salmon habitat.” 
 
The Recovery Plan makes clear that “much of the historic tidal wetland habitat (>70 percent) and 
nearly all the historic tidal channels have been lost to agricultural and rural development through 
diking, dredging, the presence of tide gates, and filling. Approximately 40 percent of Smith 
River estuarine surface area was reduced between 1856 and 1966 (Quinones and Mulligan 2005). 
Dikes and levees along the channel prevent natural flow and change sediment and wood delivery 
in and out of the estuary. Behind the levees, filling of the estuary reduces functional rearing and 
refugia habitat and prey production. Sediment accumulation in accessible estuary areas restricts 
and simplifies channel habitat by decreasing pool and wetland depths and influencing the 
distribution and abundance of prey populations such as macro-invertebrate and benthic plankton. 
Overall, the Smith River estuary has limited cover, especially in the lower reach of the estuary 
(Quinones and Mulligan 2005).” 
 
Among the means of alleviating these stresses (to what is arguably the most important reach of 
the Smith River in terms of Coho salmon survival), one Action Description stands out: “Assess 
feasibility and develop a plan to remove or 
set back levees and dikes that includes 
restoring the natural channel form and 
floodplain connectivity once the levees 
have been removed. Remove levees and 
restore channel form and floodplain 
connectivity.” This action should be given 
high priority upon completion of the 
Recovery Plan. Funding should be 
allocated to create a Smith River estuary 
restoration-management plan that identifies 
historic flows, sloughs, river mouths and 
off channel salmonid habitat with the 
express purpose of restoring this habitat 
close to its original condition. The 
management plan would identify areas 
currently most desirable for breaching of 
levees and restoration of flood plain, 
sloughs and off channel habitat. The plan 
would also analyze materials used to create 
the levees, which include items such as 
cement trucks and tires that may still be 
leaching petroleum distillates and other 
forms of pollution at high water events. 
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A ditch runs from lily fields and greenhouses 
directly to the Smith River estuary.  

Pesticides 
That lily farming is “of particular concern,” according to the Recovery Plan, is almost an 
understatement. In 2010 Smith River farmers applied approximately 270,000 pounds of mostly 
toxic pesticides onto concentrated fields of Easter lilies whose ground and surface waters drain 
directly to the Smith River estuary. As noted below, the Recovery Plan must include greater 
examination of this threat to salmonids and extensive recommendations for its alleviation. 
 
It is important to note that the Recovery Plan’s treatment, in Chapter 3 of “Stresses and Threats,” 
the treatment of pesticides is inadequate. 
 
Chapter 3 notes a USEPA “program to monitor and regulate pesticides and other chemicals that 
may harm listed species.” However, as is well known, particularly among federal agencies, 
USEPA’s enforcement of laws and regulations aimed at protecting endangered species, such as 
salmonids, from pesticides has long been so lacking as to 
necessitate several lawsuits. For instance, last year the 
Center for Biological Diversity sued USEPA “for its 
failure to consult with federal wildlife agencies regarding 
the impacts of hundreds of pesticides known to be harmful 
to more than 200 endangered and threatened species.” One 
would imagine that NMFS officials are well aware of this 
and other lawsuits regarding protecting endangered 
species from pesticides and would have included this 
necessary information, including a list of recent and 
pending legal decisions and their implications, in Chapter 
3 in order that the public could obtain a legal background 
on the issue. 
 
The Recovery Plan rightly notes that “the high pesticide use associated with agriculture in the 
Smith River Plain adjacent to streams and drainages that enter the Smith River Estuary may be 
affecting the survival of coho salmon.” Following this declaration should be the means by which 
pesticides can impact salmonids. A good example is found on page 15-12 of the Recovery Plan 
itself, which states, “Recent testing in the lower Smith River has revealed copper concentrations 
that may have acute toxic effects and impair olfaction and reproduction of Coho salmon.” 
According to CDFG’s 2002 Status Review of California Coho Salmon North of San Francisco, 
“olfactory-mediated behaviors are sensitive to anticholinesterase neurotoxicity in salmonids and 
that short-term, sublethal exposures to these insecticides may cause significant behavioral 
deficits. Such deficits may have negative consequences for survival and reproductive success in 
these fish (Sholtz et al. 2000).”  
 
The copper findings referenced above occurred in August 2010 when scientists from the 
California North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board uncovered copper levels in 
Delilah Creek, a stream leading to Tillas Slough, the only large slough remaining in the Smith 
River estuary, that were 28 times higher than allowed by state law. Lily bulb growers apply 
significant amounts of copper products as fungicides. In 2010 Smith River lily farmers used 
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27,953 pounds of copper hydroxide, which the U.S. EPA lists as a Category 1 (“Danger”) 
pesticide. According to Cornell University, “Copper … is highly toxic to fish. Even at 
recommended rates of application, this material may be poisonous to trout and other fish.” Smith 
River farmers also used 2,544 pounds of copper sulfate, also an EPA Category 1 pesticide. 
 
These figures are readily available from the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and 
should have been included in the Recovery Plan. An argument may be made that such detail 
would have stretched the 1,400-page Recovery Plan past all reasonable expectations of volume. 
However, given that pesticides pose what may be the greatest threat to Coho salmon on the 
Smith River, which many scientists consider to be a potential West Coast stronghold for Coho 
and other salmonids in the face of crashing populations elsewhere, a detailed examination of 
pesticide use at the estuary is appropriate as well as necessary. 
 
This Recovery Plan does note the threat to Smith River salmonids from chemicals such as 
carbofuran, chlorothalonil, diuron, disulfoton, and pentachloronitrobenzene, and states that “The 
current level of chemical contamination is a high risk for juvenile salmonids.” While carbofuran 
and pentachloronitrobenzene were not used on the Smith River Plain in 2010, chlorothalonil, 
diuron, disulfoton are still used in Smith River, as are phorate, ethoprop, and maneb, all of 
which, particularly phorate, are highly toxic to fish. In the 2010 National Marine Fisheries 
Service Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Biological Opinion/Environmental 
Protection Agency Registration of Pesticides, disulfoton, Ethoprop and phorate are three of 12 
pesticides noted as being particularly harmful to aquatic species. 
 
Omitted from the Recovery Plan is the high use of metam sodium on the Smith River Plain. In 
2010 Easter lily growers applied 133, 619 pounds of metam sodium to several hundred acres of 
lily fields surrounding the Smith River estuary. Smith River Easter lily farmers use more pounds-
per-acre of metam sodium than occurs in any other California county. (Metam sodium is perhaps 
best remembered as the chemical that spilled into the Sacramento River in 1991, killing all 
aquatic life for 40 miles until the pesticide dispersed in Lake Shasta.) 
 
In its water testing, noted above, the Regional Water Board also found “evidence of chronic 
reproductive toxicity,” a startling and potentially devastating finding that deserved more emphasis 
in the Recovery Plan. Toxicologist Christopher Pincetich, Ph.D., an expert on the effects of 
pesticides on aquatic organisms, said of the state’s Smith River testing, “The chronic toxicity 
result is very significant; I saw almost zero reproduction. That test uses Ceriodaphnia dubia, a 
freshwater invertebrate, the ‘water flea.’ It is very relevant to use as it is the base of the food-web. 
If Cerio can not reproduce in your watershed, you can technically extrapolate this to say that 
salmon habitat is likely impaired as their food source (small aquatic invertebrates) is impacted.”  
 
Pincetich contends that it might not have been copper (which nonetheless can be lethal to aquatic 
species) but instead MITC, a breakdown product of metam sodium, that destroyed Cerio’s ability 
to reproduce. This threat to the Smith River’s aquatic food web is immense. In addition to 
salmonids, protected species that use the Smith River estuary include the northernmost 
population of tidewater goby (which resides only in Tillas Slough), listed under the federal 
Endangered Species Act as “endangered,” and green sturgeon, listed as “threatened.” 
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In 2010 lily growers also applied 110,175 pounds of 1,3-dichloropropene, a carcinogen and 
potential groundwater contaminant, which is also not found in the Recovery Plan. 
 
The action step descriptions for pesticide remediation in the Recovery Plan are inadequate. For 
instance: “Identify agricultural lands that contribute unacceptable levels of pollutants to the 
estuary. Develop a plan to hydrologically disconnect the runoff. Hydrologically disconnect 
agricultural lands guided by the plan.” There is a high likelihood that it will be impossible to 
hydrologically disconnect runoff and agricultural lands from the Smith River estuary. Several of 
the pesticides used in Smith River are known or potential groundwater contaminants that can 
impact salmonids at levels that are undetectable. In addition, the region’s high rainfall totals will 
inevitably transport pesticide resides to the estuary. There is simply nowhere else for them to go, 
as all surface and groundwater drainage from the Smith River Plain goes to the estuary. Rather, 
the Recovery Plan should recommend dramatic reductions, or complete elimination, of pesticides 
from the Smith River Plain, owing to the dire circumstances faced by the now nearly extinct 
Coho salmon populations. 
 
Green Diamond 
Whereas the Recovery Plan makes plain that “Rowdy Creek, a tributary of the lower river, 
supported large runs of anadromous fish (California Assembly 1961) prior to extensive human 
influences especially logging,” the Plan all but ignores one of the greatest threats to Coho habitat 
on the Smith River: Green Diamond Resource Company owns nearly all of the land surrounding 
the highest IP Coho habitat on Rowdy Creek.  
 
To their credit, authors of the Recovery Plan note that, “The impacts of [Green Diamond] timber 
harvesting, even if carried out under the [now finalized Habitat Conservation Plan], would result 
in the loss of pool habitat, loss of large wood and stream complexity, altered hydrology and 
nutrient cycling, and increased sediment loads. Changes in habitat conditions will have a 
negative effect on all life stages of coho salmon utilizing those areas.”  
 
However, use of the future tense is misplaced here. Green Diamond’s past and present logging 
regimen has and continues to result in the above impacts to Rowdy Creek, identified in the 
Recovery Plan as one of the two Smith River tributaries with the highest IP value. The Recovery 
Plan also fails to note Green Diamond’s high use of herbicides in Rowdy Creek and elsewhere 
on its Smith River holdings. These herbicides have included 2,4-D and atrazine, both of which 
are highly toxic to aquatic organisms. 
 
The Recovery Plan should note that Green Diamond’s Aquatic HCP has been roundly 
condemned by some of the most knowledgeable fisheries scientists in California. As with many 
other HCPs, Green Diamond’s Aquatic HCP can be considered more of a political document, 
rather than a scientific one, designed and implemented to allow the company to escape the 
restrictions imposed by the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act and other laws. The 
Coho Recovery Plan provides an opportunity to acknowledge this failing and rectify it, as the 
Endangered Species Act requires. 
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The Recovery Plan does notes that, “The lack of large woody structures and associated winter 
rearing habitat has been identified as a key limiting factor for juvenile coho salmon in the Smith 
River. … Habitat surveys in Rowdy Creek found an average of only 3.5 large wood pieces per 
100 feet of recruitment zone.” This is one of the lowest LWD rates in any stream in Green 
Diamond’s northern holdings, according to the HCP itself. Mention of this dearth of LWD in the 
Recovery Plan is made without acknowledgement that the lack of large woody structures on 
Rowdy Creek is due almost exclusively to the fact that Green Diamond does not allow its trees to 
grow to sizes that might be considered “large.” Green Diamond owns nearly all of the acreage in 
both Rowdy Creek and its large tributary Dominie Creek. 
 
On the ground, the Green Diamond Aquatic HCP has resulted in virtually no discernable 
alteration of forest practices, which include: 

• near comprehensive watershed-wide rotations of clear-cutting young (< 60 years) 
conifers;  

• transformation of forestlands to cloned, monocultural, coniferous tree farms where 
biodiversity has been virtually eliminated; 

• excessive use of herbicides to control broadleaf species, inevitably resulting in collateral 
impacts to aquatic species, particularly salmonids. 

 
The one paragraph in the Recovery Plan dedicated to Green Diamond is in reality a “punt” to this 
inadequate HCP. Instead, the Recovery Plan should acknowledge these inadequacies and insist 
on a more informed, accurate, and effective slate of mechanisms for protecting Coho populations 
from Green Diamond’s destructive industrial forestry practices. Far more information is needed 
in the Recovery Plan to assess the impacts of Green Diamond’s forestry practices and devise 
mechanisms to address them. 
 
The Green Diamond HCP and EIS area “fundamentally flawed in their approach to protecting 
coho salmon. [They] do not adequately address cumulative effects and will likely cause a 
continued decline of fish populations and forest health. … [T]hey are insufficient under both the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act,” and 
they “patently fail to characterize the dire condition of coho salmon and other anadromous 
salmonid species on their property and in the region.” (Higgins, 2002). Most biologists agree that 
the one to two Coho redds per stream mile allowed under the HCP represents an “extinction level.”  
 
An example of how poorly conceived and constructed is the Green Diamond HCP can be found 
in a 2002 Pacific Rivers Council review of Green Diamond’s Aquatic Habitat Conservation Plan 
(Ashton, Frissell, Trush) which roundly condemned the plan and cited pattern and practice of 
major deficiencies in the Plan. While the following comments, like the HCP itself, cover the 
entirety of Green Diamond’s vast North Coast holdings, the company’s treatment of its Smith 
River properties, especially on Rowdy Creek, is on par with its overall management practices 
throughout Green Diamond lands. 
 

• There is no basis upon which to find that the proposed management 
prescriptions will effectively limit ongoing harm to the covered species arising 
from cumulative watershed effects, particularly those associated with alteration of 
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sediment and hydrologic regimes. Instead of addressing these impacts, the plan evades 
any meaningful analysis of these cumulative impacts and their effects on the covered species. 
Rather, there is an implicit and unsubstantiated assumption that the proposed default 
management measures are adequate to prevent detrimental cumulative watershed effects 
regardless of the current condition of any specific watershed. Moreover, no watershed 
analysis or analogous process is proposed to assess or establish limits on cumulative 
watershed effects where unacceptable impacts exist or would occur without more locally 
tailored management limitations. The plan inappropriately dismisses the impacts of 
current management on hydrology, peak flows and soils. 
• The Plan’s stated objectives and the assessment of environmental effects are 
inappropriately founded on a highly managed, degraded environmental basel ine. 
For example, maintenance of the current distribution of amphibians, which reflects the 
virtual elimination of many species from historically occupied lowland sites, is 
considered acceptable in the plan without analysis or disclosure of the consequences of 
this assumption.. 
• The Plan inadequately describes past management activities and current 
condition of watersheds within Simpson’s holdings. Noticeably absent for each 
watershed is a quantification of such parameters as road density, past timber harvest rates and 
methods, and riparian density and composition. Such parameters are essential for a 
meaningful description of the environmental baseline and its relationship to the recovery of 
Covered Species. Without such information it is impossible to adequately assess the 
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures and the potential cumulative effects of 
Simpson’s proposed 50-year work plan. Impacts on coho salmon in particular are 
inadequately assessed: in describing the plan area, the AHCP downplays the importance of 
Simpson’s holdings in the Klamath Basin, stating that their properties comprise only 2% of 
the basin. However, Simpson presently owns over 80% of the Lower Klamath sub-basin 
(excluding Federally owned portions of Blue Creek) which contains a major portion of 
the remaining coho salmon habitat in the Klamath Basin. The potential impacts of 
Simpson's commercial timber production in this basin on coho survival and recovery are 
highly significant. 
• There is a general lack of quantitative supporting analysis regarding the 
expected level of management-related impact to covered species and their habitats, 
nor is there any associated analysis of how these impacts relate to the survival and 
recovery of these species. Absent such an assessment, there is no way to gauge the 
sufficiency of the proposed measures to achieve habitat protection and recovery. If the 
Services have conducted such an assessment, it should be presented with the DEIS as part 
of the rationale for proposing this decision. It should not be relegated to the role of posthoc 
rationalization for a deal that has already been struck. The analysis provided is 
conclusory and its basis is not disclosed. The plan should include complete disclosure of 
what conceptual or numerical models were used to determine the direction and magnitude 
of impact on habitat conditions and species survival. The plan fails to identify and 
disclose the assumed mechanisms of biological impact and magnitude of effect, rendering 
the record opaque to scientific review and verification of these assumptions. 
• The sediment delivery objectives and measures lack a biologically-relevant 
basis. The Plan's sediment delivery measures and supporting analysis are not tied to the 
habitat needs of covered species. Sediment delivery studies in Simpson Hydrographic Planning 
Areas should tie sediment delivery volumes and frequency to habitat degradation, stasis 
or improvement. Furthermore, discussing reduction in sediment delivery without 
discussing how habitat is affected in the streams to which the sediment is being delivered 
is not addressing what should be the main sediment issue in the AHCP. Forest 
management activity alters habitat of the affected species by changes in the magnitude, 
frequency, and spatial distribution of landslides and other erosion sources, not simply by 
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changes in net volume delivered over time. These must all be addressed for credible 
projections of biological response to the proposed conservation measures. 
• The appropriate objective for the slope stability measures is to prevent 
alteration of the natural landsl ide regime. Affected species have adapted to the 
periodic delivery of large volumes of coarse and fine sediment to stream channels as a 
consequence of slope failures produced by storms. It should be the goal of the AHCP to 
ensure that the volume of this periodic delivery is not further increased by management, and 
that the spatial distribution of landslide occurrence is not expanded. Therefore, management 
should avoid road building and harvest activities that demonstrably have contributed to large 
sediment deliveries during storms. These activities include major road construction on 
steep streamside slopes and road construction across headwater swales. In lieu of the 
specific analysis of biological consequences of landsliding described in the previous 
paragraph, this is a defensible approach to defining the conditions of biological recovery 
with some fairly high level of confidence. Any regime that departs substantially from the 
pre-management landslide pattern requires careful analysis and justification that are not 
in evidence in the draft plan. 
• The Plan is not spatially explicit and therefore does not ensure protection of 
biological refugia critical to survival and recovery of the covered species. Without 
specific information about where activities will take place in space and time, analysis of 
impacts of activity conducted under the plan and the effects of conservation measures can 
be erroneous or misleading. Most of the covered fish and amphibian species exist in a 
highly patchy distribution, as a consequence of historic habitat deterioration or 
fragmentation and local population decline. This fragmentation has significant 
demographic consequences on species persistence that need to be accounted for in a 
formal analysis. It also has consequences for conservation needs: if conservation 
measures are not carefully targeted to protect and enhance remaining self-sustaining 
populations and the specific habitat refugia that sustain them, the species will likely be 
lost from the planning area. 
• The riparian protection measures proposed in the proposed Plan could, in 
several key respects, actually provide less protection than the current rules in 
protecting and restoring depleted sources of conifer LWD in riparian areas. The 
SRP Report (Ligon et al. 1999) concludes that current rules regarding the harvest of riparian 
stands are insufficient in protecting current sources of recruitable redwood LWD and the 
growth of future recruitable LWD. Therefore, it seems that if the applicant desires an 
incidental take permit, then they should be proposing riparian standards well above the 
current rules, yet the proposed Plan will effectively lock in the status quo with only minor 
modifications. The riparian management measures identified in the Plan will not 
adequately rehabilitate riparian areas currently devoid of mature redwoods. Key large 
redwoods should be permanently dedicated to the stream – not potentially harvested at a 
date after the Plan expires. The California Forest Practice Rules have been seriously 
criticized for their inability to protect aquatic species by the very agencies now proposing 
to grant Simpson this permit, yet the Services are proposing federal assurances without 
significant improvements to these rules and, in some cases, weakening of the rules. For 
example, Simpson’s riparian proposals would replace the existing requirement that the 
ten largest trees in riparian area be retained. See infra at Section V B. The Plan also 
appears to ignore recommendations made in the recent past by NMFS and/or FWS 
technical staff regarding forest management practices necessary for take avoidance and 
practices recommended in other recent HCPs on nearby lands. (NMFS 2000; Palco HCP 
1998). For example, the Pacific Lumber plan prohibits harvest on mass-wasting areas, 
including headwall swales (Palco at 6.3.3.7) while Simpson allows it with limited 
restrictions. Cf. Simpson at 6.3.3.7. The Pacific Lumber HCP is also more restrictive 
with respect to wet-weather road use. Palco at 6.3.3.6. 
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• The plan does not set appropriate management objectives for riparian areas, 
given the needs of Covered Species. No clear vision for riparian zone recovery (e.g., late 
successional stand composition) is offered. The proposed riparian protection standards 
do not adequately emphasize the importance of creating late-successional streamside 
areas and retaining the largest trees. It is particularly important for amphibians to create 
and maintain interior or “core” areas of riparian forest where aquatic and near-stream 
conditions are suitable for cold-water adapted amphibians. Wide no-cut buffers of 30 
meters or greater are necessary to provide the microclimate required by the adult life 
stages of several amphibians, including the tailed frog and southern torrent salamander. 
See e.g. Welsh et al. p. 67. The services own guidance has recommended protection 
within areas equivalent to a site-potential tree height. E.g. Spence 1996. Retention of 
larger size classes of conifers also is necessary to prevent the continuous selection and 
harvest of larger trees, allowed by this proposal. These largest existing trees are most 
likely to contribute large wood structure during the life of this plan. Such wood is 
necessary to create the structurally diverse habitats needed by the larval life stages of 
these species. Given the low levels at which most riparian areas currently function, only 
management actions that do not impede or accelerate riparian recovery should be 
permitted. 
• There is inadequate protection of Class III streams and headwall swales. Actions 
in the headwaters will propagate their effects downstream. There is a complete lack of 
analysis regarding foreseeable changes in the sediment regimes that are likely to accrue 
to public natural resources off of Simpson’s ownership.. Headwater systems provide the 
link between terrestrial processes and fish bearing streams (Gomi et al. 2002). 
Employing the River Continuum Concept (Vannote et al. 1980) to riparian protection 
measures would result in the greatest protection occurring in headwater zones (Noss et al 
2000). Protection of headwater areas is especially important in meeting the needs of 
amphibian species Although the Plan extends Class II watercourse protection measures 
to seeps, springs, wet meadows, and wet areas, recognizing the importance of these 
aquatic features to the aquatic ecosystem, there still exists a lack of protection for 
headwall swales. Headwall swales are often the source of unchannelized aquatic features 
(seeps, springs, wet areas) and serve as initiation points for slides delivering sediment to 
watercourses. They are also sources of nutrients and habitat structure for receiving 
waters. Headwater systems provide the link between terrestrial processes and fish 
bearing streams (Gomi et al. 2002). Employing the River Continuum Concept (Vannote 
et al. 1980) to riparian protection measures would result in the greatest protection 
occurring in headwater zones (Noss et al. 2000). Because Class III streams are vectors 
for transferring sediment and water to downstream aquatic habitat, and they are a primary 
direct erosion source in the affected watersheds, vegetation along these stream courses 
and woody debris within them are crucial to mediating their role in sustaining 
downstream habitat. A plan that fails to afford specific protection to Class III streams in 
this landscape is not likely to be effective. 
• New roads are not adequately prevented in problem locations. The panel 
identifies several key concerns with the assumptions and analysis regarding the roads 
provisions. First, there is an assumption that the reduction of road-related sediment by 70% 
from current levels is adequate to avoid road-related jeopardy to the covered species. 
However, there is no ecological basis for this objective, as 70% is tied neither to the natural 
regime nor to the needs of the covered species. A second set of concerns addresses the extent 
to which reduction or prevention of road related sediment production though stormproofing 
actually is capable of offsetting the large amounts of sediment produced from 
silviculturally related landslides. See infra at V.D.2. Therefore, given the uncertainties 
about the potential to mitigate for landscape-level alterations of the sediment and 
hydrological regimes through road upgrades, it would be prudent for this plan to avoid 
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making the situation worse through new roadbuilding, particularly in steep and riparian 
locations. Although roads are prohibited from draining “directly” into watercourses, 
however, the road location standards still will allow new roadbuilding in riparian areas 
and on landslide-prone-locations. Though perhaps possible in theory, in a practical sense 
it is widely recognized as infeasible to construct stable roads that do not drain or deposit 
sediment into watercourses in these most sensitive portions of the landscape 
• Monitoring and adaptive management measures lack mechanisms capable of 
detecting and implementing limits on cumulative effects. Suspended sediment, not 
temperature, would best serve as a rapid response indicator. See infra at III.B. Fish 
response thresholds are absent, and amphibian response mechanisms are flawed. See 
Sections IV and V.D. 
• There is virtually no analysis regarding the relationship of this plan to 
attainment of 
water quality standards for parameters other than temperature. Best available data 
on turbidity, for example, should be brought to bear. Consideration should be given to 
watershed-specific practices in areas not currently meeting standards for forestry-related 
parameters. 
• Herbicide impacts are not addressed, although their use is associated with the 
activities covered in the Plan. The proposed Plan fails to make any substantive findings 
about the potential impacts of herbicides on water quality and listed aquatic species. 
These impacts should be addressed regardless of the fact that Simpson is not seeking 
coverage of their use. AHCP v.1, 2-9 (Section 2.4.3. Control of Competing Vegetation). 
Based on the substantial literature available regarding how the application of herbicides 
may affect aquatic species, the Plan could and should have included the steps they (or 
their sub-contractors) would follow to minimize the accidental introduction of substances 
commonly used in commercial timber management; such as Atrazine; Triclopyr; Garlon 
3 and 4; 2,4-D; and Glyphosate into Plan Area streams. Section 2, Description of 
Simpson’s Timber Operations and Forest Management Activities, should include a 
description of annual, repeated use of herbicides over several thousand acres of forest 
lands that drain into waterways that support listed species and are utilized by the public, 
yet this analysis is omitted. The potential impacts of Simpson’s proposed activities or the 
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures cannot be evaluated without the 
information necessary to understand all interrelated portions of their timber management 
activities. 
• Key provisions of the Plan rely on extremely subjective, discretionary provisions 
that, while they may be given ecologically appropriate meaning by some current 
technical staff at Simpson, may not be given consistent meaning by future 
managers. 
Key provisions regarding retention of riparian trees dependent on a subjective 
determination of "likely to recruit". The delineation of riparian areas depends on an 
unspecified protocol for determining watercourse transition lines, and a key factor for 
determining riparian protection – slope class – has no associated clear definition. 
• There is l ittle or no supporting analysis provided to indicate how this decision 
meets the applicable decision standards. The public review package addresses matters of 
NEPA compliance but short-shrifts analysis of the applicable decision standards. 
Because approval of this plan will have the effect of insulating the applicant, Simpson, 
from new regulatory requirements over the next 50 years, this decision must be based on 
a solid scientific rationale that justifies placing the public trust in this plan versus the 
evolutionary process to which the CFPRs are clearly subject. This decision deserves 
more carefully scrutiny for its ecological consequences. We suggest that it would have 
been appropriate to include at least a draft biological opinion in the review package.  


