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Appendix F
Public Comments

Appendix F, Public Comments, consists of three sections. Section F.1, Overview, briefly
summarizes the public comment process, describes how comments received from the public
were analyzed, responded to, and presented in this appendix, and provides examples of the
range of comments received from the public on the draft document. Section F.2, Comment
Response Matrix, contains responses to all of the comments received on the DEIS/NFHCP.
Section F.3, Written Comments, contains all of the comments received on the DEIS/NFHCP.

F.1 Overview

F.1.1 Public Comment Process
The public comment period opened with the announcement of the availability of the DEIS in
the Federal Register on December 17, 1999. At the public�s request, the Services extended
the comment period from 60 to 90 days, and the public comment period closed on March 17,
2000. Six public meetings were held in Montana, Idaho, and Washington between January 11
and 20, 1999, and were attended by 95 individuals. Section 6.6, FEIS Coordination, provides
additional information on the public involvement program.

The Services received 83 separate pieces of correspondence on the draft document.
Comments were received at the six public meetings and in mailed letters, faxes, and e-mails.
Section F.3, Written Comments, contains a list of all commentors, together with the full text
of their comments.

F.1.2 Public Comment Analysis and Response
The analysis method used for this project provided a means of categorizing each person�s
comments into separate subjects, then grouping similar subjects together so that the public�s
comments could be thoroughly examined. To accomplish this, the Services analyzed and
responded to comments using a two-step process:

•  The first step was to assign comment numbers to all individual comments within each
piece of correspondence. A total of 1,281 separate comments were identified in the
83 separate pieces of correspondence received. The comment letters and comments
received at public meetings are provided in Section F.3, Written Comments.

•  Second, the Services wrote a response to every identified comment. Some commentors
shared the same concern, which was addressed by the same response; therefore,
814 separate responses were written for the 1,281 separate comments identified. All of
the responses were compiled into a response matrix, contained in Section F.2, Comment
Response Matrix, which is categorized by the type of concern or suggestion. For
example, in the response matrix, all comments dealing with road abandonment are listed
in the major category of Roads and the sub-category of Abandonment. The 17 major
categories and associated subcategories of the matrix are provided in Table F.1-1,
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presented at the end of this section. All categories and sub-categories of the response
matrix are also listed in the Table of Contents at the beginning of this appendix to direct
the reader to the category of interest.

F.1.3 How to Find Public Comments and Responses
To find an individual comment, go to Section F.3, Written Comments. The table of contents
for this appendix lists all of the entities who submitted comments. On the paper copy of this
FEIS/NFHCP, the table of contents lists page numbers so the reader can quickly find the
comment letter of interest. In the electronic version of this FEIS/NFHCP, the reader can
access the comment letter by clicking on the name of the commentor in the table of contents.

To find the response to a particular comment, go to the comment letter in Section F.3 and
find the comment number. On the right-hand side of the comment letter, the comment
number (assigned to the comment) is cross-referenced to the response number (the response
that applies to the comment number). On the paper version of this FEIS/NFHCP, go to
Section F.2, Comment Response Matrix, and find the response number. Response numbers
are listed sequentially throughout the categories and subcategories in the first column of the
matrix. The matching response is presented in the second column of the matrix. After reading
the response, the reader can review similar responses in the same category, or look in the
third column of the matrix and find comments from others who had similar concerns or
suggestions.

In the electronic version of this FEIS/NFHCP (located at http://www.fws.gov/r1srbo/srbo/
plumck.htm through December 31, 2000), go to the comment letter and find the comment
number. On the right-hand side of the letter, the comment number is cross-referenced to the
response number. Click on the response number and the matching response will appear in the
second column of the matrix. After reading the response to the comment, the reader may
return to the comment letter by clicking on the link to the comment letter in the third column
of the matrix. The reader may also scroll up or down to see responses to similar comments,
or click on other comment number links in the third column to see similar comments.

F.1.4 Examples of Comments Received
A wide range of comments on many of the categories and subcategories was received during
the public comment period. This range is reflected in the full text of public comments
presented in Section F.3, Written Comments. Several examples are summarized below to
illustrate the diversity of opinion expressed by the public on the proposed project. Quotes
used in the following text are exactly as provided in correspondence to preserve the integrity
of the person�s comment.

The DEIS and NFHCP were presented under one cover to provide the public a better
opportunity to understand and comment on the proposed plan. One result of that approach
was that commentors focused on the NFHCP and the alternatives analysis process. No
comments were received on the Internal Bull Trout Conservation Alternative, and only
several comments addressed the Simplified Prescriptions Alternative. The range of
comments on the alternatives includes the following:
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•  �In our assessment, none of the proposed alternatives satisfactorily provides the proper
functions or conditions for imperiled fish species�We would request that additional
alternatives be developed and added to the NFHCP which more closely reflect past
recommendations�.�

•  �I believe the DEIS did an adequate job of using available information in evaluating the
4 alternatives. The Alternatives represented a reasonable range of actions that meet the
stated purpose and need, and presented the Alternatives in a format which reasonably
compared and contrasted them.�

Comments on the NFHCP span a wide range of opinion from total support to complete
opposition. Many support the NFHCP without reservation for different reasons. Some
support the NFHCP for the positive economic impact, while others praise the habitat
conservation commitments:

•  �Overall, I felt that this is an exceptional HCP in its design. Compared to others I have
viewed, it is one which I felt had the best landscape description and even provided
foresight into specific landscape applications.�

•  �We are particularly pleased that the NFHCP alternative seeks to create the synergy
necessary to realize both the biological goals and the regulatory certainly that PC needs to
make the considerable business investments required to improve fisheries habitat….�

•  �I want to add my support to the NFHCP developed by Plum Creek Timber Company,
USFWS, and NMFS�. The plan represents over two years of peer-reviewed scientific
research�it is compatible with the recently enacted Forest and Fish Plan, but it tailored
to the characteristics of specific landscapes. It is also broader, in that it provides
management measures for grazing, land uses, and legacy issues such as old roads and
water diversions�.We should do everything possible to encourage others to follow the
example of Plum Creek and the entire timber industry.�

Several commentors support the idea of HCPs, but believe that this particular NFHCP needs
modification to meet species� or economic needs:

•  �Plum Creek and the Agencies are to be congratulated for developing this creative
partnership. We encourage you to move forward in implementing a Habitat Conservation
Plan that benefits fish and provides certainly to the landowner. Our primary concern
centers around how other, smaller landowners will ultimately be effected. Clearly, Plum
Creek�s commitment far exceeds its legal obligation under the ESA, and other
landowners will not have the resources to follow the company�s lead.�

•  �Keep in mind that designing HCPs is experimental in nature. Planning is being done at
the landscape level, yet we do not know a lot about these animals on the community and
population level.�

Several commentors do not directly support or oppose the NFHCP. Instead, they propose
modifications to the plan and reserve judgement. Proposed modifications range from minor
additions to revision of the entire document, as follows:
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•  �The NFHCP represents the beginning of a process that we find encouraging�.While the
proposed adaptive management and monitoring program is a good start, we have
concerns that this program lacks the necessary scope and detail to assure that effects from
Plum Creek�s management activities upon water quality, aquatic habitat, and fisheries
will be fully identified and mitigated�.�

•  �Because Washington has spent the last 2 years heavily involved in development of a
forest practices regulatory package�we do have a standard or level of protection which
we strongly believe should not be compromised. Therefore, we hope that the above
comments will be seriously considered and that they will help to strengthen the proposed
NFHCP.�

•  �As a result of significant defects in the coordination process and the failure to recognize
that Plum Creek�s management must take into consideration the impacts and problems to
salmon caused by other entities�we believe it is necessary to re-draft the HCP and
accompanying DEIS.�

Another group of commentors generally support the idea of an HCP, but oppose this
particular NFHCP. Recommendations for modification range from drafting a new plan to
adding more conservation benefits:

•  �In short, the USFWS would be failing to provide the necessary protection and
consideration to rare native fish species as required by the ESA if they approve this
plan�.A supplemental plan should be written which takes into account credible science
and realistic habitat protection considerations before moving forward.�

•  �Trout Unlimited supports the use of HCPs and incidental take permits for advancing
endangered species conservation on private lands. But we believe these tools should be
used judiciously and be backed with sound science�.We believe the proposed HCP
includes enough shortcomings and uncertainty that its potential conservation benefits do
not outweigh the risk associated with issuing a 30-year incidental take permit.�

Many commentors oppose the NFHCP, and would not support it under any circumstances.
Reasons for opposing range from the perceived inadequacy of NFHCP conservation
measures to believing that any HCP should be illegal under the ESA.

•  �We object to issuance of an incidental take permit by the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)�.The HCP fails to meet the
most basic requirements of the Endangered Species Act�.�

•  �The public is being asked to gauge the costs and benefits of granting Plum Creek this
HCP. Past evidence of the effectiveness of HCP�s shows overall poor results. Although
this HCP is somewhat different than past HCP�s, it is unlikely to be much more effective.
Our wild native fish deserve much better protection from human development than is
presently included in this proposed HCP.�

•  �At the outset, we wish to note that we are opposed to the practice of issuing widespread
permits to �take��i.e., harm, kill, destroy�endangered species and their habitats across
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large tracts of land. Issuance of ITPs like Plum Creek�s is particularly objectionable as:
1) these same timber companies share much of the responsibility for fish and wildlife
species� imperiled status, and 2) the companies� mitigation plans for the ITPs (i.e., their
HCPs) fail to provide meaningful and adequate mitigation for most species.�

Please refer to Section F.3 to review in their entirety all comments received from the public
on the DEIS/NFHCP.
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TABLE F.1-1
Major Categories and Sub-Categories Used in Section F.2, Comment Response Matrix

General
Federal Lands
Tribal Issues
States
Take
Recovery

DEIS
Purpose and Need
Alternatives
Permit Species
Non-Permit Species
Covered Activities
Cumulative Effects
Baseline
Best Available Information
Coordination
Upland Activities
Groundwater
Hydrology

NFHCP
Environmental Principles
Permit Species
Permit Length
Covered Activities
Covered Lands
Pay as You Go
Key Migratory Rivers

Administration
External Audits (NFHCP Commitment A5)
Reporting (NFHCP Commitment A6)
Changed Circumstances (NFHCP Commitment AM3)
Oversight
Termination

Biological Goals
Business Goals
Issuance Criteria
Assurances
Implementing Agreement
Adding Lands

Practicability
Maximum Extent Practicable

Roads
Sediment
Road Sediment Delivery Analyses (NFHCP
  Commitment R9)
Fish Passage
Stream Crossings
Interface Caution Areas (NFHCP Commitment R8)
Density

Roads, continued
New Roads (NFHCP Commitment R2)
Abandonment (NFHCP Commitment R7)
Upgrade (NFHCP Commitment R5)
Hot Spots (NFHCP Commitment R6)
Best Management Practices (NFHCP Commitment R1)
Maintenance (NFHCP Commitment R8)
Inspections (NFHCP Commitment R4)
Landslides
Poaching (NFHCP Commitment R10)
Restrictions (NFHCP Commitment R11)

Riparian
Stream Type
Tier 1 Watersheds
Headwaters (NFHCP Commitment Rp7)
Other Streams (NFHCP Commitment Rp6)
Slope Distance
Channel Migration Zones
Interface Caution Areas (NFHCP Commitment Rp8)
Temperature
Large Woody Debris
Riparian Harvest Deferrals (NFHCP Commitment Rp9)
Forest and Fish Report (State of Washington)
State Rules (NFHCP Commitment Rp1)

Adaptive Management
Monitoring (NFHCP Commitment AM1)
Triggers
Timing
Management Responses (NFHCP Commitment AM2)
Changed Circumstances (NFHCP Commitment AM3)
Sediment
Temperature
Native Fish Assemblages (NFHCP Commitment AM4)

Grazing
Best Management Practices (NFHCP Commitment G1)
Exclosures (NFHCP Commitment G2)
Vacated Leases (NFHCP Commitment G4)
Training (NFHCP Commitment  G5)
Monitoring

Land Use
Land Use Principles (NFHCP Commitment L1)
Sales to Public (NFHCP Commitment L2)
Conservation Sales (NFHCP Commitment L3)
Land Use Conservation Areas (NFHCP
  Commitment L4)
Neutral (NFHCP Commitment L5)
Exchange (NFHCP Commitment L8)
Proportionality Balance (NFHCP Commitment L9)

Legacy
Clean Water Act
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F.2 Comment Response Matrix

General

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

1 Thank you for your comments. Section F.1, Public Comments Summary,
in Appendix F of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS),
summarizes the wide range of comments and opinions received on the
draft documents and the proposed Native Fish Habitat Conservation Plan
(NFHCP).

A1-1, A2-1,
A3-1, A4-1,
A5-1, B2-3,

B2-20, C1-1,
C1-15, C2-1,
C3-34, D1-1,
D1-13, D3-1,
E1-1, E1-10,
E1-28, E2-1,
E2-3, E2-4,

E2-44, E2-45,
E2-18, E2-19,
E4-2, E5-2,
E6-1, E7-2,
E8-1, E8-12,
E9-13, E9-3,
E10-1, E12-1

E12-10,
E13-15,
E13-29,
E13-36,

E13-38, E15-9,
E16-1, E16-5,

E18-13, E19-1,
E20-1, E21-1,
E21-5, E21-7,
E23-6, E24-1,

E24-11, E25-1,
E26-1, E26-2,
E26-8, E27-1,
E28-1, E29-1,
E29-2, E29-4,
E31-4, E32-1,
E34-1, F1-7,
F2-1, F2-14,
F8-1, F9-4,

F11-1, F12-3,
F13-1, F13-5,
F14-1, F16-1,
F16-2, F17-1,
F18-1, F19-1,
F19-2, F20-1,
F21-1, F22-1,
F23-2, F24-2,
F25-4, F26-1,
F26-2, F27-2,
F29-1, F30-1,
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Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

F31-1, F32-1,
G3-1

2 See responses 77 and 14. The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS; used together, the
Services) agree that “increments of improvement are good, but they must
be examined in the context of what species need.”

B1-2

3 The All-H paper contained five goals for a regional fish recovery plan,
namely: conserve species, conserve ecosystems, assure tribal fishing
rights, balance needs of other species, and minimize effects on humans.
The All-H paper also described various regional alternatives for managing
anadromous fish, and was intended to inform the public and elected
officials of options for developing a regional strategy. The All-H paper did
not endorse any particular alternative or establish productivity goals.

NMFS agrees that a certain level of habitat productivity is necessary for
the protection and management of salmonids, and uses their Habitat
Approach guidance to establish proper habitat function.

The sufficiency of the NFHCP toward meeting legal requirements of
Sections 7 and 10 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) must be
evaluated in a biological opinion, and a set of findings, respectively.
NMFS would not issue an Incidental Take Permit (Permit) if the legal
requirements were not met.

B1-4

4 No legal mechanism is available to hold Plum Creek responsible for
factors beyond their control or unrelated to their operations; therefore,
such factors were not considered in development of alternatives for this
plan. NMFS considered ways to integrate population factors into the
NFHCP; however, this idea was dropped because of the large amount of
uncertainty involved with relating abundance of anadromous fish to
habitat characteristics in a particular watershed.

Certain surrogates, such as egg-to-parr or adult-to-smolt ratios are useful
indices to gauge trends in survival, and will be considered in the adaptive
management framework where this type of information is available.

B1-5

5 NMFS agrees that merely slowing habitat degradation or maintaining
status quo is unlikely to ensure the continued existence of listed
anadromous fish. Therefore, a Permit cannot be issued to Plum Creek
Timber Company (Plum Creek) unless the NFHCP maintains habitat
quality sufficient to support all potential life stages of anadromous fish.

NMFS also agrees that requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and
treaty rights cannot be usurped through a Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP). At the same time, NMFS does not have authority under the ESA
to mandate actions under the CWA or under treaties, apart from those
actions authorized by the ESA.

B1-6, B1-12,
B1-15, B3-1

6 NMFS agrees that changes in fish abundance can require a response
that would require an increase in the level of protection for a listed
species. This is dealt with in the NFHCP under the provisions of
“unforeseen circumstances” and through voluntary and “triggered”
management response pathways.

B1-7
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Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

The tribal restoration plan calls for land management restrictions that
would provide greater assurances of species recovery than the proposed
NFHCP, but some of the recommendations are beyond the statutory
authorities of the ESA.

7 The Services agree that degradation of fish habitat can occur under state
Best Management Practices (BMPs), and that timber harvest has
detrimental effects to fish habitat in many circumstances. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) disclosed short-term changes in
riparian areas that are likely to occur as a result of riparian timber harvest,
but it did not conclude that “short-term degradation is consistent with the
needs of listed salmonids,” as stated in this comment. Because of
inevitable effects of commercial forestry, a specified amount of take
would be authorized under this NFHCP. The ESA requires that the
amount of authorized take would not be so large as to preclude the
survival and recovery of the species covered by the Permit.

B1-8

8 The Services are aware of the publications cited by the commentor, and
acknowledge that there are strengths and weaknesses in all current
conservation plans. The proposed NFHCP is no exception. Certain
aspects of the NFHCP afford a low level of risk to Permit species, while
other aspects of the NFHCP pose either an unknown risk, or have a
comparatively higher risk. An HCP is not intended or required to eliminate
all risks, it is required to minimize and mitigate risk factors to the
maximum extent practicable. The Services believe that risks to Permit
species posed by issuance of a Permit to Plum Creek are unlikely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the Permit species, and that BMPs
will actually result in a net improvement in habitat quality that should
reduce existing threats to Permit species.

B1-10

9 The Services agree evidence suggests that land-management-induced
increases in water temperature and sediment delivery rates likely provide
exotic species with a competitive advantage over native stocks. However,
the degree to which this affects interactions between brook trout and bull
trout is unknown. NFHCP commitments will tend to benefit native stocks
through net decreases in water temperature (through a net increase in
stream canopy cover) and sediment delivery. In addition, Plum Creek has
proposed to work cooperatively on exotic species removal, and the
Services thank the commentor for their support on this issue.

C2-22

10 Thank you for your comments. All suggestions were considered by the
Services during revisions to the draft documents.

C2-32

11 Terms and conditions of the NFHCP Implementing Agreement, contained
in Appendix A of the DEIS and this FEIS, provide the basis for evaluating
and measuring the success of the proposed conservation partnership
between FWS and Plum Creek.

D1-41, E2-37

12 See responses 77 and 46. The Services agree that uncertainty exists
regarding the degree of adequacy of the proposed NFHCP in allowing for
recovery of Permit species. However, the FWS believes it is a valuable
approach, and the most risk-averse approach. The NFHCP, as modified,
reduces uncertainty with the up-front commitments, and will allow further
reduction of uncertainty through the adaptive management process.

E1-3, E20-3
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Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

13 See responses 335 and 701. The FWS agrees that, “short-term reduction
in canopy cover and spikes in sedimentation due to road-building are
expected.” Hence, the reason for offering a Permit—to allow for such
short-term impacts—in exchange for the promise of broader-scale,
longer-term habitat conservation.

E1-22

14 The NFHCP and DEIS provide estimates of potential improvements in all
of the Four Cs, or four habitat areas of clean, cold, complex, and
connected habitat, in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.6, Environmental Conse-
quences. See response 77 and response 246 for more information on
“recovery standards.” The Services believe that impacts to Permit species
habitat will occur (hence the proposed incidental take authorization).
However, the rate and degree of impacts that would occur would be
reduced from current levels, and overall habitat conditions across the
Project Area would improve at a rate sufficient to allow for recovery of
Permit species, through implementation of the up-front conservation
commitments combined with the ability to modify the NFHCP if the
biological goals are not being met.

The Services agree that some key portions of the Project Area are more
important to Permit species than others, and are worthy of greater
protection, and we did account for this by considering a form of this
“reserve-based strategy” in the current draft NFHCP. The FWS’ and Plum
Creek’s approach to incorporating this approach to conservation was to
identify Native Fish Assemblages (NFAs, see NFHCP) to provide special
conservation commitments based on a more site-specific analysis of
conservation needs in those watersheds. The FWS and Plum Creek also
identified known bull trout spawning and rearing streams to provide
additional riparian buffer protection. The Services also agree that
monitoring of these watersheds for comparison purposes to other, more
intensively managed watersheds, may be an important part of the
Adaptive Management commitments in the NFHCP. The FWS worked
with Plum Creek to include monitoring of NFAs and Tier 1 watersheds in
the Core Adaptive Management Project (CAMP) designs and monitoring
study designs (see NFHCP Appendix AM-1).

E1-30, F4-5,
B1-12, E1-12,

E16-14, E4-93,
E22-9, E4-122,
E4-123, E17-22

15 The Services concluded in the DEIS that risk of broad-scale impacts to
Permit species from complete failure of up-front conservation commit-
ments in the first 10 years of the Permit is low. The risk is low, in part,
because Plum Creek will access only 20 percent of all riparian areas on
their lands. Therefore, the geographic scope of the risk of such failure in
the first 10 years is relatively limited. In each subsequent 10-year period
of the Permit, Plum Creek would access roughly another 20 percent of
the total number of riparian areas on their lands. So, after 10 years of
experience implementing the NFHCP, any inadequacies of the conserva-
tion commitments that are identified could then be addressed through
adaptive management, and implemented in a way that provides even
greater assurance of fish conservation over the remaining 20 years of the
Permit period.

E1-56

16 Comment does not relate to the DEIS or NFHCP, but rather to Technical
Report #3. Citations are provided for the information included in Table 1
of Technical Report #3.

E1-70
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17 While it is true that watershed boundaries and connectivity may be
relatively more important than large-scale ecological classifications when
considering species demographics or inter-/intra-population effects, it is
important to remember that the responsibility of the applicant under the
NFHCP is to protect and maintain habitat. When considering physical
habitat dynamics, several independent factors (geology, geomorphology,
and climate patterns) become important in determining the rates and
process of habitat formation and maintenance. Technical Reports #4, #8,
#9, and #10 demonstrate approaches to stratify these large-scale
physical characteristics to minimize independent factor variance so that
the effects of upland forest management on fish habitat can be better
understood and predicted.

E1-106

18 Because of the location of project area lands in relation to current
passage barriers (dams), there is a very low probability that activities on
Plum Creek lands could affect fish populations that use streams or lakes
in Canada for any part of the year, or visa-versa. Additionally, the Service
has no authority to condition or issue a Permit relative to potential
impacts to species in Canada, unless those impacts in turn resulted in
additional impacts within the United States.

E1-107

19 The effects of global warming are assumed to be relatively equal among
all alternatives, and were not independently analyzed in this NFHCP
review process.

E1-108

20 We regret any difficulty experienced in distinguishing among the HCP,
DEIS, and Implementing Agreement, or in distinguishing the specific
conservation measures that Plum Creek has agreed to implement. The
goal was to provide the reader with less paper to review.

E4-1

21 Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA (1973; as amended) specifies that the
Secretary may permit any taking otherwise prohibited if such taking is
incidental to an otherwise legal activity, and specifies the circumstances
under which the Secretary shall issue the Permit. The Services have
implemented this section of the Act in the belief that issuance of a Permit
under an approved conservation plan, which minimizes or eliminates
adverse effects to species as compared to activities not guided by a
conservation plan, will result in net benefits that contribute to the
conservation of the affected species.

Inclusion of unlisted species on a Permit is a means for the Services to
provide incentives to applicants to provide conservation measures for
species that are not protected under the ESA. Early application of
conservation measures may contribute to reducing those factors that
might lead to a listing under the ESA.

E4-3, E4-6,
F6-2, E23-2,

E23-3

22 NMFS has authority to include unlisted anadromous fish in an HCP to
encourage implementation of protective measures before a species
becomes listed.

The numbered statements 2 and 3 in this comment are not accurate
interpretations of the regulations. However, the observation that 4(d) rules
have not been finalized for all of the species covered by the Permit is
correct. For threatened species, a 4(d) rule establishes provisions that
are necessary for the conservation of the species, and also defines what

E4-5
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constitutes take. In the absence of a 4(d) rule for a threatened species,
take prohibitions do not exist; therefore, no take Permit would be
required, and none would be issued. A Permit would be issued for an
anadromous species covered under this plan only in the event that one
becomes listed, and after a 4(d) rule is promulgated.

Criticism of covering unlisted species is that the HCP “locks in” certain
practices before it is known what problems might arise in the future, or
before there is clear scientific understanding of what might be needed to
adequately protect a certain species. As long as unlisted species are
treated in an HCP as though they were listed, then a Permit can be
issued at the time a covered species becomes listed, without requiring
any additional conservation measures on the part of the Permit holder in
the future, should the species become listed. This practice meets the
legal requirements of the ESA as long as the conservation measures are
adequate and functioning as intended.

23 See the Services’ responses to specific comments detailed later in
commentor’s letter.

E4-7

24 See responses 220 and 26. The Services obtained lists of threatened,
endangered, proposed, candidate and sensitive species known to occur
in the Project Area, and evaluated potential effects on these species.

E4-21

25 The Permit issued by the Services does not allow certain activities. The
Section 10(a)(1)(B) Permit authorizes incidental take, as a result of cer-
tain specific land management activities. The Services must determine
whether activities such as logging, site preparation, road building, and
other forestry operations are likely to result in serious impacts to habitat
that is essential for long-term survival of Permit species, and whether
these impacts are adequately minimized and mitigated by conservation
measures. The Permit would not authorize incidental take for forest
chemical applications.

The NFHCP and DEIS addressed key habitat variables thought to be
most important to native salmonids, including temperature, sediment,
large woody debris, and water quality. Several mitigation measures under
the proposed NFHCP strategy are intended to reduce or offset impacts
on these habitat features. Riparian prescriptions under the proposed
NFHCP intend to provide widest buffer widths in the most important areas
for Permit species to improve stream shade and temperature. Deferred,
restricted, and excluded riparian harvest play a part in mitigation
measures within riparian zones that are intended to increase large woody
debris loading. Mitigation measures in the road management plan were
designed to reduce sediment delivery through road abandonment, up-
grade of old roads, and constructing new roads to higher standards.
Fencing of areas where livestock have unrestricted access to sensitive
stream reaches are aimed to improve water quality by reducing nutrient
loading and fecal coliform contamination. The mitigation measures pro-
posed under the NFHCP conservation categories, in combination, are
projected to avoid or minimize negative impacts to the most important
habitat attributes for native salmonids in the Project Areas. The Services
will determine if all the habitat attributes important to covered species
have been addressed adequately in the NFHCP for purposes of this

E4-24
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Permit application.

The commentor discusses the potential for adverse modification of
designated critical habitat, and assumes that adverse modification is
likely to occur. The DEIS disclosed potential adverse effects, but did not
make a determination regarding adverse modification. There is a legal
distinction between adverse effects and adverse modification of habitat.
When the term “adverse effect” is used in the DEIS, it means that there is
some type of condition that would become less favorable for fish.
“Adverse modification of habitat” is a legal threshold under ESA
Section 7, similar to jeopardy, and evaluated through Section 7
consultation.

The distinction between the two is illustrated by the following hypothetical
example. An increase in sediment beyond the capacity of a stream to
transport the sediment would potentially have an adverse effect on
spawning and rearing success of salmonids. The magnitude of the effect
would dictate whether or not the sediment increase is an “adverse modifi-
cation of habitat” under Section 7. In order to find this effect to be an
adverse modification, the magnitude of effect would have to be large
enough to threaten the continued existence of listed species in a signifi-
cant portion of its range. The biological opinion for the NFHCP will
evaluate the potential for adverse modification of designated critical
habitat, and the findings will be included in the FEIS.

26 The ESA does not require an HCP applicant to provide for rare plant
surveys or the recovery of listed plant species. The ESA does not prohibit
the incidental take of federally listed plants on private lands unless the
take or the action resulting in the take is a violation of state law. Known
locations of federally listed plants and plants of federal concern are
identified in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. Some of these species occur in
riparian zones and may be impacted; however, the actual impacts are
indeterminate without site specific information.

See response 220.

E4-38, E4-28

27 The NFHCP does not contain commitments to preserve old growth, as
the commentor points out, because there is very little old growth forest in
the Project Area, which has been managed for commercial timber harvest
for many decades. The conservation commitments for Native Fish
Assemblage areas will offer greater protection for some of the areas that
are relatively more “pristine.”

E4-43

28 The NFHCP includes open involvement with the Services for many
aspects of the plan.

E4-65

29 The obligations under the Permit are applicable regardless of personnel
or organizational changes within Plum Creek.

E4-72

30 See response 377 for a response to this commentor’s concerns about
economic information and determination of “minimizing and mitigation of
take to the maximum extent practicable.” The Services and Plum Creek
have included additional information and analyses in Chapter 4 of the
FEIS and in the NFHCP concerning the impacts to native salmonids from
NFHCP implementation, including the relationship to these species’

E4-92
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recovery. Should the Services decide to issue the Permit to Plum Creek,
the rationale for approval of the NFHCP and issuance of the Permit will
be contained in the Section 10 findings and Record of Decision (ROD)
documents.

31 See response to 603. The Services acknowledge the incorporation by
reference of the Washington Environmental Council’s comments on the
proposed 4(d) rule in Washington. Comments on the Forest and Fish
Report are not addressed in this document.

E4-99

32 The interim bull trout conservation guidance developed by the FWS are
guidelines designed to suggest risk-averse approaches to land manage-
ment that the FWS could confidently view as leading to habitat and
species recovery. In most cases, if all provisions of the guidance were
strictly followed, the reduction in risk of impact to bull trout may even be
sufficient to conclude that take would be avoided. However, in the case
where the FWS is authorizing incidental take, the guidance is more a goal
to be worked towards than a minimum set of land management require-
ments. In fact, the FWS does not even achieve such a reduction in risk of
land management impacts from federal agencies who are required to
promote recovery, much less from non-federal entities required to meet
the slightly lower standard of allowing for, or not precluding, recovery.

Nevertheless, Plum Creek incorporated several approaches articulated in
the guidance, such as the use of caution zones, use of performance
indicators, management of irrigation diversions, measures to protect
microclimate, improvement of connectivity at road stream crossings,
greater riparian retention, “storm-proofing” of old roads, care in selecting
location of new roads, decreasing road densities, controlling road access,
managing against poaching, use of mitigation ratios when constructing
new roads, abandonment of old roads, and continuous buffers on non-
fish perennial streams.

E4-102,
E4-101,
E11-8,
E11-18,
E12-8,
E20-5

33 Even though not explicitly identified as such, the NFHCP actually
delineates and provides protection for “refugia” at two levels. First, habitat
is afforded a higher level of protection and restorative measures are
accelerated in Tier 1 watersheds. Secondly, Native Fish Assemblages
were identified (see Commitment AM-4) with the specific intent of
providing a high level of conservation certainty for those watersheds in
the Planning Area that would be mostly likely to represent the concept of
refugium (that is, support robust, diverse, and genetically-pure
populations of native species capable of acting as a “source” to colonize
other areas). In addition to these conservation measures, the majority of
lands in the Planning Area Basins are federally managed, and are likely
to be used as refugia by native fish.

E4-111

34 “Watershed Analysis” is referenced in the NFHCP as a type of tool that is
useful to assess the specific management needs for drainages supporting
Native Fish Assemblages. The commentors describe potential short-
comings of Washington’s Watershed Analysis process. It is beyond the
scope of the NFHCP to develop or propose remedies for these potential
shortcomings.

E4-137

35 Few old-growth forest stands remain on lands currently owned by Plum
Creek because much of the Project Area has been subject to timber

E4-139
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harvest at some point within the last century. Also see responses 327, 92,
and 239.

36 Where intensive forestry is minimized or precluded as a result of NFHCP
implementation, the Services assume that the Permit holder will likely
explore other opportunities for reasonable economic returns within the
new context for land management.

E4-162

37 The Services agree that mitigation should occur onsite. This is generally
consistent with the mitigation proposals offered by Plum Creek in their
NFHCP. Also see response 95.

E4-175

38 See response 155. Future impacts are assessed based upon likely future
management regimes.

E4-191

39 Guilds for aggregating the biological needs of Permit species were not
used in the NFHCP. Rather, literature for individual species was reviewed
to identify Permit species’ biological sensitivities and needs. The habitat
requirements of the individual Permit species were discussed in detail
under Section 4.6.5 of the DEIS and were considered in the development
of the NFHCP. Details of the nine different riparian habitat types used to
model large woody debris responses to management were described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.5.5, of the DEIS, beginning on page 4-39. Effects of
the alternatives on wildlife resources were analyzed in the DEIS using
lifeform analysis discussed beginning on page 4-212 of the DEIS. The
FWS believes this type of analysis is appropriate as a means of
addressing effects and their significance. Wildlife species were placed in
groups based on similar ecological feeding and breeding niche require-
ments and habitat requirements. Effects on these lifeform groups from the
land management activities were analyzed under each of the alternatives.
In addition, effects to special emphasis wildlife species (wildlife species
listed, proposed for listing under the ESA, or other species of concern)
from each of the alternatives were analyzed species by species. The
commentor should note that no wildlife species covered under the lifeform
analysis and no special emphasis species are Permit species, and
therefore, none of these species would be covered by Plum Creek’s
Permit.

E4-202, E4-203

40 The Services disagree with the commentor’s assertion. For Plum Creek’s
NFHCP the Services will, prior to making a Permit decision, determine
whether or not including each of the proposed Permit species on the
Permit will satisfy requirements of Sections 7 and 10 of the ESA. A
Section 7 Biological/Conference Opinion will be written on the effects to
all Permit species, those currently unlisted as well as those listed. A
Section 10 Findings document will examine how an HCP would satisfy
the Permit issuance criteria for each of the Permit species.

If any of the currently unlisted Permit species be listed on the Permit and
subsequently become listed, they will be covered under the Permit and
Plum Creek will not be required to take any action. Nothing in the NFHCP
or Implementing Agreement precludes the Services from, at any time,
conducting additional analyses, relative to the reinitiation criteria under
Section 7 of the ESA, to determine if implementing the Permit would
appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the
Permit species. If the Services find that the likelihood of the survival and

E4-224
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recovery of the Permit species would be appreciably reduced, the
Services would have to remedy the situation or revoke or suspend the
Permit.

41 While the Services do consider it potentially warranted to require
applicants to contribute money to a trust fund in lieu of contributing real
conservation, we prefer to obtain mitigation that is directly meaningful to
Permit species. Also we recognize that many HCPs, including the
NFHCP, provide contributions in science and methodology that are useful
in propagating conservation in future agreements.

E4-238

42 Where possible, preliminary data were displayed on the efficacy of
proposed mitigation measures, such as in DEIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6.6.
Plum Creek’s proposed monitoring is intended to track the rate of
minimization and mitigation.

E4-249

43 The body of information and data presented in the NFHCP, along with the
extensive outside review and discussion by the Services and Plum Creek
participants, provides a record of progress toward this concern. When
quantified data were not available (for example, brook trout elimination),
outside agencies were consulted or studies designed to evaluate the
efficacy of the mitigation measure.

E4-258

44 The FWS internal Section 7 consultation considers effects to listed plants. E4-263

45 Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the Services believe they are
using all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm
within the context of the stated purpose and need and the limits of
regulatory authority under the ESA. See responses to 146, 184, 377, 375,
and 373.

E4-271

46 The Services agree that the level of risk to Permit species is larger with
HCPs that cover larger geographic areas, or that cover many species.
However, the Services also believe that the level of opportunity for
significant habitat improvement also increases with increasing geographic
scope. For example, Plum Creek is perhaps the largest owner of lands
with bull trout habitat after the federal government. Because of this,
working with Plum Creek to conserve bull trout poses the greatest
opportunity for ensuring bull trout recovery outside of working with federal
land management agencies. Not working with them poses significant
risks to bull trout because Plum Creek would be less motivated to seek to
conserve bull trout without a Permit.

The Services do not seek to manage risk by minimizing the geographic
scope of HCPs, but by controlling for uncertainties in effectiveness of
conservation commitments. This can be achieved through the following
methods: 1) obtaining up-front conservation commitments that can
reduce risk to Permit species beyond existing requirements, and
2) allowing for opportunities to revisit those commitments with Plum
Creek to ensure their adequacy. Even inaction—in this case, not issuing
a Permit—entails high risk to species, and even more “significant
scientific uncertainty” than the creative partnership that the NFHCP
represents because no Permit means no agreement to implement
additional conservation measures, re-evaluate effectiveness of those
measures, or adapt management opportunities.

E5-1, E4-242,
E20-3, F12-1,
F11-2, E4-243,

E4-257,
E16-21, E20-8,

E4-156
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The Services believe that a true “creative partnership” in an HCP
permitting process results in an agreement that shares risk of success or
failure equally with both parties. We seek a package of up-front
commitments and adaptive management flexibility from an applicant to
achieve our assurances, while offering an applicant what we believe is a
commensurate level of regulatory certainty.

The Services have worked with Plum Creek to develop risk-averse
strategies, including focusing conservation commitments in those areas
where they are most likely to provide the greatest benefit to the most
imperiled species. For example, Plum Creek would implement “Tier 1”
riparian buffers in areas where Permit species are known to spawn and
rear, and additional watersheds can be designated as Tier 1 watersheds
when appropriate. In addition, Native Fish Assemblage streams would
receive even more risk-averse, site-specific management prescriptions to
conserve the greatest number of Permit species possible in key areas.
Also, Plum Creek has revised their NFHCP to include a commitment to
gather more information on Permit species other than bull trout to ensure
that, if those Permit species are inadequately protected by the NFHCP, or
they become more imperiled in the future, more restrictive conservation
measures can be implemented to ensure their conservation (see NFHCP
Adaptive Management commitments).

47 The Services believe that business goals and conservation goals can be
compatible. In fact, a key underlying assumption of the entire HCP
program is that landowners can manage their lands to meet their
business needs while protecting public resources. Therefore, the
Services disagree with the commentor’s implication that because a
commitment, “is a good business practice…it’s not really a conservation
commitment.”

E5-26

48 Please see the responses 209, 109, 210, 261, 567, 699, 663, 306, and
707 regarding these recommendations.

E10-11

49 The Services agree that Plum Creek must provide meaningful
commitments to reduce the risk of impact to Permit species. The NFHCP
describes a set of commitments that the Services believe is likely to
achieve such a level of risk reduction.

E12-4

50 Chapter 4 of the DEIS describes the affected Permit species, the factors
affecting Permit species, and the geographic extent of effects. As is the
case with NEPA and Section 7 analyses relative to INFISH and
PACFISH, the scope of impacts is not described in terms of numbers of
individuals likely to be affected. Rather, effects to habitat are employed as
a surrogate for effects on individuals, with appropriate scientific support to
describe how individuals use and react to changes in habitat.

Through Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, Permits issued to non-federal
entities are required to result in actions that do not jeopardize listed
species or result in the adverse modification of critical habitat. Federal
entities, such as those implementing INFISH/PACFISH standards, have
the further affirmative obligation under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA to
provide for conservation of listed species. Accordingly, different
conservation standards are implied for federal and non-federal entities.

E12-7
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Further, INFISH/PACFISH standards are designed to eliminate or
minimize the effects of ongoing or new actions that might affect listed
aquatic species. The NFHCP not only addresses ongoing and new Plum
Creek actions, but also commits the company to address legacy road,
water diversion, exotic species and habitat restoration issues. Although it
is clear that NFHCP riparian prescriptions are not equivalent to
INFISH/PACFISH riparian measures, the NFHCP also goes beyond the
federal approaches to address other issues that potentially affect
proposed Permit species negatively.

See response 21. Other aspects of the respondents concerns relative to
the “No Surprises” policy are addressed in response 618.

51 The purpose of authorizing incidental take of listed species that may
occur in the future is independent of past actions. This Permitting process
is not a punitive action, but is in fact intended to be a creative partnership
between the applicant and the government.

Should there be a case that an individual or entity violated take
prohibitions under Section 9 of the ESA, then an enforcement action
would be the appropriate course of action. Also, Plum Creek did not own
more than 50 percent of the Project Area until just 7 years ago, and it is
likely that much of the past impacts that may have occurred on these
lands likely occurred before Plum Creek took ownership.

E13-7

52 See responses 77, 2, and 352. The Services agree that this NFHCP must
allow for recovery of Permit species (see DEIS Chapter 1, page 1-15).

E13-19

53 Plum Creek will curtail new road building until sediment reduction
measures have been implemented. This would include abandoning or
repairing old roads, especially those that may impact Permit species’
habitat; implementing riparian buffer zones that would be at least three
times wider than existing riparian buffer zones in most cases; and taking
steps to limit effects of sediment delivery to streams from logging on
steep slopes near streams.

E14-10, F7-11,
F28-1

54 The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Scoping Report, prepared
by FWS and NMFS (July 27, 1998), contains a matrix listing public
comments received during scoping, whether those comments would be
addressed in the EIS, and if not why not. Public comment number LND-8
under landscape issues in the Scoping Report Matrix states that lands
owned by Plum Creek are being held illegally and should be taken back.
The Services responded in the matrix that this comment is outside the
scope of this EIS, would not be addressed in this EIS, and should be
pursued independently with Plum Creek.

E15-8, F26-3

55 See response 246, and DEIS Chapter 4 for current information used. E16-12

56 The Services believe the NFHCP meets the legal requirements of the
ESA. See responses 189 and 271, which address the specific comments
relating to ESA requirements and related issues.

B2-12, E16-2

57 See responses 355, 611, 701, and 361. The Services will work with
adjacent federal land managers under Section 7 of the ESA to ensure
adequate conservation of Permit species across the landscape. The

E19-5
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Services will also seek to ensure, through recovery planning, that listed
species are adequately conserved so recovery goals can be achieved.

58 Section 10 of the ESA gives the Services a much better opportunity to
work directly with private landowners for conservation. This HCP will
provide grater assurance to the public that Plum Creek’s extensive
activities will not harm fish.

E20-2

59 The goal of the NEPA process is not to adopt, “the best alternative for
species recovery.” The goal of NEPA is to develop alternative that best
achieves the stated project purpose and need. The purpose and need
identified dual goals of species conservation and commercial forestry.

E22-3

60 As discussed with the commentor verbally, the FWS assumes that Plum
Creek holds legal title to all Project Area lands covered under the NFHCP
and the proposed Permit, as identified in their Permit application, unless a
relevant government agency or court demonstrates otherwise. The
Services cannot resolve under this ESA Permitting process the question
of how such lands were obtained decades or a century ago.

E23-1, E4-10

61 See response 77. If the commentor’s remark is intended to point out that
more could be done to conserve Permit species than what is proposed in
the NFHCP, then the Service agrees. This proposed NFHCP is intended
to be a “creative partnership” between the federal government and a
private landowner to allow for business opportunities while achieving
species conservation needs by allowing for recovery. It is not intended to
be an approach that maximizes fish conservation at the expense of all
else. Also see response 377.

E23-5, E23-4

62 See response 559. The Services agree that specifically quantifying the
level of harm to Permit species is less important than the fact that risk of
harm is minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable, and
that Plum Creek and the Services continue to work together to ensure
that risk of harm is sufficiently reduced.

E24-2, E24-3

63 The Services recognize that Plum Creek has the availability of scientific
expertise that other landowners may not. This additional expertise is
being leveraged by Plum Creek to acquire some flexibility while still
preserving certainty of conservation. Regardless, the issuance criteria
under Section 10 of the ESA are the same for all landowners.

E26-7

64 The Services recognize that contentious regulation to achieve
conservation goals can be unproductive. That is why we continue to
support efforts such as the NFHCP that emanate from a creative
partnership and build solutions within a property owner’s capabilities.

E30-1, E8-10

65 It is important to the Services to have confidence in the applicant because
of their track record. This is a substantive demonstration of intent to follow
through in an ongoing creative partnership.

E31-1

66 The Services hope to successfully complete the Permitting process to
meet the needs of Plum Creek and Permit species.

E31-3

67 The Services will provide technical assistance to landowners interested in
developing HCPs and will process Permit applications as they are
received from landowners. The HCP process is an applicant-driven

E32-2
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process and as landowners indicate interest in the program the Services
will provide assistance. Also see response 90.

68 Since the NFHCP is a habitat conservation plan, it is appropriate to focus
effort on habitat features. The Services agree that with this NFHCP, Plum
Creek will be providing leadership on measuring and evaluating the
effects of forest management actions on native salmonids. The FWS will
seek to support complementary research efforts where possible.

E32-6

69 See response 53. The NFHCP contains measures that seek to address
the NFHCP biological goals. Commentor suggests alternative
management strategies that are roughly captured in the Simplified
Prescriptions Alternative evaluated in the EIS.

F5-9, F7-11

70 The narrative uses the illustration “fish do not know where property lines
are” to communicate in a general sense that entire watersheds interact
with fish habitat and that therefore an ecosystem approach is desired.

F6-5

71 The impacts, minimization and mitigation measures, alternatives, and
other measures being considered (for example, issuance criteria) are
described in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the DEIS. The Simplified
Prescriptions Alternative is one alternative to the proposed NFHCP that is
described. Combining the most conservative features (in terms of wildlife
conservation) of the various alternatives, regardless of cost, would not
likely result in a plan that, considering that it is a for-profit corporation,
would be practicable for Plum Creek to implement.

F6-8

72 Fish populations will face increased risk under the No Action Alternative.
Also, the Services believe that Plum Creek faces a greater risk that their
actions would take listed fish species. Non-Permitted take of listed fish
species would be illegal under the ESA, and Plum Creek could face
prosecution if this occurred. Plum Creek seeks to address impacts to
native fish from a variety of actions by paying for and implementing
mitigation measures, including impacts from irrigation diversions
constructed and maintained by others, as a part of their efforts to mitigate
for impacts from their forestry actions. Real estate values will likely not be
impacted in any way because irrigation opportunities will likely not dry up
as a result of Plum Creek’s actions.

F6-11

73 The scientists who reviewed some of the documents used in preparation
of the NFHCP were asked by Plum Creek and the FWS to participate in
such review, out of professional courtesy. Reviewing scientists were
employed with a variety of state and federal agencies and private entities.
The FWS asked all potentially affected Native American Tribes to indicate
their interest in participating in development of the NFHCP. The FWS met
with five tribes. Two tribes, plus the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission actually participated and submitted public comments on the
draft documents. Both participating tribes are supportive of the concept of
HCPs in general, but are critical of some aspects of the proposed
NFHCP.

F6-15

74 Plum Creek’s Environmental Principles and Land Use Planning Principles
are an indication that Plum Creek as a company is interested in
protecting the environment. Through the creative partnership of the
NFHCP, the FWS and Plum Creek can continue to work together to

F10-5
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protect Permit species and their habitats, and achieve Plum Creek’s
stated principles. An HCP increases the accountability of any entity with
good intentions and increases long-term certainty for the public.

75 It is important to note that even if the proposed Permit were not issued to
Plum Creek, timber harvest would still occur on Plum Creek lands. The
No Action Alternative provides an example of timber harvest activities that
generally would likely occur if the Permit were not issued. The commentor
is also referred to response 80.

F11-6

76 The Services do not have the legal authority to prevent all logging on
Plum Creek lands. We only have legal authority to prohibit take of listed
species.

F11-7

77 The FWS agrees with the commentor that, although the plan is likely to
result in improving conditions, “we cannot know how quickly and by how
much.” This, coupled with the fact that we are unsure what recovery goals
are for listed Permit species, or conservation goals for unlisted Permit
species (see response 246), means that it is difficult to determine whether
the NFHCP will allow for, or not preclude, recovery of Permit species.
Without this kind of information, the FWS team working on the project
initially was asked in the fall of 1997 whether the FWS had enough
information even to enter into conservation planning with Plum Creek.
Despite existing information gaps, all FWS biologists agreed that enough
information was available to engage in conservation planning with Plum
Creek, and that the opportunity for gaining significant conservation for
native salmonids on Plum Creek lands was significant.

An HCP must meet all issuance criteria, including that it will avoid
“jeopardizing” species, or not appreciably reduce the survival and
recovery of the species in the wild. With this NFHCP, the initial
conservation commitments are intended to provide an increased
likelihood that conditions will improve at a rate sufficient to allow for
recovery, or avoid “jeopardizing” species in most cases in the project
area. In addition, NFHCP commitment AM2 would allow the FWS to
intervene in those cases where commitments are determined to not be
adequate to conserve Permit species, and ask Plum Creek to do more to
conserve species. The adequacy of the “up-front” commitments and the
adaptive management flexibility is explained further in Section 4.6.6 of the
FEIS (and in the findings document).

In summary, the FWS defines adequacy of the NFHCP as achieving a
direction and magnitude of change in habitat quality sufficient to allow for
recovery (DEIS Section 1.4.3, p. 1-15). This is accomplished in the
NFHCP by the “up-front” commitments combined with the ability to
change these commitments through adaptive management measures,
and ultimately to suspend or revoke the Permit if the biological goals of
the NFHCP are not being met or recovery of any Permit species is not
being allowed for. Since recovery needs will likely not be defined until
after a Permit decision is rendered for most, if not all species, adequate
flexibilities must be available to adjust the plan to achieve recovery goals
as they are determined. Also, recovery plans provide no assurance of
conservation, on public land or private land, so the FWS seeks to take
advantage of the opportunity provided by Plum Creek to conserve

F13-2, F4-5,
B1-12, E16-14,
E4-93, E22-9,
F24-1. F8-6,
F12-1, F11-2,
E1-13, E1-58,

E4-120, E13-8,
E17-22, E23-4,

E4-170
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species starting right away under the HCP process.

78 The FWS agrees with the discussion of how to assess risk. In the
analysis, we found no Planning Area Basins where Plum Creek was the
predominant owner of lands with bull trout habitat in the basin. In all
cases, federal land management agencies dominated land ownership.
Therefore, the FWS viewed management of federal lands as influenced
by consultation under Section 7 of the ESA, coupled with Plum Creek’s
NFHCP, as providing an opportunity to ensure adequate conservation.
The FWS also sought to encourage Plum Creek to tailor more
conservative habitat management actions to areas of greater risk, or
potential for benefit, using Native Fish Assemblages, High Priority Bins
for road upgrades, specified riparian deferral areas, and Tier 1 Watershed
designations. Also, any of the prescriptions are “self adjusting” based
upon basin conditions. For example, more road upgrade work will be
conducted where there are more roads, and riparian prescriptions with a
tree-per-acre minimum require site specific riparian harvest deferral or a
very minimal harvest where there are fewer trees.

F13-3

79 It is the intent of this proposed NFHCP to not only protect gains in habitat
protection of the past, but to further enhance fish habitat quality into the
future and allow for recovery of listed species.

F15-1

80 One of the issuance criteria for a Section 10 Permit is that impacts to the
species covered under the Permit be minimized and mitigated to the
maximum extent practicable. Should the Services find that Plum Creek’s
Permit application satisfies the Permit issuance criteria, they must
determine that the Plum Creek NFHCP commitments provide adequate
conservation benefits for species covered under the Permit. Should
approval of the NFHCP encourage other entities to develop HCPs, they
will also have to minimize and mitigate impacts to covered species. The
Services believe that if other landowners develop HCPs, it would further
enhance the conservation of listed and other sensitive native salmonids.

F15-2, F11-3

81 See response 181. A primary purpose of the NFHCP is to allow for
recovery of Permit species and their habitats, in the opinion of the
Services.

F16-3

82 Under Section 7(d) of the ESA, the FWS evaluated the risk of Plum Creek
making irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources during the
time when the NFHCP is being developed. The FWS concluded that such
risk was minimal (memo from Bob Ruesink, FWS, Boise, Idaho, to
Kemper McMaster, FWS, Helena, Montana).

F16-4

83 This NFHCP and Permit represent a creative partnership that relies on
effective participation by and trust in both parties to ensure adequate
conservation for Permit species, and regulatory protection for the
permittee. The implementation framework for the NFHCP will help
achieve this effect.

F18-2, G5-6

84 See response 611. Extensive monitoring and evaluation is planned in the
NFHCP.

F20-2

85 The intent of Congress in creating HCP opportunities was not only to
enlist private landowners in conservation, but to provide opportunities to

F21-2, F19-6,
F19-4
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gain conservation while minimizing the impact to private landowners and
economies. The Services are interested in finding solutions that are
consistent with a healthy economy.

86 The purpose of incidental take permits for species listed under the ESA is
to authorize future take of listed species by non-federal entities consistent
with otherwise lawful activities. It does not address the lawfulness of past
impacts. Also, Plum Creek did not own over 50 percent of the Project
Area until just 6 years ago—well after the majority of impacts to those
lands occurred.

F22-2, E12-2

87 The Services agree that difficult decisions must be made now to
implement adequate fish conservation. We also believe that sufficient
flexibilities should be available in the future to adapt management in
those instances where conservation commitments are inadequate.

F22-3

88 The Services believe that some risk of take will occur regardless of
whether a Permit is issued or not. Therefore, the Services are faced with
enforcing take prohibitions in an exceedingly difficult circumstance, or
working with Plum Creek in a creative partnership through the HCP
permitting process to minimize and mitigate for the impacts, or take, that
may occur.

F24-3

89 Thank you for your comments. All federally listed species are protected
under the ESA and their take, as defined in Chapter 8, Glossary, of the
DEIS, is a prohibited action under federal law, except where authorized.
For this reason, Plum Creek’s has applied for a Permit that would allow
the authorized incidental take of eight species of native salmonids that
are listed as “threatened” under the ESA and the potential authorized
incidental take of nine unlisted species of native salmonids in the event
they receive federal listing in the future.

F25-1

90 “Take”, as defined under the ESA, and its implementing regulations, is
determined case-by-case using project-, site-, and species-specific
information. In some cases, existing state forest practices and regulations
may avoid take of listed fish species and in other cases they may not. As
noted in the DEIS, the No Action Alternative does not represent the
Services’ opinion about what would be specifically required to avoid take
of listed species. There are likely a wide variety of possible outcomes that
could occur across the Project Area to avoid take of listed salmonids.

Approval of the Plum Creek NFHCP will not set a “bar” or “standard” for
other landowners. The NFHCP was designed to minimize and mitigate
impacts on native fish species to the maximum extent practicable on
Plum Creek’s lands; these measures may or may not be applicable to
other landowners. Conservation commitments in HCPs can vary as a
result of many things such as landscape baseline conditions, specific
status of and threats to the covered species on the landowner’s property,
land management objectives of the landowner, and other factors. The
Services evaluate each landowner’s Permit application and HCP, and
adequacy is determined based on whether or not the ESA Section 10
incidental take permit issuance criteria are met.

G1-1, G3-6,
E5-3, E7-3,

E13-5, E13-37,
E24-4, E28-2,

E32-4

91 As noted above in response 90, HCPs differ for a variety of reasons, so
the Services are unable to speculate how another potential applicant’s

G3-7
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hypothetical HCP would differ from the Plum Creek NFHCP. The
Services will evaluate each landowner’s Permit application and HCP, and
adequacy will be determined based on whether or not the ESA
Section 10 issuance criteria are met.

92 See responses 246 and 14. Recovery “standards” have not yet been
developed, but in general federal entities are required to “promote” the
conservation of species under Section 7(a)(1), while non-federal entities
under Section 10(a)(1)(B) must allow for, or not preclude recovery. Bull
trout and other Permit species should receive enough protection under a
Section 10 Permit to ensure survival and recovery of the species in the
wild.

G5-2, E4-239,
E4-122,

E4-123, E16-9,
E4-110

Federal Lands
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93 The NFHCP does not provide Permit coverage for federal activities on
federal lands. It only covers Plum Creek activities on Plum Creek lands
and on roads for which Plum Creek has or shares management
responsibility.

E4-9

94 The Services agree that federal lands alone may not be sufficient to
conserve and recover Permit species. This is why the Services believe
that conservation planning efforts on non-federal lands, like Plum Creek’s
NFHCP, are important to the long-term survival of these species.

E4-140

95 The Services agree that conservation provided on lands other than Plum
Creek lands do not “count” towards minimization and mitigation
achievements on Plum Creek lands.

E4-206

Tribal Issues

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

96 The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC) suggested
that NMFS consider and use the report by Rhodes et al. (1994) and the
Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit anadromous fish restoration plan. While
neither document was cited in the DEIS, during formulation of the
NFHCP, NMFS suggested to Plum Creek conservation measures that are
included in the tribal restoration plan, and in Rhodes et al. (1994).

Habitat problems highlighted in the tribal restoration plan are addressed
by NFHCP. For example, the Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit lists seven
environmental concerns in the Clearwater River system, which include
high sedimentation, loss of riparian area, elevated water temperature, low
stream flows, and removal of large woody debris. All of these factors are
addressed through the NFHCP prescriptions, with the exception of low
stream flows. The Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit also suggests that log-
ging, road building, and grazing be stopped or severely restricted. The

B1-1, B1-14



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-25

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

NFHCP limits all three of these activities, but not to the extent suggested
in the Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit or in Rhodes et al. (1994).

Additional recommendations, such as institutional changes, in the plan
were outside the scope of this action.

97 The Services have tried to meet their trust responsibilities associated with
this NFHCP. We have sought to ensure that impacts to tribal trust
resources have been adequately disclosed. The FWS contacted all
potentially affected Native American tribes (14 tribes that we could
identify) on multiple occasions, in writing, by e-mail, and by phone, during
a nearly 3-year period, to determine their interest in participating in
development of the NFHCP. The FWS met with a total of five tribes. Two
tribes participated in discussions with the FWS, and those two tribes, plus
the CRITFC submitted public comments on the draft documents. Both
participating tribes are supportive of the concept of HCPs in general, but
are critical of some aspects of the proposed NFHCP. See response 360.

The Services understand that we must ensure our tribal trust
responsibilities are met for all Native American Tribes affected by this
project, and to do our best to incorporate all tribal ideas, and address all
concerns. The Services will continue to coordinate with those tribes that
have expressed an interest in the project, and have requested such
coordination in response to the FWS’ inquiries.

B2-1, B2-2,
D1-73,
B3-9,

E4-265

States
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98 See response 602. The NFHCP development began prior to the
development of Washington’s new Forest and Fish Report, which forms
the basis for Washington’s new emergency rules. It was therefore
developed independently and with the advantage of being able to
incorporate specific operational capabilities of an individual landowner.
The NFHCP also incorporates unique opportunities because of the known
landscape that cannot be easily addressed under a regulatory process.
While the Forest and Fish Report has not yet been analyzed to quantify
the conservation benefits that it will provide, the existing riparian
measures and expected road measures seem to provide similar levels of
conservation between the two approaches, yet the NFHCP contains a
number of additional features.

E5-44

99 While Information is available that indicates compliance with state forest
practice rules is high (Fortunate et al. 1998), there is little information
available to indicate the extent to which current state forest practices
actually conserve native fish or fish habitat. In the final bull trout listing
rule for the Klamath River and Columbia River distinct population
segments (63 FR 31647, June 1998), the FWS cited examples where
implementation of land management activities that follow existing state
forest practices still degraded bull trout habitat, and stated that “Based on
current information, the FWS is unable to conclude that State forest

E17-21
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practices acts and related legislation are adequate to protect bull trout
habitat”.

100 See response 604. The Services agree that current state forest practice
rules help protect Permit species to a certain degree. However, there is
always risk of harm to Permit species from any activities that affect
species’ habitat. The purpose of the NFHCP is to conserve Permit
species by further reducing those risks beyond what is provided for under
state rules.

E25-2

101 Existing state forest practice rules vary somewhat between Idaho,
Montana, and Washington. NFHCP prescriptions work largely as
supplements to these rules and are consistent across the three states.
They therefore serve to bring greater consistency.

G1-7

102 The FWS sought as much as possible to maintain consistency with state
planning processes for conserving native fish. Specifically, the FWS used
the planning area delineations developed by the states of Idaho and
Montana, which resulted in the Kootenai River Planning Area Basin
stopping at the Montana border, consistent with the state plan.
Fortunately, this anomaly has no impact on the analysis of the effects of
the NFHCP because Plum Creek has relatively little land in this Planning
Area Basin, it is not immediately adjacent to the Idaho border, and they
have no land in the Idaho portion of the basin.

G2-1

103 The NFHCP is not intended to replace state forest practice regulations or
in any way diminish the authority of state regulatory agencies. The
NFHCP conservation commitments include state forest practice rules as
a starting point and, for some categories, provides additional
conservation. In addition, if the Permit is issued to Plum Creek it would be
conditioned as follows: “The validity of this Permit is also conditioned
upon strict observance of all applicable foreign, state, local, or other
federal law.”

G2-5

104 Our response presumes the commentor is referring to adequate
protection of native fish covered in the NFHCP. The decision before the
Services is to approve or deny Plum Creek’s application for a Permit, in
accordance with Section 10 of the ESA, not to evaluate whether or not
the state forest practice acts are adequate to protect native fish species.
The Services will evaluate and base their Permit decisions on whether
the NFHCP provides adequate conservation, and other measures,
necessary to satisfy the Permit issuance criteria under the ESA.

In the final bull trout listing rule (63 FR 31647, June 1998), the FWS cited
examples where implementation of land management activities that follow
existing state forest practices still degraded bull trout habitat, and stated
that “Based on current information, the FWS is unable to conclude that
state forest practices acts and related legislation are adequate to protect
bull trout habitat”. See response 604.

G2-6
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105 The Services anticipate that during the Permit term, there may be a risk
that incidental take of a Permit species could occur, either directly or
indirectly, at some point in time. This risk will vary across the landscape
and across watersheds depending on the baseline conditions of
populations and habitat. The issuance of the Permit would authorize
“take” under ESA if the Services determine, among other things, the
taking will be incidental, the impacts of the taking have been minimized
and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable, and the taking will not
appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery in the wild.

The definition of “take” under ESA includes harm. The Services further
define harm to include significant habitat modification or degradation that
results in death or injury to a listed species.

Because of the inherent biological characteristics of native salmonids, the
likelihood of discovering an individual death or injury attributable to
activities covered in the NFHCP is very small. The Services anticipate
that impacts to covered species will be difficult to detect at the individual
organism level. Therefore, even though the Services expect incidental
take to occur from the effects of the action, the best scientific and
commercial data available are not sufficient to enable the Services to
estimate a specific number of individuals incidentally taken based on loss
or injury of individuals of the species or precisely the location of where
this take would occur. However, conditions of specific habitat attributes
important to survival of native fish may be used as a surrogate
preliminary indicator of the risk of take or adverse impact that may occur.

To reduce the risk of adverse impacts (that is, take) to Permit species, the
approach in the NFHCP focused on conservation of the habitat attributes
most important and influential to native salmonids and at greatest risk
from Plum Creek’s activities. Even though take cannot be defined
quantitatively for the NFHCP, the risk and the effects of take may be
reduced or avoided by having focused conservation efforts to maintain,
improve, or restore habitat structure and function of the aquatic
environment and associated riparian zone. Prior to issuing the Permit, the
Services must determine whether the anticipated “taking” would severely
reduce reproduction, numbers, and distribution of a Permit species to the
degree it would outwardly curtail survival and recovery. In effect, this is a
risk assessment of the expected magnitude of habitat degradation on
Permit species covered in the NFHCP.

E1-29, E4-58,
F10-1, E1-11,
E8-2, E9-4,

E11-4, E13-31,
E14-1, E15-1,
E15-2, E18-1

106 See responses 77 and 14. For a discussion on quantification of take of
Permit species see response 109. See DEIS Chapter 4 for a discussion
of the various parameters mentioned by the commentor.

E4-95

107 The Services intend to fulfill all regulatory responsibilities, including
enforcement of the prohibitions against “take” of listed species under
Section 9 of the ESA.

E4-159

108 See response 109 regarding quantifying take. The Services’ internal
Section 7 consultation process will address potential effects to
populations of Permit species that occur within the Project Area such as

E4-256
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the Columbia River Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of bull trout, and
each of the listed salmon and steelhead Evolutionary Significant Units
(ESUs).

109 The commentor notes that in the NFHCP and DEIS, incidental take for
Permit species has not been calculated or quantified in terms of
anticipated effects on individuals or habitat units as indicated as a task
according to the Services’ 1996 Habitat Conservation Planning
Handbook. Although it is typical to express take levels in the form of a
specific number of individual animals killed, injured, or harassed, or in the
form of all individuals associated with a specific number of habitat units
(for example, habitat acres), this is not required by the ESA or federal
regulation per se. The ESA and federal regulation require that the effects
of the taking be specified in an HCP, not necessarily that the specific
amount of take be specified. The key point is that the effects of the
taking–however that take is quantified or expressed–must be understood
and analyzed.

In many cases, it is relatively easy to quantify take levels, either in the
form of individual animals or habitat units. It is also relatively easy to
express take in the form of habitat units when those units will be
destroyed or permanently modified. In other cases, it is extremely difficult
to quantify take in a meaningful sense either in the form of individual
animals (since specific numbers of animals either present or killed or
injured is unknown), or in the form of habitat units (since relatively subtle
habitat effects are involved, not actual destruction of the habitat). This is
the situation in HCPs involving aquatic species in timberlands. In short,
timber harvest activities may create adverse conditions for aquatic
species, but exactly when or where such conditions rise to the level of a
taking may be unknown in any clear, quantifiable sense. Furthermore, the
extent to which takings in such cases can be tied back to obvious habitat
modifications is also difficult to determine.

At least two options are available in such cases: 1) take can be
expressed through a non-habitat-unit surrogate (for example, sediment
delivery to or percent canopy cover over streams); or 2) the Services can
authorize an unquantified or undetermined level of take, so long as the
likely effects of such taking has been analyzed and described. The
NFHCP utilizes a combination of these two approaches. That is, the plan
will track certain variables affecting aquatic conditions in the Project Area
(for example, sediment load, streamside shade, and presence of large
woody debris) and will use these variables to determine salmonid habitat
quality and the success of the plan. However, the plan stops short of
using such variables as surrogates for quantifying take; instead the
NFHCP’s associated incidental take Permit will authorize an unquantified
level of take of the Permit species. However, such authorization will be
based on an analysis and description of where covered activities will
occur in relation to fish habitats, what the likely effects on those habitats
will be, monitoring of the habitats through time, and implementation of all
requirements under the NFHCP by Plum Creek.

Because of the inherent biological characteristics of native fish like bull
trout, the likelihood of discovering an individual death or injury attributable
to activities covered in the NFHCP is very small. The Services anticipate

E5-30, E8-4,
F10-1, E1-11,
E8-2, E9-4,

E11-4, E13-31,
E14-1, E15-1,
E15-2, E18-1,
E13-32, F5-1,
F7-1, E4-253,

E4-247,
E4-248, E10-3,

E5-4, E7-4,
E16-13
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that impacts to covered species will be difficult to detect at the individual
organism level. Therefore, even though the Services anticipate a risk of
incidental take, either directly or indirectly, from the effects of conducting
covered activities under the NFHCP, the best scientific and commercial
data available are not sufficient to 1) enable the Services to estimate a
specific number of individuals incidentally taken based on loss or injury of
individuals of the species, or 2) determine the location of where this take
would occur. However, conditions of specific habitat attributes important
to survival of native fish may be used as a surrogate preliminary indicator
of take or impact. The relationship between habitat and the number
individuals an area can support is embodied in the concept of carrying
capacity, which recognizes that a specific area of land or water can
support a finite population of a particular species because food and other
resources in that area are finite. By extension, increasing the carrying
capacity of an area (that is, increasing the quality or quantity of resources
available to a population within that area) increases the number of
individuals the area can sustain over time. By the same reasoning,
decreasing the carrying capacity of an area (that is, decreasing the
quality or quantity of resources available to a population) decreases the
number of individuals the area can support over time. Restoring habitat
that had been previously destroyed or degraded can increase the size of
a population the habitat can support, conversely, habitat destruction and
alteration can reduce the size of a population the habitat can support. The
Services presumed baseline habitat conditions for the majority of
watersheds in the Planning Area Basins are probably functioning at some
level of risk such that current population levels are below that which can
be sustained by the habitat. This premise is supported in the final rules
listing bull trout, steelhead and Chinook salmon as threatened species.
The listings were mandated by the ESA because the distribution and
numbers of listed species in the Planning Area have declined significantly
to the degree they warrant “threatened” status under the ESA. Baseline
habitat conditions were also cited in petitions for listing redband and pure
westslope cutthroat trout, and in the rationale for their designation as
state sensitive species.

The approach used in the DEIS assessment determined how the
proposed NFHCP would impact the quantity and quality of habitat
components necessary to support populations of Permit species. For
example, it is well known that fine sediment deposited on spawning
habitat can severely limit native fish production. The analysis in the DEIS
examined the potential of the NFHCP road commitments to reduce
sediment delivery over the 30-year Permit period. The results indicated
that total sediment delivery could be reduced by approximately
379,000 tons. However, it is uncertain whether this reduction would be
adequate in all watersheds, therefore, there is a risk that incidental take
may occur somewhere over the 30-year period.

The Services expect that some incidental take could occur to covered
species at some time during the 30-year Permit period resulting from the
effects of timber harvest, grazing, road construction, and related
activities. The actual effects of implementing the proposed NFHCP and
the actual level of protection for native fish and their habitats cannot be
ascertained precisely, but can only be inferred. However, sufficient
amounts and quality of habitat are expected to be present to provide
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Permit species with an opportunity to maintain and increase their
numbers within the Project Area. Therefore, incidental take is generally
expected to be minimized to the maximum extent practicable, but if it
occurs, only a minimal number of individuals or habitat area would likely
be affected. In effect, to issue the Permit, the Services must determine
that the habitat impacts that may occur during the Permit term would be
adequately minimized and mitigated. Incidental take would likely occur
indirectly and likely in the form of harm resulting from the detrimental
effects on habitat parameters such as water temperature, substrate
quality, streambank stability, sediment levels, pool quality, and other
important habitat features that support a properly functioning aquatic
environment for native salmonids.

110 The proposed Permit would authorize a certain level of incidental take of
Permit species while Plum Creek conducts certain business activities as
specified by the Permit and NFHCP. The Permit would not prevent the
Services from undertaking legal or regulatory action consistent with
measures in the Permit or in a case, for example, where incidental take is
inconsistent with or exceeds Permitted levels. This could include cases
where harm, as defined under the ESA and its implementing regulations,
exceeds that or is inconsistent with that authorized by the Permit.

E7-1

Recovery
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111 The respondent argues that a Permit and HCP should not be developed
in circumstances where, relative to the covered species, critical habitat
has not been designated and recovery plans have not been finalized.

As indicated in response 21, the Services have implemented this section
of the ESA in the belief that issuance of a Permit under an approved
conservation plan, which minimizes or eliminates adverse effects to
species as compared to activities not guided by a conservation plan, will
result in net benefits that contribute to the conservation of the affected
species. While we agree that consideration of recovery plans and critical
habitat information would fortify the development of an HCP, there are
several reasons why this is not always possible. Because of the
prioritization of work activity relative to agency budgeting, recovery plans
are often not completed until several years after a species is listed.
Critical habitat is not designated until a species is listed. We do not think
it is prudent to delay the development of plans that will contribute to the
conservation of listed wildlife until recovery plans are finalized. We are
similarly reluctant to delay entering into an agreement that will contribute
to the conservation of unlisted species and reduce those factors that
might lead to a listing under the ESA because recovery plans and critical
habitat have not yet been developed.

E4-208,
E13-20

112 See responses 77, 14, and 52. The FWS agrees with the reader that its
legal requirement to recover species, “…mandates more than mere
‘survival’ of the species...” In fact, the point of the discussion on DEIS
page 1-15 and the 1995 National Research Council report cited in the text

E11-16, F3-8,
E4-170
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was to stress the fact that the FWS cannot issue a long-term Permit
covering a significant portion of the species’ range under the presumption
that bull trout or other Permit species will merely “survive” over the long-
term. Instead, the FWS believes the Permit decision includes as an
assumption that this NFHCP must allow for the recovery of all Permit
species, rather than being the sole vehicle to achieve recovery.

113 The respondent asserts that, in the absence of an HCP, the applicant
would be subject to restrictions imposed by the federal government as
part of its recovery plan for individual species. Recovery plans for listed
species do not contain restrictions or impose requirements upon the
public or federal agencies.

E13-18

DEIS
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114 The DEIS disclosed incremental impacts to fish habitat and water quality
that would occur under the proposed NFHCP. The DEIS also disclosed
that different streams and watersheds would respond differently to the
NFHCP prescriptions. Consequently, while average conditions are
predicted to improve under the NFHCP, habitat conditions in certain
streams or watersheds may be unchanged or decline as a result of
activities covered by the NFHCP. To address this concern, the Project
Area is subdivided into Planning Area basins that will be used to evaluate
trends in NFHCP effectiveness at a finer scale. This approach would
ensure that average conditions in each Planning Area basin were either
improved or maintained, but it does not eliminate the possibility that some
water bodies would not attain a level of habitat quality sufficient to support
all potential uses by listed fish.

B1-9

115 The purpose of the NFHCP commitments is to provide relatively equal
conservation benefit for Permit species across all three states by
complementing existing rules already designed to achieve conservation.
This may mean, for example, that an NFHCP commitment in one state will
result in relatively greater conservation benefit compared to existing rules
than in another state, where existing rules are already more protective.

C1-3

116 Text in this FEIS has been revised to remove references to whitefish and
bull trout as not being sport fish and as previously being considered "trash
fish."

C2-26

117 The St. Joe River is no longer included in the Project Area because Plum
Creek sold their lands. Information on the Spokane River bull trout
subpopulation has been added to Tables 4.6-4, 4.6-5, and 4.6-10.

C2-27

118 The size and scale of a single map (Map 2.2-1 in the DEIS) required for
displaying Planning Area Basins and Tier 1 watersheds did not allow
depiction and labeling of specific drainages on the order of Rock and
Spruce Creeks in the upper Lochsa watershed, but they are within Tier 1
wastersheds.

C2-28
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119 NMFS appreciates clarification on the steelhead distribution in the
Ahtanum and Tieton drainages. NMFS designated as critical habitat the
entire portion of the Yakima River drainage that was historically accessible
to steelhead, including Ahtanum and Oak Creeks. The maps depict the
extent of anadromous ESU boundaries, but are not intended to depict
specific streams where anadromous fish were known to be present or
absent.

C3-11a

120 Text has been added to Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, of
this FEIS, as recommended, that broadly summarizes efforts to conserve
and protect native salmonid habitat in the Planning Area, the status of
these efforts, and implications for species and habitat viability and
sustainability.

D1-14

121 The commentor inquires whether activities are assumed to be spread
equally across the Project Area and over the life of the Permit; the answer
is yes—we assumed equal distribution of activities in time and space.

E2-2

122 The source document for Tables 4.6-4 and 4.6-5 is Klamath River and
Columbia River Bull Trout Population Segments: Status Summary and
Supporting Documents Lists, prepared by the Bull Trout Listing Team
(FWS 1998). The source document states that the Columbia River
population segment of bull trout is composed of 141 subpopulations.
Those bull trout subpopulations occurring within basins and drainages
within the overall Planning Area are listed in the referenced tables,
together with identifying characteristics. Table 4.6-10 associates FWS-
identified subpopulations with the specific Planning Area Basins
comprising the project's Planning Area and lists threats to each
subpopulation, which were derived from the cited source document.

E2-14

123 Tables 4.6-6 and 4.6-10 have been revised in this FEIS to show the
potential relationship between mining and connected water.

E2-15

124 Referenced text has been modified in this FEIS as necessary in response
to this comment.

E2-16

125 The conservation measures as outlined and described in the NFHCP and
analyzed in the DEIS will apply to all streams and stream reaches within
the Project Area. Streams and stream reaches currently unoccupied or
that have very low populations levels of Permit species would receive the
same level of protection as those that are occupied. Consequently, under
the NFHCP, streams that were historically occupied, though currently
unoccupied, may be reseeded naturally assuming the aquatic habitat
functions are restored or improved and recovery potential increases
across the landscape.

Potential effects on other listed and unlisted species and designated
critical habitat not covered in the NFHCP as Permit species were
addressed in the DEIS in Chapter 4, Section 4.7 (see responses 223
and 279). The Services’ internal Section 7 consultation will address the
effects of the action of issuing the Permit on other listed species and
designated critical habitat that are not covered in the NFHCP as Permit
species. A list of federally listed species not covered in the NFHCP and
that may occur in the Project Area is provided in Appendix D of the DEIS.

E4-35, E4-195
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126 See DEIS Chapter 4 for a comparison of effects of each alternative, and
the degree to which impacts will be reduced from current levels.

E4-128

127 The DEIS presents a more specific examination of factors affecting native
fish on Project Area lands than the bull trout listing rule. See also
responses 254, 554, and 477. The NFHCP relies on a combination of
minimization (for example, buffers and BMPs) and mitigation (for example,
addressing stream reaches that lack large wood because of past
practices).

E4-132

128 The Services believe that significant evidence has been provided in the
draft documents to suggest that riparian harvest prescriptions limit harvest
to levels that will maintain or improve fish habitat. With respect to the other
species mentioned within the comment, the Services believe that
significant harm will be avoided through proper implementation of the
NFHCP should it be accepted. However, the Service is not proposing to
provide assurances for these other species at this time.

E4-133

129 Full-scale watershed analysis under the NFHCP will only be performed in
native fish assemblage watersheds under commitment AM-4. This
analysis will be performed to determine if unique circumstances exist in
native fish assemblages that warrant additional conservation above and
beyond the NFHCP. Watershed analysis will not be used to reduce
conservation levels. However, findings from watershed analyses will be
extrapolated to other watersheds within a geologically similar area. The
mass wasting, channel condition, and surface-erosion modules will be
completed to the synthesis stage within Washington state at the rate of
one Watershed Administrative Unit per year.

E4-136

130 The commentor is referred to the responses 375 and 373 for a discussion
of alternatives in HCPs and economics. Also, see the response 140. The
EIS evaluates the alternatives according to the purpose and need, which
includes both effects on habitat as well as effects on business.

E4-163

131 The respondent indicates that the NFHCP must provide for detailed habitat
definitions that actually support Permit species.

Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS provide details on the proposed NFHCP and
the effects of the proposed NFHCP, including effects on geomorphic
processes, hydrology and water quality, vegetation, and wildlife. Also
included in these chapters are descriptions of precisely how habitat
affecting aquatic species will be managed (for example, stand
characteristics and canopy closure). Because of the variety of factors
affecting Permit species that cannot be controlled through the NFHCP (for
example, migration barriers not associated with Plum Creek lands, land
management of adjacent parcels, state fishery regulations, illegal
activities, and historical effects related to the current status of Permit
species), and because the effects of improved land management practices
may take many generations before they are reflected by healthier
populations of Permit species, the FWS has chosen to base plan
performance on habitat indicators rather than the status of fish
populations. Primary considerations are the Plum Creek commitments to
reduce sediment delivery by 49 percent in the Project Area and to maintain
or decrease stream water temperatures in the Project Area.

E4-172
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132 The comment expresses the opinion that more detailed information is
required on the following topics (response includes how each topic was
covered in the NFHCP): current population trend data (obtained from FWS
and state agencies); literature on species habitat needs (see DEIS
Section 4.6.5); information on how species are affected by management
(Section 4.6.5 and technical reports, summarized in Appendix B);
information on economics and alternative land management; population
viability analyses (these types of data are not available for species in
project area); risk analyses (see technical reports and Section 4.6.5);
areas of uncertainty (addressed in “changed circumstances” commitment
AM-3 in the NFHCP).

E4-186

133 All of the Environmental Consequences sections of Chapter 4 of the DEIS
seeks to accomplish precisely what the commentor is asking. The
Services have added a table describing and comparing effects among the
four alternatives to help the reader better understand the analysis results
and conclusions.

E4-193

134 FWS is not aware of any exceptions to the conservation commitments in
the NFHCP.

E4-197

135 These and numerous other ecological functions and processes, and
associated cause-effect relationships, are discussed under the heading,
Ecological Implications of Land Management Activities on Aquatic Habitat
and Fish, on pages 4-120 through 4-144 of the DEIS. These functions and
processes are then evaluated in the Environmental Consequences
discussions for the affected or potentially affected resource, such as soils
and sediment delivery, hydrology and water resources, and nutrients and
water quality. These same discussions are contained in this FEIS. Also,
please see the response 803.

E4-201

136 See response 230. Furthermore, cumulative effects will be addressed in
the Services’ internal Section 7 consultation. Cumulative effects under
Section 7 only considers effects of future non-federal actions (that is, state,
tribal, local, and private actions) that are reasonably certain to occur within
the Planning Area.

E4-205

137 No additional, but unavailable, data or analyses were needed in the
preparation of the documents, or in the assessment of the potential effects
of the proposed NFHCP and other alternatives.

E4-207

138 The Services agree that independent scientific review of proposed HCPs
can be a valuable tool for ensuring scientific adequacy of the draft
documents. Because of this, the FWS requested review of the NFHCP
from four independent scientific organizations: the American Fisheries
Society, the Society for Range Management, the Soil and Water
Conservation Society, and the Society of American Foresters. We
received comments from American Fisheries Society and Society for
Range Management. In addition, Plum Creek, with cooperation from the
Services, sought professional review from many scientists on the technical
reports they prepared in support of their NFHCP. See response 316.

E4-240

139 The commentor makes several points: 1) analysis for NEPA should use
current and accurate information, including population trend and minimum
viable population data to assess impacts; 2) the HCP might not be

E4-259
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“biologically-sufficient” to protect bull trout and salmon; and 3) the DEIS
economic analysis of effects of logging to local economies is flawed.

Regarding the first point, the scope of the NEPA analysis relates to the
incidental take Permit and Plum Creek’s NFHCP. The HCP application
process is to provide a Permit to Plum Creek that authorizes take of Permit
species in the context of the conservation provided in the NFHCP. As
required under the HCP application process, the NFHCP/DEIS has
attempted to disclose the expected impacts that would likely result from
the taking and what steps Plum Creek will take to minimize and mitigate
such impacts using the best scientific information available. In addition, the
Services' internal Section 7 consultation process must also use the best
scientific and commercial data available to assess impacts and ensure the
NFHCP will not jeopardize the continued existence of Permit species.
During the Section 7 consultation process, the Services will address
population trend information and baseline conditions when available, as
well as information on overall habitat conditions for Planning Area Basins.
However, it is likely the Services approach for the Section 7 analysis will
assess “take” in terms of impacts resulting from expected habitat changes
since there is substantial information on the habitat requirements for
Permit species. Whereas, typically, population trend data for listed Permit
species is limited in availability because of the lack of long-term population
survey sampling over such a large landscape such as the 1.7 million acre
Planning Area. Moreover, very little data or modeling information exists
regarding what constitutes minimum viable populations for listed Permit
species within the Planning Area. More of this type of data may become
available in the future through the federal recovery planning process and
additional research.

Considering point 2, we disagree that the DEIS analysis of the NFHCP
suggests that the anticipated improved conditions for Permit species are
exaggerated. In fact, in most cases the Services took a very conservative
approach when analyzing potential impacts and the conservation
measures to offset those impacts. As a result, for example, following the
DEIS sediment analysis from roads, the Services acknowledged a level of
uncertainty still existed as to the effectiveness of conservation measures,
particularly in relation to those watersheds that are already highly
degraded because of high sediment loading—a potentially limiting factor
for Permit species. Consequently, this was addressed specifically as a
commitment in a core adaptive management study in the NFHCP.
Furthermore, there is no explicit provision of the ESA or its implementing
regulations requiring that an HCP result in “no take” to Permit species. The
NFHCP is intended to minimize and mitigate to the maximum extent
practicable the effects of take by providing long-term assurances and
benefits to Permit species over the term of the Permit. The Services
anticipate there could be a risk of take at some time during implementation
of the NFHCP; however, this take would be authorized as long as it is in
compliance with the Permit.

On point 3 regarding the DEIS economic analyses, the Services made the
best assessment of potential economic effects possible, using existing
information. The Services expect that logging is of variable importance to
local economies in different places throughout the Planning Area. We also
agree that enhanced fish and wildlife populations may help local
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economies somewhat, but we cannot quantify this level. Upon further
review, there was no readily available additional information the Services
could identify to include in the final EIS analysis.

140 The Services disagree that the economic analyses contained in the DEIS
are incomplete and biased. See response 184 regarding the response to
more sustainable forestry practices, and responses 377, 375, 373, and
370 concerning economic analyses.

Regarding the commentor’s assertion that the DEIS fails to provide a
thorough or objective analysis of whether the NFHCP minimizes and
mitigates take to the maximum extent practicable, it is important to note
that the DEIS is supposed to report the environmental effects associated
with implementing the action alternatives. Thus, the DEIS is an
inappropriate forum to discuss a finding required under Section 10 of the
ESA. As to whether the HCP minimizes and mitigates take to the
maximum extent practicable, that particular finding will be addressed in the
Services’ Section 10 Findings document which will be developed by the
Services prior to making a Permit decision, and which will be available to
the public upon request. See our responses  377, 375, 373, and for
further discussion regarding “maximum extent practicable”.

E4-262,
E19-2, E18-2

141 The Services believe the DEIS appropriately addresses the health, water
quality, air quality, and other effects associated with the wood process
plant. Since operations at the wood processing plant would be essentially
the same whether the Permit were issued or not, there is not a significant
difference in environmental effects between a “with Permit” situation and a
“no Permit” situation. Since there would not be a significant difference in
environment effects, an exhaustive environmental analysis is not
warranted.

E4-264

142 The Services approved the selection of the contractor. While NMFS and
FWS personnel need not be responsible for physically drafting the NEPA
document, the Services are responsible for the content of the NEPA
document. The Services approved the content of the document and
published the DEIS for public review and comment.

E4-266

143 The Services and the applicant believe that real, decision based
alternatives were included and analyzed in the DEIS and have satisfied
the requirements of NEPA. The Services also believe the No Action
Alternative represents a reasonable environmental baseline resulting in an
impact analysis that depicts the relative effects of the various action
alternatives. See responses 184 and 445.

As described in the DEIS, numerous actions would be enacted to reduce
the use level of or eliminate activities which degrade aquatic habitat
conditions. Thus, the Services believe overall conditions will improve
during the Permit term to the benefit of aquatic species.

Regarding the commentors assertion that the impact analysis fails to
adequately quantify certain environmental parameters, the Services
believe the DEIS adequately assesses the environmental ramifications for
all impact topics. Clearly, it is unrealistic to expect the Services to be able
to determine the number of individual fish in any particular segment of
stream at a particular time. The Services used the best science available

E4-267
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to assess existing aquatic habitat conditions and how they might change
over time under implementation of each alternative. The DEIS assessed
environmental impacts by impact topics in Chapter 4 of the DEIS as well
as the ecosystem interaction of all of the relevant factors in DEIS
Chapter 5.

Regarding the commentor’s assertion that the DEIS fails to compare the
NFHCP outcomes with conditions needed for aquatic species recovery,
the Services note that the function of the DEIS is to assess environmental
effects of proposed actions, not necessarily compare NFHCP outcomes
with recovery standards for aquatic species. The Services believe the
DEIS has examined and analyzed all the relevant factors for which
information exists and provided a detailed analysis of the anticipated
environmental ramifications associated with each alternative. The fact that
the DEIS does not establish and compare the NFHCP to some set of
quantified recovery standards which the commentor prefers be done does
not render the DEIS inadequate. Contrary to the commentor's assertion,
the DEIS does go into detail assessing how fish populations would be
expected to respond to changes in habitat conditions. The DEIS does not
attempt to speculate on the number of individual fish that may be produced
or may occupy a particular segment of stream precisely because such
quantitative assessments are impossible to accurately predict in light of all
the other variables affecting fish outside of the Plum Creek Permit lands.
Thus, the Services appropriately analyzed effects to fishery resources by
analyzing changes in the various physical and biological elements that
constitute fish habitat.

Regarding the commentor’s assertions that the impact analysis is
inadequate in assessing the effects of the adaptive management
processes, it is important to note that because it cannot be known what
elements of the plan will need to be addressed under the adaptive
management provisions, the Services cannot analyze the specific actions
that would be implemented in the future. The DEIS attempts to describe
the types of environmental effects that may occur under any number of
potential actions enacted under the adaptive management provisions. The
DEIS does acknowledge a certain level of uncertainty associated with
implementing the HCP which is precisely why the Services believes it is
important and appropriate to have the type of extensive monitoring
program and type of flexibility developed under the adaptive management
program to address elements of the plan which may not be resulting in
desired outcomes.

Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the Services believe the analyses
addressing non Permit species is accurate and at an appropriate level of
detail. Please see response 39. Additionally, the Service’s disagree with
the commentor’s assertion that the impact analysis is flawed because the
DEIS has an “inaccurate” No Action Alternative. See responses 184, 169,
and 177.

The Services disagree with the commentor’s assertion that substantial
negative impacts would occur to other listed and sensitive species
contained in the DEIS. Regarding whether implementation of the HCP
would significantly impact listed and sensitive chances of survival and
recovery, in examining whether the Services issue the Permit to Plum
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Creek, they will have to find as a part of formal consultation under
Section 7 of the ESA, that issuance of the Permit would not appreciably
reduce the survival and recovery of any species listed under the ESA. This
determination will be made in the Services’ Section 7 Biological/
Conference Opinion issued prior to Permit issuance, and which will be
available to the public upon request.

The DEIS does not ignore what the commentor refers to as “Plum Creek’s
existing and potential intensive, short-rotation, low-retention, chemical
intensive forestry practices across the majority of the plan area.” The
Services are well aware of Plum Creek’s past forest management
practices, current forest management practices, and proposed future
forest management practices. The environmental legacy of Plum Creek’s
past and current forest management practices are reflected in the No
Action Alternative and description of the Affected Environment. These
sections of the DEIS describe the existing environmental baseline. The
Environmental Consequences section describes the anticipated
environmental effects of implementing the action alternatives.

144 The Services disagree with the commentor’s assertion that the cumulative
effects analysis is inadequate. It is important to note that by virtue of the
size of the planning area (spanning three states and numerous
watersheds) and comprehensive nature of the environmental impact
analyses, the DEIS largely constitutes a cumulative effects analysis.
Additionally, the DEIS addresses the anticipated effects of management of
adjacent federal lands and non-federal within the planning area in order to
assess the effects of HCP implementation on a multi-regional scale.
Regarding the commentor’s assertion that the cumulative effects analysis
must be based on actual, on-the-ground practices, the Services do not
have the personnel, budget or authority to conduct on-the-ground
investigations of forestry practices on the millions of acres of federal lands
and non-federal lands within the planning area; thus, the Services have
relied on an analysis of the forest practice rules (which apply to non-
federal lands) and existing management for the various National Forests
within the planning area to assess impacts.

E4-268

145 Growth-inducing impacts did not warrant a discussion in the DEIS since
issuance of a Permit would not result in any substantial land use changes
over the Plum Creek ownership and thus would not allow for additional
growth above what might occur under the No Action Alternative scenario.

E4-269

146 Under NEPA (40 CFR 1502.16(h)), federal agencies are required to
identify and discuss means to mitigate adverse effects but are not
obligated to implement those identified measures. In this instance, the
applicant is obligated (among other things) to minimize and mitigate
adverse effects to Permit species to the maximum extent practicable in
order to be issued an incidental take Permit. However, if implementation of
the applicant’s plan were to result in significant impacts to some resource
outside the Services’ regulatory authority, the Services are obligated to
identify how those impacts might be mitigated, but the Services are not
necessarily obligated to carry out those identified mitigation measures.
federal agencies can decide to implement actions resulting in significant
impacts so long as the agency has assessed the environmental
ramifications of doing so. (Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizen Council,

E4-270
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1989. “NEPA…simply prescribes the necessary process for preventing
uninformed, rather than unwise, agency actions…. If the adverse
environmental effects of the proposed action are adequately identified and
evaluated, the agency is not constrained by NEPA from deciding that other
values outweigh the environmental costs.”)

147 The items the commentor refers to are discussed in the DEIS in
Section 4.15.

E4-272

148 The Services believe attempting to assess the costs to the public and
future generations of items such as lost fish and wildlife, lost fisheries
employment, lost rare medicinal plants, regional ecosystem failures, and
future neighbor habitat restoration expenditures, and costs for increasing
protections on federal lands to compensate for failed HCPs would be a
wildly speculative exercise. Also, many of the issues raised by the
commentor are hardly reasonably foreseeable. Thus, it would be
inappropriate for the DEIS to attempt to portend such events since they
are clearly outside the scope of Services’ proposed action.

E4-273

149 The DEIS addressed all of the impact topics identified by the commentor in
Chapter 4 of the DEIS except for sequestration and storage of
atmospheric carbon dioxide. The Services believe the proposed action’s
impact connections to sequestration and storage of atmospheric carbon
dioxide is tenuous at best and thus outside the scope of the DEIS.

E4-274

150 The Services believe they have addressed all relevant information to date
and will address all relevant information gathered as part of the DEIS
public comment process in preparing the FEIS.

E4-275

151 Plum Creek’s St. Joe and Little North Fork Clearwater River lands were a
part of the NFHCP Project Area at the time the DEIS was published. The
FEIS discloses this change in Project Area boundary.

E11-19

152 The DEIS analyzed impacts associated with upland management on a
suite of public resources, including Geology and Soils (DEIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.2), Water Resources and Hydrology (Section 4.3), Fish
(Section 4.6) and others.

E11-20

153 Much of the cumulative effects analysis for soils is presented in
Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS and this FEIS
under discussions of sediment delivery effects on fish habitat. Section 4.2,
Geology and Soils, in the draft and final documents, references
Section 4.6 for a more detailed discussion of soils and sediment delivery.

E11-23

154 Critical habitat for Snake River Basin steelhead has been designated, and
includes the Lochsa River basin. Additional commitments were added to
the NFHCP to address problems known in the Lochsa River basin.

The other concerns expressed are addressed in response 111.

E13-3

155 The DEIS compares current practices with potential future practices and
quantifies expected improvements to fish habitat from current conditions.

E13-12

156 Few old-growth forest stands remain on lands currently owned by Plum
Creek because much of the Project Area has been subject to timber
harvest at some point within the last century. Analysis of effects of timber

E16-4
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management activities on riparian forests are provided in the
Environmental Consequences section of Chapter 4, Section 4.5,
Vegetation Resources, of the DEIS.

157 These and numerous other ecological functions and processes, and
associated cause-effect relationships, are discussed under the heading,
Ecological Implications of Land Management Activities on Aquatic Habitat
and Fish, on pages 4-120 through 4-144 of the DEIS. These functions and
processes are then evaluated in the Environmental Consequences
discussions for the affected or potentially affected resource, such as soils
and sediment delivery, hydrology and water resources, and nutrients and
water quality. These same discussions are contained in this FEIS. Also,
please see the response 803 regarding threats to bull trout subpopulations
reported by the FWS.

E16-7

158 Page 4-127 of the DEIS describes the methodology used to evaluate
sediment delivery to streams from actions that would be taken under the
alternatives.

E17-7

159 Text has been added to this FEIS as necessary in response to this
comment.

E17-8

160 Assumptions regarding federal protective standards for native fish on
lands adjacent to the Project Area are not necessarily related to the
specific measures that are currently applied, and that may change with the
incorporation of new information in the future. Instead, they are meant to
convey the fact that federal entities on adjacent lands will likely continue to
employ land management techniques that reflect the requirements of both
Section 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the ESA for the conservation of listed
species.

E17-13

161 The citations the commentor notes are select portions from the Council on
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act pertaining
to the CEQ definition of term “significantly.” The EIS does address impacts
that are considered both adverse and beneficial [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(1)] in
assessing the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(7)] associated with lead agencies’ proposed actions. Please
see also response 144 regarding cumulative impacts.

E17-23

162 See response 252. We were aware of this Frissell (1999) publication. E18-4

163 Consistent with NEPA’s disclosure provisions, the supporting technical
papers or white papers mentioned by the commentor were readily
available upon request from the FWS’s Snake River Basin Office in Boise,
Idaho, as well as Plum Creek Timber Company offices in Columbia Falls,
Montana.

E19-6

164 The 4 white papers and 13 technical reports prepared by Plum Creek in
support of their proposed NFHCP are summarized in Section 2.1.1, Data
Sources, and in Appendix B, Technical Report Summaries, of the DEIS.

F6-3

165 The reference is to Figure ES-1 on page ES-11 of the DEIS. F6-12

166 Conservation commitments implemented under the No Action Alternative
would only be implemented at a rate matching the rate of timber harvest

F6-13
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entry within the Project Area. Consequently, some portions of the Project
Area may receive minimization and mitigation measures very late in the
30-year analysis period, and in some cases, not at all. Also, the value of
such measures would be less than under other alternatives. Conversely,
under the NFHCP most minimization and mitigation efforts would be
implemented within the first 15 years of the plan, and across the entire
Project Area. Also, the value of those measures under the NFHCP would
be greater than under the No Action Alternative.

167 The Services made several efforts to help ensure adequate access to all
necessary supporting materials for the DEIS and NFHCP, including
requesting that Plum Creek freely distribute many copies of its technical
reports and white papers to a broad variety of potentially interested
reviewers, especially including state agencies and Native American Tribes.
We regret any difficulties some reviewers may have had in accessing
materials, and in any errors in some of the electronic media (we received
only one complaint regarding the adequacy of electronic media, other than
that voiced by the commentor here).

The Services worked with Plum Creek to include a commitment under
NFHCP A-6 for Plum Creek to share monitoring data, and Section 8.3 of
the Implementing Agreement has been changed to allow the Services to
seek independent scientific review of monitoring reports.

F8-4, F8-7

168 The formal comment period began on December 17, 1999, and was
scheduled to end in 60 days on February 17, 2000. Several respondents
believed the comment period should be extended to 90 days because the
DEIS/NFHCP was released near the holidays and a number of other large
federal documents relating to Northwest fish habitat were released at the
same time. The Services, therefore, extended the comment period
30 days, and it closed on March 17, 2000.

F11-5, F23-1,
F27-1

169 The Services are not clear on which specific adverse effects from the No
Action Alternative the commentor is referring to. The DEIS presents a
programmatic analysis of the effects of the No Action Alternative and other
alternatives, and the Services believe the DEIS provides an accurate
analysis of the effects over the large Planning Area. The Services
recognizes that, over the 1.7 million-acre Project Area, there could be site-
specific adverse effects under the No Action Alternative other than those
discussed in the DEIS. However, it would be virtually impossible, and
therefore unreasonable, to conduct an analysis to this level of detail over
the large Planning Area. In addition, this level of detailed information is not
available for any of the action alternatives for comparison to the No Action
Alternative. Also see response 184.

G1-9

170 Table 2.2-1 has been corrected in the FEIS to include the Stillwater State
Forest in the Flathead River Planning Area basin acreage. The Stillwater
State Forest is not depicted on Maps ES-1 or 1.3-1.

G3-4
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171 The DEIS identified a Purpose and Need Statement and evaluated all of
the chosen alternatives in light of that purpose and need. The Services
believe that by issuing a Permit that is satisfactory to both Plum Creek and
the Services, better conservation for fish will be obtained than through less
cooperative methods.

E6-4

172 Please see response 184 regarding the DEIS statement of purpose and
need as it pertains to the range of alternatives selected for analysis in the
DEIS. The statement purpose and need is needed to comply with NEPA; it
is not a factor for consideration in the Services’ findings under Section 10
of the ESA as the commentor implies. Contrary to the commentors
assertion, Plum Creek’s economic interests do not factor into the Services’
determination as to whether the Permit application satisfies the permitting
criterion that the HCP not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival
and recovery of the species in the wild. Also see responses 377, 375, and
370.

E11-1

173 The EIS evaluated a range of alternatives designed to address the
purpose and need, which is to provide both greater business certainty and
greater conservation certainty. The simplified prescriptions alternative
tended to be skewed away from business certainty without achieving
significantly more–-and in most cases less—conservation opportunity.

E13-14
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174 Table 3.3-1 and accompanying text in the DEIS note that existing
regulations, consisting of federal and state land management laws, rules,
and BMPs, including forest practices regulations and guidelines, provide
the basis and would (must) be adhered to under the Preferred Alternative
and each of the other action alternatives. Benefits and any potentially
adverse effects from adhering to existing regulations would be the same
under each alternative, including the No Action Alternative. Existing
regulations were addressed in the DEIS the same as in this FEIS.

C2-31

175 The statement that only the NFHCP alternative would meet the purpose
and need (page ES-10) was not correct. The statement should have read
that the NFHCP alternative best achieved both conservation and business
goals, while the other action alternatives tended to favor one goal or the
other. The three action alternatives all provide additional conservation for
fish over the No Action Alternative, though at differing levels and in
different ways. The three action alternatives all provide the applicant with
some level of additional management and regulatory certainty, again at
different levels. Therefore, all three action alternatives address purpose
and need and provide a reasonable range.

D1-18

176 An “extensive conservation alternative” was considered by the Services
but was dismissed from detailed analysis because it was determined not to

D1-19
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meet the purpose and need. This is discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the
DEIS.

177 The Services believe the No Action Alternative is a viable alternative since
it includes compliance with applicable state, federal, and local laws,
including avoiding take of listed species on a site-specific basis while
allowing Plum Creek to remain in business. Plum Creek is seeking an
incidental take Permit in order to reduce a certain level of uncertainty in
conducting timber harvest and other forest management practices. As
indicated in the DEIS, there is likely a wide range of possible site-specific
outcomes that could occur across the large Project Area to avoid take of
listed native salmonids. The Services believe it would be speculative to
attempt to identify exactly what specific take avoidance measures would
entail on Plum Creek lands within the Project Area. Also, see
responses 184 and 169.

E1-14, E5-5,
E7-5, E8-3,

E9-5

178 The No Action Alternative is required by regulation to be analyzed in detail
because it establishes the environmental baseline from which the action
alternatives are compared. Following is guidance from the Forty Most
Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act
Regulations pertaining to the No Action Alternative:

Section 1502.14(d) requires the alternatives analysis in the EIS to
"include the alternative of no action." This analysis provides a
benchmark, enabling decisionmakers to compare the magnitude of
environmental effects of the action alternatives. Inclusion of such an
analysis in the EIS is necessary to inform the Congress, the public, and
the President as intended by NEPA. Section 1500.1(a).

E1-85

179 Please see response 184 regarding the range of alternatives selected for
analysis in the DEIS. The NFHCP proposal does include the idea of
setting aside areas of greatest importance for Permit species for “special”
treatment under the native fish assemblage commitment, AM 5.

E1-87

180 The Services acknowledge that additional alternatives could be developed
from various combinations of portions of existing alternatives. However,
recombining commitments into additional alternatives would not change
the range of activities considered, and therefore would not be of much
value.

E2-36

181 The Services modeled the No Action Alternative in the DEIS based upon
what it understands to be the prevailing approach to private forest land
management that exists under current forest practice rules today. It is
possible that such rules will change over the next 30 years, but the
Services cannot reliably speculate on what those changes may include.

The Services acknowledge that if we were able to determine “no take
standards” for forest management actions on Permit species, they may, in
some cases and for some activities, be considerably more restrictive than
current state forest practice rules. However, the Services cannot reliably
speculate on what those “no take standards” may include, or when or
where they would be necessary to avoid take, especially over such a large
Planning Area.

Because of the above considerations, the Services believe that the most

E4-94, E4-27,
E4-37, F24-1
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realistic, reliable, and non-speculative characterization of a No Action
Alternative is what was modeled in the DEIS. The differences in effects
between the No Action Alternative compared to the other alternatives
analyzed is provided in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. The Services have added a
table describing and comparing effects among the four alternatives to help
the reader better understand the analysis results and conclusions. The
Biological Opinion for the selected alternative will disclose the risk of take
expected from implementation of that alternative. This disclosure will be
substantively very similar to, and in fact largely based upon, the impact
analysis provided in the NEPA documents.

182 The commentor provided an opinion on HCP standards and alternatives
that should have been considered during development of the NFHCP. The
Services believe that an adequate range of alternatives were analyzed in
the NFHCP and DEIS. See responses 184 and 177.

E4-154

183 “Permanent mitigation” through the designation of reserves is a
management strategy that was evaluated to some extent in the simplified
prescriptions alternative which highlighted passive conservation
approaches through set-asides. While it is a valid alternative management
strategy that appears to meet the purpose and need less successfully than
the NFHCP, the approach is not a standard or a criterion necessary for
Permit issuance.

E4-176,
E4-180,
E4-181

184 The Services disagree with the commentors assertion that the No Action is
flawed, misleading, or inaccurate. While the DEIS noted that it is
reasonably foreseeable that the regulatory threshold under state forest
practices rules will increase conservation benefits to species in response
to ESA listings and other regulatory factors, the Services also believe it is
remote and speculative to attempt to discern exactly what the regulatory
changes in forest practice rules the States of Washington, Idaho, and
Montana might enact and thus inappropriate to attempt to model remote
and speculative prescriptions. Therefore, the Services elected to use
existing forest practice rules as a means of establishing a reasonable
environmental baseline for purposes of describing the No Action
Alternative and as a basis for comparing the environmental effects of the
action alternatives. All of the action alternatives are compared to the same
environmental baseline thus showing the relative merits of the various
alternatives in a comparative manner.

Regarding the commentor’s assertion that the DEIS does not consider a
reasonable range of alternatives because the DEIS did not consider an
alternative with higher conservation benefits, the Services and the
applicant believe that real, decision-based alternatives were included and
analyzed in the DEIS. The DEIS considered a wide range of alternatives
through development of the habitat conservation plan and through the
scoping processes required under NEPA. The DEIS rigorously explores
and objectively evaluates all reasonable alternatives in detail (40 CFR
1502.14). The Services are not required to analyze alternatives in detail
which do not satisfy the purpose and need stated in Chapter 1 of the
DEIS. The CEQ has written, "[t]here is no need to disregard the Applicant's
purposes and needs and the common sense realities of a given situation
in the development of alternatives" (Federal Register, 48 FR 34263). As
noted in NCAP v. Lyng, 844F2d 588 (9th Cir.) 842 F2d 238, “The range of

E4-260,
E4-261, F3-1,

F11-4
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alternatives is limited by the notion of feasibility and must be reasonably
related to the purposes of the project.” In considering a reasonable range
of alternatives, the Services include the needs of the applicant as well.
Further, the Services adhere to the sentiments expressed by the court in
Resident in Protest—135 v. Dole, 583 F.Supp. 660-61(D.Minn. 1984), "A
reasonable alternative is one which would effectuate the purposes of the
project. If an alternative does not implement the purposes of the project it
certainly is not reasonable and no purpose is served by requiring a
detailed discussion of its environmental effects since the alternative would
never be adopted." Based on its analysis that certain alternatives
considered would not effectuate the purpose and needs stated in the DEIS
Plum Creek appropriately informed the Services it would not implement
certain alternatives if analyzed and adopted. The Services believe it would
serve little purpose to analyze an alternative that would be financially
impractical for the company to adopt. Using the common sense approach
suggested in CEQ’s guidance, and in Lyng and Residents, the Services
eliminated certain alternatives from detailed analysis.

The commentor suggests the DEIS should have analyzed a number of
other ”more sustainable” forest management alternatives. As noted above,
the Services considered other alternatives, but did not analyze them in
detail for the reasons identified in the DEIS. Other alternatives were also
considered as part of the HCP process under Section 10 of the ESA.
These alternatives were also identified in the NFHCP/DEIS. The
commentor is also referred to our responses 373 and 375.

185 The commentor makes two points in this comment: 1) that the alternatives
analysis in the NFHCP/DEIS may satisfy NEPA, but fails to satisfy the
ESA because no alternative that avoids take was analyzed; and 2) the
commentor cites the HCP Handbook’s statement that HCPs commonly
include a No Action Alternative, and states that the DEIS appears to treat
the No Action Alternative as a no take alternative.

The Services disagree with the first point. Section 10(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the
ESA requires that an HCP specify what alternative actions to such taking
the applicant considered, and the reasons why such alternatives are not
being utilized (emphasis added). This provision does not necessarily mean
that an alternative that avoids take entirely must be analyzed in an HCP.
Rather, the Services interpret this to mean that alternatives to the level of
taking as proposed in the HCP (that is, such taking) must be analyzed.
This could mean a level of taking above the level actually proposed, a
level of taking below the level actually proposed, or no taking at all.
However, what alternatives are actually described in an HCP is largely at
the discretion of the Services and the applicant, and neither the ESA,
federal regulation, nor agency policy requires analysis of any particular
type or category of alternative.

Regarding the commentor’s second point, the HCP Handbook states that
two alternatives commonly included in the alternatives analyzed section
of the HCP are: 1) any specific alternative...that would reduce such take
below levels anticipated for the project proposal; and 2) a No Action
Alternative...(emphasis added). In this excerpt, the Handbook does not
require that any particular type or category of alternative be analyzed in an
HCP but simply states what is common. Thus, analysis of a no take

E5-31
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alternative is not required by statute, regulation, or policy, and the
DEIS/NFHCP does not attempt to portray the No Action Alternative as a
specific no take alternative. The No Action Alternative in the DEIS simply
means that an incidental take Permit would not be issued to Plum Creek,
the NFHCP would not be implemented, and that Plum Creek would avoid
take of listed salmonids on a site-specific basis. For the Services to
attempt to analyze a specific no take alternative across the Project Area
would be highly speculative (also see responses 184 and 177).

The commentor is also referred to Sections 3.1.2 and 5.3 of the DEIS,
which are incorporated as part of the NFHCP (see Tables 1.2-1 and
NFHCP 1-1). Section 3.1.2 discusses two additional alternatives that were
considered by Plum Creek during development of their NFHCP and the
reasons why they were not selected. Section 5.3 discusses why the three
alternatives that were analyzed in detail in the NFHCP/DEIS were not
selected by Plum Creek. In summary, the FWS believes that Plum Creek’s
NFHCP does adequately specify what alternative actions to their proposed
NFHCP were considered, and the reasons why such alternatives were not
utilized.

186 The commentor is referred to our responses 377 and 373. With respect to
the commentor’s assertion concerning statements on pages ES-9, ES-10,
and 3-10 of the DEIS, the Services believe the commentor took both
statements out of context. The statement on pages ES-9 to ES-10 is a
general, illustrative statement that, while major conservation would be
obtained from combining components of two of the alternatives that were
analyzed in detail (NFHCP and Simplified Prescriptions), this would result
in no new timber harvest, road building or other development projects over
the Project Area for the next 30 years; therefore this approach was not
evaluated. The Services believe that it is clear that an approach that would
not allow timber harvest, road building, or other development projects on
Plum Creek lands for 30 years is clearly inconsistent with the purpose and
need for the action. The statement on page 3-10 of the DEIS does not
dismiss the Simplified Prescriptions Alternative as the commentor
suggests. This section of the DEIS describes the alternatives that were
analyzed in detail. The specific statement referred to by the commentor
simply explains that in the Simplified Prescriptions Alternative,
conservation measures are more robust and restricted to three categories
compared to the broader array and larger number of conservation
categories under the NFHCP. Also see responses 376 and 140.

E11-3

187 Please see response to 184 regarding the range of alternatives selected
for analysis in the DEIS. Regarding the commentor’s assertion that
INFISH/PACFISH standards should be considered a reasonable
alternative for private commercial timber companies because federal lands
are able to generate timber sales using these standards, it is important to
note that the purposes for which federal timber lands are managed and
commercial private timber holdings are vastly different and the economic
strategies associated with managing each is vastly different. Commercial
private timber companies must remain competitive within a very
competitive timber market whereas there is not the same level of
economic demands on publicly managed lands

E12-9
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188 One of the purposes of scoping was to seek input from the public at
meetings, and in writing, on the range of alternatives that should be con-
sidered in the EIS. Public comments received are documented in the
NEPA Scoping Report for the Plum Creek Timber Company Native Fish
Habitat Conservation Plan (FWS and NMFS 1998). Based on these com-
ments, the Scoping Report identifies four alternatives anticipated to be
evaluated in the EIS. Public comments and alternatives anticipated for
evaluation directly shaped the alternatives eventually selected for analysis
in the DEIS. This process is described in detail in Section 3.1.1, How the
Alternatives were Developed, and Section 3.1.2, Alternatives Considered
but not Selected for Further Analysis. The refinement of alternatives sub-
sequently evaluated also relied on guidelines contained in CEQ regula-
tions that agencies should seek to evaluate a range of reasonable alter-
natives that will accomplish project objectives (that is, meet project pur-
pose and need). The Simplified Prescriptions Alternative evaluated in the
DEIS and this FEIS represents one of the alternatives developed from
Scoping Report comments that would provide a different package of con-
servation measures (from the proposed NFHCP) on Plum Creek lands that
could result in issuance of a Permit by FWS. The commentor is also
referred to our response 184 concerning the Range of alternatives
analyzed.

E13-13

189 See responses 77 and 14, for a discussion of how the NFHCP can meet
the objectives of the ESA by allowing for recovery of Permit species. See
response 184 for a discussion of alternatives and the basis for the No
Action Alternative, and the DEIS environmental consequences
Section 4.6.6 for a discussion of effects of the proposed NFHCP.

E16-3

190 The DEIS analyzes a range of alternative management actions for forestry
on Plum Creek lands. Other alternatives not analyzed were beyond the
scope of the document, and were not specifically evaluated as part of the
DEIS.

E19-4

191 The alternatives considered by Plum Creek are discussed on page 3-5 of
the DEIS.

E22-5

Permit Species

Response
Number Response
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Number

192 The adequacy of the NCHCP for coverage of anadromous fish is
evaluated in a Biological Opinion and the Services’ findings documents.
The Biological Opinion describes baseline habitat conditions in those basis
that potentially support one or more anadromous ESUs, and it evaluates
the potential for the NFHCP to jeopardize each of the covered ESUs. The
Biological Opinion and the Services’ findings documents conclude that
anadromous ESUs covered by the NFHCP would not be jeopardized by
the activities described in the plan. The full text of the Plum Creek NFHCP
Biological Opinion is available on the internet at the following link:
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/1habcon/habweb/biops.htm.

B2-4
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193 See response 208. The FWS has revised the FEIS to include reference to
the cutthroat trout conservation agreement, and has reassessed the
NFHCP in light of the agreement to ensure consistency.

C1-14

194 The adequacy of the NCHCP for coverage of anadromous fish is
evaluated in a Biological Opinion and the Services’ findings documents.
The Biological Opinion describes baseline habitat conditions in those basis
that potentially support one or more anadromous ESUs, and it evaluates
the potential for the NFHCP to jeopardize each of the covered ESUs. The
Biological Opinion and the Services’ findings documents conclude that
anadromous ESUs covered by the NFHCP would not be jeopardized by
the activities described in the plan. The full text of the Plum Creek NFHCP
Biological Opinion is available on the internet at the following link:
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/1habcon/habweb/biops.htm.

C3-1

195 Chapter 4 of the FEIS was modified to reflect the reviewers comment.
Except for specific projects (see Commitment Lg6, experimental brook
trout suppression), it is not the intent of the NFHCP to selectively apply
conservation commitments so as to discriminate against hybrids or exotic
species. Hence, all salmonids will realize a net benefit from the NFHCP
commitments.

C3-12

196 The NFHCP does not purport to substitute the habitat requirements of all
17 Permit species with those of bull trout. The habitat requirements of the
individual Permit species were discussed in detail under Section 4.6.5 of
the DEIS and were considered in the development of the preferred
alternative. The basic conservation objective of the NFHCP is embodied in
the concept that by maintaining or improving the Four C's indicative of
proper function and structure of a stream ecosystem (cold, clean,
connected, and complex), habitat will be supported for all cold water
salmonids. Application of the specific habitat objectives as outlined in
Table NFHCP 1-2 will lead to conservation of all Permit species,
regardless of the specific requirements of each. Conservation measures to
achieve the broad biological goals for all species will be applied across all
of the project area lands (Tier 2). Additional conservation measures will be
employed site-specifically (Tier 1) where the habitat requirements of bull
trout are more difficult to achieve. This is not to suggest that other species
(for example, cutthroat trout) receive less conservation benefit, but rather
to apply additional conservation where required (because of more
particular habitat requirements and/or ESA status). See response 208.

E1-102

197 See response 208. All but five of the 56 conservation commitments
proposed by Plum Creek in their NFHCP would apply equally to Tier 2 and
Tier 1 watersheds. In addition, other resident Permit species are less
imperiled and less habitat sensitive than are bull trout, so although less
specific information exists for other Permit species in the Project Area, and
therefore less certainty, the likelihood that conservation commitments are
adequate is still relatively high. Additional commitments in the Lochsa
River basin to address habitat needs of anadromous fish have also been
added.

E1-103

198 While five out of 56 commitments of the NFHCP do apply differentially to
Tier 1 watersheds, the metrics upon which success will be measured are
the same for both Tier 1 and Tier 2 watersheds.

E1-104,E2-7
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199 Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS and this FEIS
describes the distribution, status, life history and habitat requirements, and
factors affecting populations of each Permit species.

E4-12,
E4-246

200 See response 208. Also, see Chapter 4 of the EIS for species-specific
information.

E4-47

201 Levels of uncertainty with respect to different species are discussed in the
DEIS but not quantified. Some commitments have been obtained because
of specific identified uncertainties, such as the provision included within
commitment AM1 to incorporate survey information to improve the
knowledge of the distribution of covered species.

E4-56

202 The rationale for including unlisted species under the proposed Permit and
the reasons that this approach contrasts with previous HCP efforts is
documented in another response to American Lands (618). The concern
that analyses under Section 7 may be outdated at the time that unlisted
species included under the proposed Permit are ultimately listed, should
this occur, is valid. However, reinitiation criteria under Section 7 requires
that consultation be opened for further analysis if new information on the
effects of the action reveals effects not previously analyzed. Therefore,
any such event would result in a new biological opinion, the results of
which would feed into the adaptive management process established
under the NFHCP.

E4-60,
E4-235

203 The Services agree that all covered species must be treated as though
they are listed. The Services believe all covered species have been
adequately addressed under the NFHCP.

E4-182

204 See response 133. All resident Permit species are mainly dependent on
federal lands, with less than 10 percent or so of their ranges occurring on
Plum Creek lands. Anadromous Permit species vary in their degree of
reliance on federal and non-federal lands, with reliance on federal lands
generally highest in Snake River ESUs, and lowest in coastal ESUs. Plum
Creek lands make up significantly less than 10 percent of any single
anadromous fish ESU.

E4-192

205 Some species-specific information is included in the DEIS/NFHCP. For
example, Tier 1 watersheds are identified and mapped based on known
bull trout spawning and rearing areas. Boundaries of anadromous fish
ESUs or critical habitat were used to identify areas important to
anadromous fish, and all areas within the boundaries were treated as if
they were occupied. Baseline information for some Permit species is
limited. In general, the Services took a habitat-based approach and
analyzed impacts to Permit species based on effects to their habitat. As
baseline information becomes available, the Services will apply this
information to evaluations and subsequent NFHCP modifications as part of
adaptive management implementation. The Services and Plum Creek
have included additional information and analyses in the NFHCP and FEIS
concerning the impacts to Permit species.

E4-194

206 The Services and Plum Creek included substantial amounts of information
in the DEIS and NFHCP regarding impacts to Permit species. Significant
additional information and analyses have been included in the NFHCP and

E4-200
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FEIS concerning impacts to Permit species.

207 Detailed, species-specific information for endangered, threatened,
sensitive, of concern, and special status species was presented in the
DEIS in Section 4.5, Vegetation Resources (pages 4-46 through 4-50),
Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (pages 4-68 through 4-119),
and Section 4.7, Wildlife Resources (pages 4-216 through 4-229).

E4-204

208 The basic conservation objective of the NFHCP is embodied in the con-
cept that by maintaining or improving the Four C’s indicative of proper
function and structure of a stream ecosystem (cold, clean, connected, and
complex), habitat will be supported for all native salmonids. Since the bio-
logical goals of the NFHCP are identical for all Permit species, fulfillment
of the specific habitat objectives as outlined in Table NFHCP 1-2 should
lead to equally beneficial conservation and habitat improvement. Most of
the conservation commitments, 51 of 56 (91 percent), are independent of
tier-designation and will be applied across all of Plum Creek’s lands in the
project area in order to provide equivalent benefits for all Permit species.
Additionally, while Tier 1 prescriptions represent a somewhat more risk
averse management strategy, field application of Tier 2 prescriptions often
results in on-the-ground measures that are identical to results from Tier 1
prescriptions. The effects analysis, which is mostly driven by conservation
measures common to all watersheds, demonstrates reasonable certainty
that Tier 2 prescriptions provide for maintenance and restoration of
riparian function. The hypotheses to be tested in the CAMP studies that
will inform the adaptive management triggers are intended to test NFHCP
effectiveness across the project area—not just in Tier 1 watersheds (the
idea of “demonstration watersheds” has been abandoned). We will be able
to compare effectiveness of commitments between Tier 1 and Tier 2
watersheds and to native fish assemblages through effectiveness moni-
toring.

The scientific literature suggests that bull trout are the most biologically
“specialized” of all the 17 Permit species, resulting in specific habitat
selection, and limited, localized distribution. Additionally, the literature
suggests that bull trout exhibit more stringent habitat preferences,
requiring colder water temperatures for spawning and juvenile rearing, as
well as stream reaches offering very high stability and very low fine sedi-
ment concentrations (a consequence of a long embryo maturation period).
Auxiliary conservation measures for the more stringent needs of bull trout
are not unique to this conservation plan. The NFHCP recognizes bull trout
spawning watersheds in order to address the combination of bull trout’s
site-specific distribution patterns and exceptional habitat requirements.

Additionally, Plum Creek is the largest private landowner containing
streams with bull trout habitat within the DPS. This warrants a greater con-
sideration of risk. This is not true of the other Permit species.

In addition to the Tier 1 approach utilized in five of the conservation com-
mitments, the NFHCP employs several other programmatic approaches
intended to accelerate and/or provide additional habitat protection benefi-
cial to all Permit species:

•  Riparian Harvest Deferrals (R9); watersheds chosen based upon a

E5-38, E21-2,
F20-3, G1-6,

G1-15, E4-17,
E4-40, E4-48,
E4-96, E4-97,
E4-157, E5-8,
E7-8, E8-6,

E9-7, E11-15,
E13-33,
E18-5,
E4-169,
E5-45,

E4-242, B3-1,
E4-41, C3-2
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risk screen that considers property ownership and past harvest history.

•  Native Fish Assemblages (AM4); watersheds chosen based upon
unique assemblages of a diversity of covered species.

•  High Priority Bin for Road Upgrades (R5); watersheds selected
based upon risk features related to roads, such as erodible geologic
types, streams considered “impaired” by the EPA because of sedi-
ment, and watersheds considered to have special importance for other
Permit species.

•  Hot Spot Treatments (R6); prioritization for site specific situations
based upon observations of site conditions.

•  Key migratory rivers provide larger-waters habitat for all Permit spe-
cies. The conservation opportunities for these streams are more
related to the intensive past land management practices common to
river bottoms than to the specific needs of one species.

These approaches provide supplemental conservation to specific water-
sheds or situations for all Permit species independent of the presence of
bull trout. These commitments allow for a “layering-on” of additional con-
servation practices where they are needed and likely to provide the most
benefit to any and all of the NFHCP Permit species.

Relative to both the range of, and perceived threats to, Permit species
other than bull trout, NFHCP Project Area lands and covered activities are
likely to exert very little influence upon the maintenance or recovery of
these populations as a whole. The contribution of the NFHCP towards the
recovery of “other” Permit species is understandably modest when the
ranges and distribution of these other Permit species are considered.
Albeit, the NFHCP is designed to have a benign effect on these species
even though Plum Creek lands encompass a small portion of their distri-
bution. Additionally, forest management activities covered under the
NFHCP represent minor threats to the persistence of other Permit species
when compared to over-harvest, passage at mainstem dams, and preda-
tion, competition, and hybridization from exotic or hatchery stocks.

More information was available on the status and occurrence of bull trout,
and key bull trout life history stages, than for other Permit resident species.
Therefore, the FWS and Plum Creek were able to focus some habitat con-
servation measures more specifically for bull trout than for other resident
Permit species. See Chapter 4 of the EIS for a discussion of species-spe-
cific habitat and conservation needs. Potential habitat for anadromous
Permit species on Plum Creek land is found only in a few locations. Site-
specific prescriptions were developed for anadromous fish in areas poten-
tially used by salmon or steelhead, when information was available on
habitat condition. Otherwise, NFHCP conservation measures contribute to
improved habitat quality in watersheds where anadromous fish are found.

The FWS believes that other resident Permit species are generally less
imperiled, including by Plum Creek covered activities, than bull trout (for
example, status reviews for both westslope cutthroat trout and some red-
band trout in the project area indicate listing under the ESA is, or may not
be, warranted, given existing threats). The Services and Plum Creek view
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the difference in habitat conservation value between the proposed NFHCP
and the Internal Conservation Plan alternatives best represents the
difference between an all-native-salmonids plan (the NFHCP) and a bull-
trout-only plan (the Internal Conservation Plan). The Services believe that
there is significant additional habitat conservation value for Permit species
other than bull trout in the NFHCP, Compared to the internal Conservation
Plan alternative.

The application of NFHCP commitments on Plum Creek lands will propa-
gate and, in turn, complement federal land management actions to protect
and/or recover Permit species. This landscape-scale synergism will pro-
vide a continuum of conservation benefit throughout the planning area
basins, likely to result in added protection and more secure habitats for the
array of Permit species’ freshwater life stages. For example, conservation
commitments applied on Plum Creek land may benefit upstream passage
for migratory adults to the extent that spawning grounds protected on
federal ownership are utilized more extensively. Complementary habitat
protection/enhancement measures, combined with the augmented
conservation provided to all species that utilize Tier 1 and/or NFA
watersheds will result in a network of secure habitat refugia throughout the
planning area.

Additionally, the NFHCP includes a commitment (AM1) to update Permit
species distribution information every five years, based on new information
collected by Plum Creek, the Services, and state fish and game agencies.
A new commitment has been added to the NFHCP (AM6) which provides
the Services with the opportunity to use the updated distribution and status
information to designate up to twelve additional watersheds as Tier 1, to
be treated as such for the remainder of the life of the plan. These new
Tier 1 designations can be made not only for newly discovered bull trout
populations, but also for population(s) of any Permit species, thus assuring
additional conservation for any stock of Permit species when deemed
necessary by the Services.

209 See response 208. The FWS acknowledges that Plum Creek began the
planning process with a primary concern for bull trout in July of 1997, but
by October of 1997 Plum Creek had proposed a conceptual framework,
prior to substantive work on the detail of conservation commitments, that
included all native salmonids. The FWS agreed at that time that a Tiering
approach may represent a sound way to prioritize conservation resources.
However, as the plan developed this approach was diminished
significantly in its scope.

E10-2

210 The FWS has defined populations of only two Permit species: the
Columbia River DPS of bull trout, and the westslope cutthroat trout. For
both species, only one population occurs in the Plum Creek NFHCP
Project Area. The FWS is unaware of any population-specific distinctions
for other Permit species in the Project Area.

The FWS understands the commentor’s point to be that all sub-
populations of all Permit species throughout the Project Area should be
conserved unless species-specific and site-specific analysis suggests that
such a conservative approach is unwarranted. The FWS agrees, and the
Plum Creek NFHCP is designed to provide relatively equal conservation of

E10-4, E11-21
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each Permit species in all watersheds throughout its range within the
Project Area to minimize the risk of losing important genetic variability with
species populations.

One notable addition to this homogenous approach to providing species
conservation is where native fish assemblage streams will receive rela-
tively greater conservation benefits to ensure that the very best remaining
habitats with the greatest abundance of Permit species receive special
consideration. In general, the FWS expects that Permit species habitat
should generally improve, and the prospects for conservation of that sub-
population should improve, in all watersheds within the Project Area.

211 Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS and this FEIS
describes the distribution, status, life history and habitat requirements, and
factors affecting populations of each Permit species. Conservation
measures proposed by Plum Creek are intended to benefit bull trout and
the other native salmonid Permit species. Results of impact analysis for
the proposed NFHCP indicate improved conditions for the Four C’s of
clean, cold, complex, and connected habitat, which would benefit all native
salmonids.

E14-4

212 The respondent questions the appropriateness of including unlisted
species on the proposed Permit, and references language in the
Implementing Agreement indicating that further action by the Services will
not be necessary.

The substance of this concern is addressed in the response to American
Lands (202). Additionally, the language in the Implementing Agreement
refers to Permit alteration and public notice procedures and is not intended
to contradict Section 7 reinitiation of consultation requirements, as
described above.

E15-7

213 Information regarding habitat requirements for coastal cutthroat trout was
cited by the commentor as being insufficient for effects analysis. The
Services provided basic information as it was available in the DEIS on
pages 4-100 and 4-101, and cited references. However, in response to the
commentor’s point, the Services included additional information in the
FEIS on coastal cutthroat trout. The Services further believe that in many
ways the specific habitat needs of the species and how those might be
defined may not be very relevant. Coastal cutthroat evolved in conjunction
with a set of circumstances that we characterize as the “natural set of
processes and functions”. These included factors we perceive as good (for
example, old growth riparian stands and streams rich in large woody
debris) as well as those we perceive as bad (such as landslides and
channelized debris flows). In order to meet the needs of cutthroat on the
subject lands, the Services believe the most effective set of measures are
those that return to that natural state or return to a state which is as close
as possible given all the other constraints that are present. We also feel
this is the best way to meet the needs of many species found on these
lands which may appear to have conflicting habitat needs. Managing for
these processes will ensure that a diversity of conditions exist and not just
a single set of conditions that fit a paradigm based upon habitat conditions
defined for a single species.

In fact, the Services are the primary entity responsible for the DEIS. Our

E21-3
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statements in the cited portion of the document are as follows:
“Restoration of native runs of this DPS is being considered for the Lewis
River and Cowlitz River portions of the Planning Area above migration
barriers. Habitat above such barriers may be considered necessary for
species recovery.” These statements indicate that such consideration is
occurring and do not mean that those actions are a necessary step.
Wherever possible, the Services prefer to restore native runs through
natural recovery rather than through artificial means.

214 See response 208. Also, see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for additional
information on coastal cutthroat trout occurrence in the Project Area.

E21-6

215 Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS describes the
distribution, status, life history and habitat requirements, and factors
affecting populations of each Permit species. Conservation measures
proposed by Plum Creek are intended to benefit bull trout and the other
native salmonid Permit species. Results of impact analysis for the
proposed NFHCP indicate improved conditions for the Four C's of clean,
cold, complex, and connected habitat, which would benefit all native
salmonids.

F5-4

216 Section ES.2, Covered Species, of the Executive Summary, Volume 1,
identifies the 17 proposed Permit species, including the 8 species listed as
threatened under the ESA. Chapter 4 of the DEIS and this FEIS discuss
the status and ecological requirements of each Permit species and
examine and compare the expected magnitude and direction of trend of
habitat conditions important to these species among the proposed NFHCP
and other alternatives. The Services’ Section 7 Biological/Conference
Opinion analyzing the proposed approval of the NFHCP and issuance of
the Permit to Plum Creek will also contain analyses on the effects of
NFHCP implementation on the Permit species and other species listed
under the ESA. This Biological/Conference Opinion will be available to the
public upon request. The commentor is also referred to our response 109
concerning quantification of take.

F6-1

217 Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS and this FEIS
describes the biological needs and related factors for the Permit species,
including their distribution, status, life history and habitat requirements,
and factors affecting populations. Numerous ecological functions and
processes, including possible genetic introgression and hybridization, are
discussed under the heading, Ecological Implications of Land
Management Activities on Aquatic Habitat and Fish, on pages 4-120
through 4-144 of the DEIS.

F6-4

218 Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS and this FEIS
describes the distribution, status, life history and habitat requirements, and
factors affecting populations of each Permit species. Conservation
measures proposed by Plum Creek are intended to benefit bull trout and
the other native salmonid Permit species. Results of impact analysis for
the proposed NFHCP indicate improved conditions for the Four C's of
clean, cold, complex, and connected habitat, which would benefit all native
salmonids.

F7-4
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219 Kootenai River white sturgeon were addressed in Section 4.6, Fisheries
and Aquatic Resources, of the DEIS (see pages 4-117 and 4-118). The
FWS concluded that Kootenai River white sturgeon would not be
potentially affected by the proposed project and, therefore, did not
recommend this species for coverage in the proposed NFHCP.

D1-21

220 Impacts to listed species not covered in the NFHCP will be addressed
through the Services’ internal Section 7 consultation process. The Serv-
ices must conduct an internal (or intra-FWS) Section 7 consultation
process to ensure that the action of issuing the Permit is not likely to jeop-
ardize the continued existence of any listed species or adversely modify
designated critical habitat that may occur on or near Project Lands.

The ESA does not prohibit the incidental take of federally listed plants on
private lands unless the take or the action resulting in the take is a viola-
tion of state law. Listed plants will be addressed during the FWS’s Sec-
tion 7 consultation and if this process concludes that issuance of the Per-
mit to Plum Creek would jeopardize the existence of a listed plant species,
the Permit would not be issued. However, if it is determined that the
NFHCP is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any federally
listed plant species, then any such plants present within the Project Area
are protected against incidental take only to the extent state law applies.
Chapter 4 of the DEIS discussed three federally threatened plant species
and 14 federal plant species of concern that may be present in the Project
Area.

D1-22, E4-28

221 The Services acknowledge that other listed species or designated critical
habitat not covered by the NFHCP may be influenced by implementation
of the NFHCP. Section 4.7 in the DEIS addresses the potential for im-
pacting various wildlife resources, including listed species such as the
grizzly bear, bald eagle, and gray wolf. In addition, the FWS’s internal
Section 7 consultation process will address potential effects on all listed
species from the action of issuing the Permit to ensure that the NFHCP will
not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species that may occur
on Project lands.

E4-23, E4-195

222 The FWS is not offering coverage to Plum Creek for amphibians. The
DEIS analysis suggests that, in general, amphibians may receive
increased protection from conservation commitments under the NFHCP as
compared to the No Action Alternative.

E4-109

223 Plum Creek is applying for an incidental take Permit covering native sal-
monids that may occur on the Project Area lands. The NFHCP discusses
impacts to these species and identifies measures to minimize and mitigate
those impacts. There will be impacts to other species and resources from
implementation of the NFHCP. These impacts are disclosed in Chapter 4
of the DEIS. In addition, impacts to other species currently listed under the
ESA from issuance of the Permit and implementation of the NFHCP such
as bald eagles, grizzly bears, gray wolves, lynx, and listed plant species
will be analyzed in the FWS’ Section 7 Biological/Conference Opinion on
issuance of the Permit to Plum Creek.

E4-141
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224 The Implementing Agreement does not exempt Plum Creek from future
responsibilities for hundreds of currently unlisted species as the
commentor suggests. The Permit and Implementing Agreement would
provide ESA regulatory assurances only for 17 native salmonid species,
nine of which are currently not listed under the ESA. For all other currently
unlisted species, Plum Creek would obtain no regulatory assurances. For
all species (listed or unlisted) other than the 17 Permit species, Plum
Creek would receive no regulatory assurances under the Permit and
Implementing Agreement, and would be required to comply with any
protection measures for these species required by local, state, or federal
laws.

E16-18

Covered Activities
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225 Plum Creek indicated an interest in obtaining coverage through the
NFHCP for take associated with chemical application, but agreed to drop
this activity because the Services did not feel that there was enough
information on the effects of the chemicals to identify appropriate
measures to minimize or mitigate harmful effects. The vast majority of
chemicals used by the timber industry, as well as agricultural interests,
have not been the subject of consultation between the EPA and the
Services. Because of the lack of information on the effects of various
chemicals and the surfactants used to deliver them on proposed Permit
species, the Services are unable to provide Permit coverage for the
application of chemicals. Hence, the effects of chemical applications is the
same among all alternatives, and are not analyzed in the DEIS/NFHCP.

D1-23

226 Pit run gravel quarries are typically located away from streams or riparian
areas in the Project Area. New pits are prohibited within riparian
management zones under existing rules and higher quality material is
generally found closer to ridges and away from streams, according to
Plum Creek.

E1-74

227 Chapter 2 of the DEIS describes all the covered activities in which
incidental take would be authorized including Plum Creek’s commercial
forestry operations and associated activities that would occur during the
Permit term and within the Project Area. The NFHCP describes in detail
the proposed conservation measures associated with actions carried out
during operations of commercial forestry such as forest road construction
and upland and riparian timber harvest.

See response 109 regarding quantifying “take”.

E4-18

228 Chapter 2 of the DEIS describes the nature of the covered activities. The
effects analysis in Chapter 4 describes the quantity of those activities that
are most likely to interact with fish habitat and it estimates their effects.
Various conditions upon or limits to certain covered activities are included
within the 53 conservation commitments of the NFHCP as a part of the
overall conservation package.

E15-3
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229 The commentor believes the NFHCP over-emphasizes effects of forestry
in comparison to other factors such as fishing and exotic species. The
Services overtly focused on effects of forestry actions on Permit species
because the NFHCP is a plan that deals primarily with forestry. To err on
the other side would be to diminish the impacts of the actions. We agree
however, that these other factors should be addressed and often may not
be addressed as well as the forestry impacts.

Chapter 4 of the DEIS provides a review of the effects of forestry actions
on fish. The Services agree that non-native fish species often pose a
significant threat to native fish species, and is working with state fishery
management agencies to address this issue.

E28-5

Cumulative Effects
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230 The Services recognize the importance of cumulative effects caused by
land use changes. However, the physical and biological systems that
generate and experience cumulative effects are extremely complex and
interactive and there are many issues that complicate analyzing and
understanding cumulative watershed effects that go beyond the scope of
this NFHCP. Other problems that complicate such an analysis are as
follows: 1) watershed response often lags behind the changes that drive it;
2) impacts may occur far from the activities that triggered them; 3) different
sites respond to a particular environmental change in different ways;
4) apparent benign changes may accumulate over time and space that
eventually trigger an event of sufficient magnitude to cause their full
impact; 5) chronic changes over time finally reach a point that adverse
effects become evident; 6) different changes interact and modify a
watershed response; and 7) a particular change may not always elicit the
same response.

The Services believe that the cumulative effects of timber harvest, grazing,
and roads on the quality of native fish habitat is largely unknown because
of the many uncontrolled factors influencing habitat quality and the
variable conditions that exist across the Planning Area. The NFHCP could
result in improved habitat conditions for Permit species over the Project
Area, however, effects generated on other land ownerships may be
transported to Plum Creek lands. Consequently, it is difficult to predict
cumulative effects of the NFHCP given these potential interactions. The
commentor is also referred to our response 144.

E4-22

231 The most relevant habitat criteria that would be affected by Plum Creek’s
proposed activities under the NFHCP and that comprise the Four C’s of
cold, clean, complex, and connected fish habitat were selected for analysis
and assessed in the documents. All of the selected criteria are important
components of native salmonid habitat. Examples of criteria analyzed
include sediment delivery, canopy cover, water temperature, and large
woody debris recruitment. Each of these criteria encompasses a range of
activities that occur in the Project Area, some of which are identified in the

E11-5
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comment. These criteria can also be analyzed at a scale required in the
DEIS and this FEIS because of the large size of the 1.7-million-acre
Project Area, and because of the programmatic nature of many of the
prescriptions of the proposed NFHCP and other alternatives. It was not
necessary to analyze at the level of detail requested in the comment in
order to assess and compare the potential effects of the alternatives
evaluated.

Cumulative impacts are analyzed in the DEIS and this FEIS for each
resource area at a level adequate to meet NEPA requirements, and to
compare broad differences among the alternatives at the Planning Area
scale. For native salmonids, the cumulative impacts analysis considered
predominant land owners in the Planning Area, the rigor of other
management prescriptions being implemented by those landowners
compared to the proposed NFHCP, the expected trend of habitat
conditions for bull trout and other native salmonids in the Planing Area,
and comparison of the proposed NFHCP and alternatives. Also, please
see the response 144 regarding the cumulative impacts analysis.

232 The NFHCP is designed to reduce the adverse impacts of Plum Creek’s
land management activities, provide conservation benefits for the
proposed Permit species, and improve the baseline of habitat conditions.
By significantly reducing sediment delivery to streams, maintaining or
reducing stream temperatures, minimizing the effects of grazing, and
addressing other various elements that negatively affect native salmonids
(for example, migration barriers, exotic species, and habitat restoration
needs), the Services believe that the cumulative effects of the NFHCP will
be beneficial to the proposed Permit species. Cumulative effects to
watersheds within the Planning Area include the effects of other landowner
activities. Since 59 percent of the Planning Area (other than Plum Creek
lands) is owned by the federal government, the Services anticipate that
activities on those lands will also result in progressively improved habitat
conditions for both listed species and co-occurring unlisted species
because of the application of Section 7 of the ESA.

E22-8

Baseline
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233 Past impacts to riparian stands have been inferred in the EIS through
the riparian stand inventory conducted by Plum Creek. The extent of
the existing road network on Plum Creek's lands has been disclosed,
although the stratification of those roads by their impact will not be
possible until R4, road condition inspections, has been completed at
the end of year 5 of the Permit. The extent and location of grazing
activities was summarized by Plum Creek in the grazing white paper
and used in the EIS. Similar information on these activities for
adjacent landowners is not readily available.

D1-16, F3-3

234 The commentor suggests that without accurate baseline trends, it is
difficult to determine whether the NFHCP will provide a net benefit or
adequate mitigation. The commentor also suggests consideration of

E4-20, E13-1
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“no take” provisions. The Services presumed baseline conditions for
the majority of watersheds in the Planning Area basins are probably
functioning at some level of risk. This premise is supported because
distribution and numbers of listed species in the Planning Area have
declined significantly to the degree they warrant “threatened” status
under the ESA, and that redband and pure westslope cutthroat trout
are state sensitive species and both have been petitioned for listing in
the recent past. The mitigation and minimization measures in the
proposed NFHCP are intended to improve baseline habitat conditions
for Permit species. These measures may accomplish this either
directly or indirectly. The actual effects of implementing the proposed
NFHCP and the actual level of protection for native fish and their
habitats cannot be ascertained precisely, but can only be inferred.
Just as there are highly variable baseline conditions across
watersheds in the Planning Area, so too it is likely that the rate and
direction of changing baseline conditions will be highly variable.
During the Permit period, the proposed NFHCP would be expected to
halt and reverse downward trends in baseline habitat conditions on
Plum Creek lands, particularly in highly degraded watersheds. In
those watersheds that are moderately or slightly degraded, baseline
conditions would be expected to improve with good measure. Overall,
the proposed NFHCP is expected to ensure an improvement of
habitat quality throughout the Project Area and contribute to recovery
of listed species and conservation of non-listed covered species.
Habitat baseline conditions for Permit species will be assessed as
part of the Services’ internal Section 7 consultations.

There is no explicit provision of the ESA or its implementing
regulations that requires an HCP must result in a “net benefit” or a
“no take” to affected species. However, Plum Creek and the Services
expect the proposed NFHCP to provide a net benefit and long-term
assurances for Permit species, particularly because of the large size
of the landscape affected and the Permit duration.

235 Survey data for bull trout and other Permit species were obtained
from available inventories, including 3 years of field surveys with
review and input by Washington, Idaho, and Montana state fish and
game agencies. Techniques and findings of this effort was shared
with the FWS and displayed in Technical Report #1. The habitat
requirements of the individual Permit species were discussed in detail
under Section 4.6.5 of the Draft EIS and were considered in the
development of the Preferred Alternative.

E4-187

236 Commentor requests detailed data about Plum Creek's management
activities going back 20 years. It was not practicable to obtain such
data, not directly relevant to the Permit issuance decision, and in
many cases, not available.

E17-9

237 See response 239. The percent of riparian forest areas that occur in
Idaho, as compared to the Project Area as a whole, is roughly equal
to the percent of land overall in each portion of the Project Area. So
for the purpose of the DEIS, roughly 8 percent of all the riparian areas
in the Project Area occurred in Idaho.

E17-14
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238 The FWS does not believe that very many large diameter trees
remain in riparian areas on lands currently owned by Plum Creek
because much of the Project Area has been subject to timber harvest
at some point within the last century. Therefore, the risk of losing
many large diameter trees that might otherwise benefit native fish
habitat is low. Stream temperatures will be lowered and large woody
debris recruitment potential will be increased under the NFHCP
because more large trees would be left by the stream than under
current state forest practice rules.

E17-15

239 Stand data indicating riparian tree size for Idaho are not available.
Plum Creek does, and would continue to, leave a minimum of half of
all “large diameter trees” (actually, half of all trees representative of
the original stand) in a riparian area in which they conduct a timber
harvest. Plum Creek would be allowed to access all riparian areas
within the Project Area for which a timber harvest opportunity exists.
This would equal approximately 20 percent of their Project Area
riparian areas per each 10-year period within the 30-year Permit.

E17-16, E17-17

240 The data requested are not available. Technical Report #7
summarizes the results of a riparian cruise conducted by Plum Creek
in 1998 to describe the existing situation.

E17-18

Best Available Information
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241 See responses 46 and 77. The Services agree with the uncertainties
of the data pointed out by the commentor. However, we and the
applicant sought to use the best data available for their lands, which
necessarily are largely Plum Creek data. Additionally, several of the
technical reports prepared by Plum Creek summarizing their data
were reviewed at a draft stage by reviewers agreed to between Plum
Creek and the FWS. Much of the information collected in these
technical reports was collected from adjacent, undisturbed streams
and stream reaches on U.S. Forest Service (FS) property. To
address the risk that the use of such data is in error, the NFHCP
includes sufficient flexibility for the Services to use new data from any
source to change adaptive management triggers, or help inform other
determinations of whether management should be adapted.

E1-7

242 This comment is concerned about the fact that information used in
the development of the HCP was derived from populations in the U.S.
that are "already impacted." The reviewer suggests that Canadian
populations are "more pristine" and provide potential targets "to meet
recovery goals." This approach may be salient if the “recovery goals”
of the NFHCP were defined in numbers of fish. However, the goals of
the NFHCP are to maintain and improve fish habitat to the extent that
populations may be conserved, not to provide “pristine” conditions on
Plum Creek lands. Hence, it was more important to understand
cause-and-effect relationships between habitat modification and

E1-99
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population response. An array of habitat conditions and population
densities is needed to establish these relationships. By focusing only
on pristine conditions, the ability to understand or predict population
response to a variety of habitat conditions is lost. Moreover, technical
reports developed to provide a scientific foundation for the NFHCP
incorporated the relevant and available literature. An object of the
NFHCP is to allow for recovery and to mitigate and minimize the
impacts of future activities by the applicant. Establishing an
environmental objective based on pristine or "less impacted"
populations runs the risk of ignoring management related effects that
could be recognized and corrected by focusing efforts and objectives
on managed landscapes. Additionally, other factors of biological
importance in evaluating the relevance and applicability of results
obtained in these “pristine” environments distant from the NFHCP
project area (for example, geomorphology, climate, and vegetation
types) are not known

243 The comment is concerned with the lack of references to published
data in the DEIS analysis. The literature was reviewed by the
Services in the DEIS, and by Plum Creek in their 13 peer-reviewed
technical reports that examined aspects of bull trout biology and
ecological relationships in the NFHCP area. The survey data
collected by Plum Creek since 1993 has been shared and reviewed
with state fish and game departments, provided to the FWS during its
status review of bull trout, and examined in more detail in Tech
Report #1.

References to unusual occurrences for bull trout are set in context
with larger data sets and statistical analysis (See Technical
Report #12 on analysis of temperature data for more than 100 sites in
the planning area). Coordination with state and federal biologists in
the development of the plan was done deliberately to evaluate and
obtain additional data and studies pertinent to the issues examined.

E1-100

244 The following individual responses correspond to each of the nine
paragraphs contained in this comment. Because the DEIS and
NFHCP were prepared as a combined document, some sections of
the DEIS also satisfy content requirements of the NFHCP. This
information was provided in Table 1.2-1, Required Contents of an
HCP and an EIS and their Locations in this Combined Document, in
Volume I of the DEIS.

1. We disagree with this comment. We believe the best available
science was used to perform the impact analysis, given the
programmatic nature of the assessment. Relevant information for
each of the Permit species and discussions of the ecological
implications of land management activities on aquatic habitat and
fish were presented in Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources. This information was presented at a scale appropriate
for conducting programmatic-level assessments contained in the
DEIS and this FEIS. Recovery goals that have been developed
for Permit species, or in the case of bull trout—interim
conservation guidance during recovery plan development, are
described in Section 1.5.1, Federal Regulations. The DEIS and

E4-11
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this FEIS assess the likelihood of not precluding recovery of listed
species under the proposed NFHCP and the other action
alternatives through an analysis of the expected direction and
magnitude of trends of key habitat components.

2. We disagree with this comment. These activities were described
and their effects analyzed at a scale relevant to the programmatic
nature of the proposed NFHCP and other action alternatives.
Covered activities were described in Section 2.3.1, Plum Creek’s
Land Management, in Volume I of the DEIS and this FEIS.
Potential effects of these activities were analyzed in the
appropriate resource sections, and the potential for adverse
effects identified if such effects were expected to occur. The
analysis and projection of sediment delivery, for example,
considered a host of contributing factors, including those
identified in this comment and others. Many of these analyses are
contained in Section 4.3, Water Resources and Hydrology,
Section 4.4, Water Quality and Contaminants, and Section 4.6,
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources because of potential direct or
indirect effects on aquatic habitat components. Risks associated
with chemical contaminants were addressed in Section 4.3, even
though fertilizer, herbicide, and pesticide applications are not
covered activities under the proposed NFHCP. Potential impacts
on the broader forest ecosystem are addressed in other sections
of the DEIS and this FEIS, such as in Section 4.5, Vegetation
Resources, Section 4.7, Wildlife Resources, and Section 4.8,
Land Use, and Section 4.9, Recreation Resources. Impacts on
native salmonid habitat used by Permit species were broadly
assessed through anticipated changes in the condition of the
Four C’s (cold, clean, complex, and connected habitat).

3. As noted in the opening response to this comment and in
Table 1.2-1 of the DEIS, some sections of the DEIS in this
combined EIS/HCP document also satisfy content requirements
of the NFHCP. The impact analysis and description of
background conditions presented in the DEIS provide information
on all the subject areas listed in this comment. The level of detail
presented varies with the subject area, but it is appropriate for
use in the programmatic assessment of potential effects that was
conducted for various resources. Section 4.6, Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources, in the DEIS recognizes the importance of
aquatic invertebrates in the diet of various fishes, and also notes
examples of predator-prey relationships among some fish
species.

4. Performance standards and indicators developed for the
proposed NFHCP focus on those activities important to the
success of the NFHCP. These are expressed through goals of
improved habitat conditions (that is, the Four C’s) that affect the
survival and recovery of the Permit species. Tables NFHCP 8-1A,
8-1B, and 8-2 provide detailed information on the NFHCP
implementation framework and associated triggers and activities
regarding changes in stream temperature, increased canopy
cover, reduced sediment delivery, and woody debris recruitment.
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The Implementing Agreement in Appendix A, Volume II, defines
terms and conditions for implementing the NFHCP, including
remedies and recourses should any party fail to perform its
obligations.

5. Please see responses 14, 77, and 208.

6. Please see response 234.

7. The draft and this final EIS/NFHCP meet the standards and
guidelines for the preparation of HCPs and NEPA documents
followed by the Services, who are officially responsible for the
enforcement of ESA requirements.

8. We disagree with this comment. The nature of each peer review
was reviewed by the FWS and is accurately described in the
NFHCP.

9. We disagree with this comment. Cumulative impacts are
analyzed in the DEIS for each resource area at a level adequate
to meet HCP and NEPA requirements and to compare broad
differences among the alternatives at the Planning Area scale.
Also, please see response 144.

245 The respondent states that Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA and associated
administrative rules require agencies to use the best available
science. The Services agrees with this statement. See responses 77,
61, and DEIS Chapter 4 for more information.

E22-2

Coordination
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246 Because the Services have not completed recovery plans for any of
the listed Permit species, and are not currently considering managing
unlisted Permit species under the ESA, we do not yet have a clear
picture of the “overall efforts to conserve” all Permit species (see
response 77). However, the Services have sought to help Plum
Creek design this NFHCP in a manner consistent with the likely
recovery needs of all Permit species on a broader scale, as they are
determined. For example, the Services have sought to include
enough adaptive management flexibility to ensure Plum Creek’s
management can be adapted to meet recovery goals or be consistent
with recovery tasks as they are identified.

In addition, the clear majority of lands occupied by bull trout, and
most of the anadromous Permit species in the Planning Area, are
owned and managed by the federal government. Therefore, as
discussed in the DEIS, the Services have the opportunity through
future consultation with these land management agencies under
Section 7 of the ESA to ensure actions they carry out promote
recovery of listed species, and complement other, ongoing state and
private species conservation and restoration activities.

D1-5, F4-5, F3-7,
E2-31, E4-161,
E4-190, E4-252,

E13-2, E20-7,
E4-34, E4-239,
E16-14, E4-122,
E4-123, E16-9
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The Services also based their technical assistance to Plum Creek in
large part on information provided in other, existing planning
processes, including the state plans for bull trout restoration in Idaho
and Montana, and the draft ICBEMP. Information from these plans is
also being incorporated into the FWS’ bull trout recovery planning
process.

The Services believe that HCPs should not supplant development of
recovery plans. Ideally, range-wide recovery plans would be
completed before HCPs are developed, but conservation planning
can continue absent approved recovery plans provided enough
information is available to ensure adequate conservation. The FWS
coordinated the development of the NFHCP with the bull trout
recovery team coordinator, and obtained input from recovery team
members to help ensure development of the NFHCP was consistent
with the recovery teams current views on what is needed for
adequate conservation.

247 Several dozen state, federal and tribal conservation or management
plans are being written for at least some portion of the Planning Area.
These plans contain inconsistencies with one another, and often
contain conflicting goals. The Services agree that a comprehensive
watershed conservation strategy with other land ownerships would
provide a high level of habitat protection, but there is no clear strategy
available for the Planning Area.

Under the proposed NFHCP commitment Lg8, Plum Creek will be
required to participate wherever possible as a cooperator in
watershed planning groups that will work together for conservation of
healthy riparian and stream systems. This will include neighboring
landowners and other stakeholder groups such as the Montana Bull
Trout Restoration Plan Watershed Group.

D1-15

Upland Activities

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

248 Erosion impacts to Permit species from harvest was considered in the
development of the NFHCP, specifically in the more conservative
riparian buffer commitments within 50 feet of streams, and especially
in the Interface Caution Area zone, out to at least 150 feet from
streams. Also, existing state forest practice rules are designed
specifically to reduce risk of sediment movement from timber harvest.
Lastly, Chapter 4 of the DEIS analyzed risk of clearcutting on Plum
Creek lands, and concluded there was very low risk—less than
2 percent of Plum Creek lands are likely to be clearcut over the next
30 years.

E1-68

249 As described in the DEIS, analyses completed in the Planning Area
have found observed sediment delivery to streams associated with
harvest area erosion to be very low where BMPs are applied and
SMZs retained (See also response 477). Monitoring harvest or

E1-69
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clearcut area (by Planning Area basin) for harvest-related sediment
delivery will be achieved in part through continued monitoring of BMP
effectiveness, and through instream monitoring of sediment levels.
Should future research or third party audits indicate that harvest-
related erosion is a significant process of concern, a cooperative
management response under adaptive management could be
initiated.

250 Logging—Commitments R1 and Rp8 address logging and other
upland management activities. Also, the linkages between these
activities and fish habitat becomes less clear with increasing distance
from the stream.

Chemicals—see response to 225

Upslope retention—Upslope retention is addressed in commitment
Rp8. The relationship between retention of trees and fish habitat
become less clear with increasing distance from the stream. The
NFHCP does not include Permit coverage for upland species.

E4-127

251 The ICA commitment (Rp8) recognizes that management in upland
areas can possibly impact riparian function. It specifies restrictions in
upland management in those uplands that are closest to the riparian
areas. For the final NFHCP, the services have obtained a
commitment to limit clearcuts to less than 5 percent of the total
harvest in the ICAs.

E13-24

Groundwater

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

252 The NFHCP provides several measures to protect near-surface
groundwater, including the use of BMPs for road construction and
upgrading (commitments R-2 and R-5) and riparian harvest
restrictions for CMZs (commitments Rp-2, Rp-3, and Rp-4). The
potential for upslope timber harvest and road building to affect
groundwater flows and timing, to the extent that fish habitat is
impacted, depends on numerous localized factors such as soil
development, bedrock structure, recent precipitation events, and local
patterns of sub-surfaced flows. Hence, this potential effect was not
assessed when comparing NFHCP alternatives since the relevant
factors are unknown. See responses 256 and 266.

E4-130, F4-2,
F7-3, E14-3
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Hydrology

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

253 A discussion of the hydrologic effects of the various alternatives has
been expanded in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. See responses 254 and
415.

B2-18

254 Chapter 4.3 of the DEIS discussed hydrologic effects of the various
alternatives. Because more than 95 percent of Plum Creek harvesting
in the Rocky Mountains and 80 percent in the eastern Cascades is by
partial cutting, the Services believe hydrologic risk from this covered
activity is low. Additionally, the NFHCP includes several road
management commitments that serve to reduce the delivery
efficiency of sediment and water to streams (particularly from old
roads). It is believed that these actions will reduce potential
hydrologic effects of roads. Plum Creek clearcutting will be reported
to the Services annually, so if management changes and the
Services determine that this would jeopardize Permit species,
NFHCP conservation commitments could be revisited.

C2-20, E2-43

255 Section 4.6, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, of the DEIS contains
detailed information on projected rates of sediment delivery from
various Plum Creek activities in the 1.7-million-acre Project Area.
This information was presented for each of the alternatives, and was
used to assess potential effects on native fish habitat, which was
characterized using one or more of the Four C’s (cold, clean,
complex, and connected habitat). As discussed in Section 4.1,
Introduction, of the DEIS, the extremely large size of the Planning
Area (17 million acres) and the projected application of NFHCP
prescriptions on only about 10 percent of the Planning Area required
that potential cumulative impacts be assessed based on large,
regional patterns in the expected direction and magnitude of trends of
key habitat components. Such cumulative assessments were
presented for each alternative. Table 4.6-3 in the DEIS summarizes
17 categories of attribute data for project area and adjacent lands by
state and Planning Area basin. For the proposed NFHCP, the
cumulative impacts assessment of fisheries and aquatic resources
concluded that because of the predominance of federal lands in the
17-million-acre Planning Area, because of the comparatively low-risk
habitat management strategies for native salmonids and at-risk
species on federal lands within the Planning Area, and because of
expected benefits from the NFHCP on a relatively small portion of the
Planning Area, a positive trend of gradually improving habitat
conditions for bull trout and other native salmonids would be
expected over the 30-year Permit period.

D1-17, E1-10

256 Concern for timber harvest impacts on water yield is being addressed
via a new commitment to avoid clearcutting under NFHCP
commitment Rp8, and under commitment EP-1 (Table NFHCP7-1),
which specifies that Plum Creek will annually report the percent of
total acres clearcut in the project area, including outside of interface
caution areas. Substrate coring and percent fine sediments will be the
technique used to determine substrate sediment level, as
recommended by the commentor. Channel cross sectioning will be

D1-49
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used as suggested for monitoring channel stability, particularly in
conjunction with riparian legacy restoration projects (Lg-3) and
monitoring of grazing (G-3) operations. Sediment increases relative to
timber harvest and road construction are the primary vectors that
adversely affect nutrient levels for fish and are a major focus of the
NFHCP monitoring and adaptive management program as well as a
factor used in the design of riparian buffers and road maintenance
commitments. The use of aquatic biota other than fish as monitoring
indicators has been considered and will likely be implemented as
CAMP projects are refined in consultation with the Services.
Specifically, use of macroinvertebrates will be considered in
conjunction with grazing leases.

257 The Services agree that human alteration of watersheds, including
through forestry actions such as timber harvesting and road building,
can change hydrologic regimes. There is no “goal of hydrologic
maturity” in the NFHCP because there is likely to be broad
disagreement and scientific uncertainty over even how to measure
such a goal, much less exactly what that goal, or standard, should be
(see responses 14 and 246 for more discussion on “standards”).
Plum Creek designed the NFHCP to reduce risks to watershed
hydrology by minimizing impacts of roads and promoting increased
efforts to avoid roads significantly altering water flows, by reducing
risk of clearcutting across watersheds, and by increasing buffer
widths and densities near streams. The effectiveness of these
measures will be evaluated through Plum Creek studies and through
the use of outside information. If these measures are insufficient,
Plum Creek will either adapt management, or risk losing the
regulatory assurances of the Permit.

E1-78

258 See responses 415, 554, and 254. Note that flooding is also
addressed as a changed circumstance in NFHCP commitment AM3.

E1-79

259 See response 252. Because a clear, quantifiable linkage between
forest management and groundwater temperature (as it may affect
stream temperature) does not exist, it was not felt that development
of a Specific Habitat Objective for the NFHCP was desirable. Should
future research identify this as an important process that the NFHCP
should actively manage for, adaptive management procedures could
be invoked.

E2-12

260 While it was not felt that development of a specific habitat objective
dealing with watershed hydrology was needed under the “complex”
biological goal, this process was analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIS.
See response 254.

E2-13

261 The DEIS did consider the cumulative effects of new road
construction, as well as road upgrading and abandonment (see
Chapter 4.6.6 in the DEIS). The distribution of new roads would be
similar to the distribution of existing roads. It is therefore assumed
that stream-crossing densities would be proportional to those in place
today. An increase in road densities is not expected to result in a
proportional increase in landslides as improved standards for
placement and construction of roads will be used. Lastly, hydrological

E10-5
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effects are expected to be of lesser issue in the absence of clear-
cutting as a dominant forest-management tool.

262 Bedload movement was not identified as a significant process of
concern in Project Area watershed analyses (See Technical
Reports #5 and #11). However, minimization of changes in bedload
movement is addressed in the DEIS/NFHCP through management of
processes that affect bedload transport, such as coarse sediment
supply (road erosion, mass wasting), hydrology, bank stability, and
instream large woody debris. In addition, Plum Creek included a new
commitment to monitor mass wasting events on their lands to
minimize risk of impacts to stream bedload (see NFHCP
commitment AM-5).

E17-1, E17-3,
E17-4, E17-5,
E17-6, E17-11

263 The FWS agrees with the importance of protecting tributary streams
to achieve native fish conservation.

E17-2

264 Through increased road drainage, NFHCP commitments (including
more rigorous enhanced BMPs for road drainage for the final NFHCP
in commitments R2 and R5) would reduce the hydrologic connectivity
of roads with streams and reduce sediment supply, both of which
should improve watershed hydrologic conditions and bedload
movement.

E17-10

265 Effects of Permit activities on water yield in the Project Area were
addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. Risk of major vegetation
removal (widespread clearcutting) is low, and road density will not
increase significantly, if at all, so the likelihood of significant
hydrologic effects from implementing the NFHCP is low.

E34-5

266 The proposed NFHCP makes several commitments that contribute to
proper groundwater flows and hyporrheic (groundwater/surface water
interaction) area function. However, the NFHCP does not include
upland harvest prescriptions for groundwater flows. The riparian,
road, and “hot spot” commitments are intended to make
improvements in riparian function and associated water quality
parameters. Additionally, the commitments to maintain or reduce
stream water temperatures throughout the Project Area and
implement the adaptive management process is intended to address
any unanticipated changes in stream temperatures. See
response 252.

F5-3

267 Chapter 4.3 of the DEIS describes the analysis of water resources
and hydrology. Watershed scale hydrology was also investigated in
several Plum Creek watershed analyses described in Technical
Reports #5 and #11. See response 253.

G5-4
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NFHCP
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268 The NFHCP was written to specify the terms of the agreement while at
the same time communicating how they work and why they were chosen
to the general public who would be reviewing the plan. In order to
separate the specific terms from general communication (“fluff’ as termed
by some) full width boxes were used to contain the text of the specific
commitment.

E5-40, E5-9

269 The NFHCP was constructed by building upon the practices Plum Creek
has been developing during the past several years under environmental
forestry. It also includes several completely new features.

G1-8

Environmental Principles

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

270 Nine of the 11 Environmental Principles for forest management activities
described in Chapter 2 of the DEIS and this FEIS directly or indirectly
relate to water quality and fish habitat protection. These Environmental
Principles were adopted by Plum Creek in 1991 and are an important
basic component of the NFHCP negotiated between the FWS and Plum
Creek.

E12-1

271 Plum Creek intends to use silvicultural techniques that minimize and
mitigate the effects of their actions on native fish species to the maximum
extent practicable.

E16-22

Permit Species

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

272 HCPs range in coverage from single species to all species. An all species
approach is now effectively precluded by the No Surprises Rule. The
NFHCP uses a multi-species approach so that an ecosystem approach
may be implemented but one that is focussed on fish. This reduces
uncertainties associated with inclusion of species for which little is known.

Species that occur in the Project Area that are not included in Permit
coverage are still subject to take prohibitions if they are listed under the
ESA, and other regulations that govern their protection.

E4-167

273 The NFHCP does not cover terrestrial species. E4-177

274 Generally, the NFHCP does not provide coverage for species that utilize
snags or down logs. Down logs that are incorporated into the stream
channel function as large woody debris. Large woody debris retention
and recruitment for fish habitat is addressed by the NFHCP.

E4-179
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275 There is no “standard” that an HCP address species with large area and
specialized habitat requirements as the commentor suggests. An HCP
must address those species for which an applicant wishes an incidental
take Permit. Plum Creek’s NFHCP and the DEIS address species for
which Plum Creek seeks a Permit.

E4-184,
E4-183

276 The bald eagle is a generalized predator/scavenger primarily adapted to
edges of aquatic habitats. Typically, fish comprise up to about 70 percent
of the nesting eagle diet with mammals, birds, and some amphibians and
reptiles providing the balance of the diet. Golden eagles feed primarily on
mammals, with birds and reptiles rounding out their diet. Osprey feed
primarily on live fish.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703-712),
and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 668-668d), provide statutory protection for eagles and osprey.
Eagles and osprey evolved with native salmonids. Even absent statutory
protections, we are not aware of such a proliferation in the numbers of
bald eagles or osprey or of any unusual mechanisms enabling them to
take advantage of fishery resources to the extent that management
measures would be necessary to limit their take of native fish.

F21-3

277 Plum Creek requested a Permit for native salmonids only. In providing
technical assistance to Plum Creek during NFHCP development, the
FWS indicated to Plum Creek that, in its best judgement, take of Kootenai
River white sturgeon from their forest management actions was unlikely.

G2-2

Permit Length

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

278 The Services agree with the expression of uncertainty over the ability of
the NFHCP to allow for recovery of Permit species. For this reason, the
Services retained the ability to modify practices through management,
and to suspend or revoke the Permit if the biological goals or Permit
issuance criteria were not met and agreement on management
adaptations could not be reached. The effectiveness of the Permit at
meeting the goals would be reviewed every 5 years, with decisions on the
success of the prescriptions made at those times. Permit compliance
monitoring will be reported on and reviewed every year.

Assuming that state forest practice rules do not become more restrictive
than the NFHCP during the next 30 years, there is reduced conservation
associated with a shorter Permit term. The benefits to Permit species of
some habitat restoration or protection measures will be felt immediately,
but will continue to accrue for years or decades to come. Therefore, the
longer the Permit period, the greater the certainty of benefits accruing to
Permit species. Should the Permit term end sooner than the proposed
30-year period, benefits may be less than they otherwise would have
been over a longer time frame. See analysis statements on shorter
Permit term lengths in Chapter 4 of the DEIS.

D1-9, E4-41,
E16-19,

E4-156, F5-8
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279 The Services and Plum Creek have included additional information and
analyses in the NFHCP and FEIS concerning the impacts to native
salmonid Permit Species from NFHCP implementation, including the
relationship to these species’ recovery. In the Section 7 Biological/
Conference Opinion concerning approval of the NFHCP and issuance of
the Permit, the Services must find that the action of issuing the Permit will
not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the continued survival and
recovery of each Permit Species. After a Permit is issued, the Services
can reinitiate Section 7 consultation at any time, subject to the reinitiation
criteria, to ensure that implementation of the NFHCP is not appreciably
reducing the likelihood of the survival and recovery of any listed species
(including each Permit Species). For example, Section 7 consultation
could be reinitiated if new information reveals that the effects of NFHCP
implementation may affect Permit Species in a manner or to an extent not
previously considered. If the FWS finds that as a result of Permit
issuance, and NFHCP implementation, the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of a Permit Species may be appreciably reduced, the FWS has
the authority to revoke or suspend the Permit in whole or in part. Should
the Services decide to issue the Permit to Plum Creek, the rationale for
approval of the NFHCP and issuance of the Permit will be given in the
Section 10 Findings and Record of Decision documents. These
documents will be available to the public upon request.

E4-90

280 The respondent questioned whether an Permit was appropriate, and also
whether a Permit period of 30 years, during which time the Services could
not “sue” for extra protections, was appropriate. The first issue is covered
in response 111.

There are several issues relative to the second point. As discussed in the
DEIS, when a conservation plan is based on improving habitat to benefit
Permit species, a longer Permit period will provide the opportunity for the
habitat to respond more completely and will affect more generations of
covered species than a shorter time period. Additionally, the Services will
have opportunities to work with the applicant to improve the conservation
plan if anticipated benefits to covered species are not realized. The
proposed NFHCP includes various commitments, objectives, and triggers
for refining the plan to provide anticipated conservation benefits should
the need arise.

E9-1

281 The Permit already contains milestones. In general, the Permit will be
reviewed annually for implementation and every 5 years for effectiveness.
If the goals are not being met and a satisfactory management response
cannot be devised, the Permit can be terminated.

E14-9, E4-57,
D1-67, F4-4,
F5-8, F7-10,

E1-86,
E18-12,
E4-216

282 This phrase refers to conditions of water quality, stream channel
complexity, and stream connectivity that allow native fish species to
successfully feed, migrate, reproduce, and find shelter. Parameters
reflecting functional habitat for native salmonids include water
temperature, water sediment levels, woody debris in streams, and
unobstructed migratory pathways between rivers and tributaries, and
within tributaries.

F6-10
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283 The NFHCP and proposed Permit would not authorize take of species
from any land development activities such as home or building
construction. Plum Creek could sell their lands, increasing the potential
that they would be developed in the future, at any time, without
consequence under the ESA. Under the NFHCP, Plum Creek has
proactively offered the Services the opportunity to gain certainty that such
impacts would be reduced through the Land Use Planning commitments.
The Services have no authority to prevent a landowner from selling their
land, and without the NFHCP the Services would have no opportunity to
reduce risk of impact from development of lands Plum Creek currently
owns.

The NFHCP and proposed Permit also would not authorize take
associated with the use of any forest chemicals, including pesticides or
fertilizers. Take authorization for recreation, electronic facilities, sawmills
and forest product manufacturing sites are discussed in the DEIS. Any
potential take from such activities would be identified in the Biological
Opinion.

Plum Creek forestlands include little or no old growth forests. Also, while
risk of impact to Permit species is least where no management actions
occur, Permit species are not old growth forest obligate species, or even
forest obligate species. For more information on livestock grazing, see
responses 719 and 724.

E4-25, E4-26,
E4-165

284 Plum Creek requested a Permit for incidental take of native salmonid fish.
They have proposed no actions regarding weed management for which
they seek Permit coverage.

G3-9

Covered Lands

Response
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Comment
Number

285 Section 3.3 of the Implementing Agreement describes the covered lands.
It includes roads upon which Plum Creek owns an easement across the
land of others or otherwise shares management responsibility.

E4-8

Pay as You Go

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

286 The NFHCP uses a “pay-as-you-go” mitigation strategy that employs
mitigation in advance of impacts, so future economic solvency of Plum
Creek is not an issue. Every 5 years, the external audit will determine
whether mitigation is occurring per the agreement. Because of these
features, the Services believe that the annual financial disclosure and the

E4-86, E4-85
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company’s authority over its own resources provide adequate financial
assurance.

287 The NFHCP generally obtains mitigation prior to or concurrent with
impacts. In the case of riparian stand development, future expected
impacts are evaluated against future expected stand development. The
Services and Plum Creek have amended the Implementing Agreement to
allow for a “close-out” audit to ensure mitigation requirements have been
met. Also, see NFHCP page 1-16, “pay-as-you-go.”

E4-174,
E4-254

288 The Services’ policies require mitigation in perpetuity for development-
related projects where habitat is likely to be lost forever. Potential Plum
Creek land sales do not necessarily fit into this category, but are clearly
not the same as timber land management where the company’s actions
only affect the landscape on an interim, cyclical basis. The NFHCP
proposes to balance the effects of land sales by ensuring a net
conservation benefit for all land sales during the term of the proposed
Permit. Methods by which this will be achieved include land sales to
buyers whose primary purpose is to promote conservation, sales with
perpetual conservation easement requirements, sales with deed
restrictions related to conserving wildlife habitat, sales that retain the
requirement for implementing NFHCP conservation measures, and
unrestricted sales. The Services’ approach to providing incidental take
coverage to lands that are managed but not permanently converted to
unsuitable habitat for Permit species is to require minimization measures
throughout the term of the Permit. If the minimization measures are
applied at a rate commensurate with the land management activities (that
is, “pay as you go”), as in the proposed NFHCP, then the Services’
position is that further minimization or mitigation measures beyond the
term of the Permit are unwarranted.

E4-229

289 Under the Permit, the effects of incidental take are expected to be
mitigated prior to or as the change in habitat condition occurs. In other
words, the amount of mitigation provided would more than offset the
amount of adverse habitat change (that is, take) at any point in the life of
the Plan (that is, “pay as-you-go”). Should Plum Creek elect to relinquish
the Permit, and assuming they were in compliance with the terms of the
Permit, no post-termination mitigation would be required. However, if
Plum Creek failed to adhere to the Permit terms and take was not
mitigated adequately, the Permit could be revoked by the Services. Any
“take” occurring after this point would not be authorized and subject to
Section 9 of the ESA.

E4-230

290 Proposed mitigation measures are expected to offset effects of any
incidental take prior to or during Plum Creek’s forestry operations. The
various conservation measures are anticipated to be implemented at a
sufficient rate to exceed the rate at which the effect of “take” is
authorized. In addition, if monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive
management show that conservation measures are ineffective within the
first five years of the Plan or during the term of the Permit, a process is
provided to make adjustments to the measures to correct the problem.
See response 289 and Section 8, Adaptive Management, in the NFHCP.

E4-244,
E4-253
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291 See response 327. As long as the rate of minimization and mitigation
outpaces the rate of impacts to—or “take” of—Permit species, as would
be agreed to under the NFHCP, then the Services can ensure at all times
that adequate funding is available to implement those measures. If Plum
Creek were to not have adequate funding to implement the agreed-to
conservation measures, it would result in non-compliance with the terms
of the Permit, and Permit suspension or revocation.

E15-5

Key Migratory Rivers

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

292 Three of the nine Riparian Commitments provide extra conservation
benefit to migratory corridors. Additionally, Range Management, Land
Use planning, and Legacy and Restoration commitments specifically tend
to focus on key migratory rivers, even more so than Tier 1.

C3-4

293 Key Migratory River designation is applied to those migratory channel
segments that are bordered by Plum Creek lands. Since there are no
Plum Creek lands downstream of RM18.9, this designation need not be
applied. The Key Migratory River designation will be clarified in the final
NFHCP.

C3-8

294 The Tieton River is indeed identified as a migratory/foraging stream. See
map NFHCP1-2. The map on page 4-77 will be corrected as necessary.
The Tieton River has been designated as a key migratory river for the
Final NFHCP.

C3-9, C3-10

295 Oak Creek will be identified as an Additional Migratory/Foraging Stream.
Until spawning and juvenile rearing are validated, the Oak Creek
watershed would not be designated as Tier 1. In terms of watersheds that
may be identified as bull trout spawning/rearing streams in the future, the
final version of the NFHCP delineates a mechanisms to identify, validate,
and incorporate “new” Tier 1 watersheds within the planning area (see
new NFHCP commitment AM6).

C3-11

296 Key Migratory River designation is applied to those migratory channel
segments that are bordered by Plum Creek lands. The Tieton River was
designated as a Key Migratory River in the final NFHCP.

C3-21

297 The assumptions in the comment are correct. Tier 1 watersheds are
those that contain Plum Creek lands and bull trout spawning/rearing
streams. Key Migratory Rivers are those rivers that connect Tier 1
streams with downstream rearing areas and are bordered by Plum Creek
lands.

The final NFHCP has been changed to add clarity, to expand the
definition of key migratory rivers to include large waters habitat for all
Permit species (not just bull trout), and to allow for the addition of Tier 1
watersheds for bull trout or other Permit species.

E2-8
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298 See response 307 on paperwork, and response 47 regarding conservation
commitments making good business sense. Commitment A6 specifies the
measurement units that will be used to measure implementation of
conservation measures. See responses 323 and 303 regarding third-party
audits.

E9-2

299 Plum Creek would commit to carrying out the conservation commitments in
the NFHCP by signing the Implementing Agreement. Should Plum Creek
not do so for funding or other reasons, they would not be in compliance with
the NFHCP, and their Permit would be subject to suspension or revocation.

F15-3

External Audits (NFHCP Commitment A5)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

300 The audit process will be conducted by an independent, third-party auditor,
with results shared with the Services. See the Administration and
Implementation commitments for monitoring and reporting parameters. An
external audit protocol has been added (see NFHCP Appendix A-1) to
detail requirements and the audit protocol required of auditors.

E2-39

301 See response 303. Also see the revised appendix AM-1 which specifies
more detail on specific study designs and sampling criteria within CAMPs.
The reliance on “demonstration watersheds" has been eliminated.

E4-63, E4-79

302 NFHCP commitments A2 through A5 provide for a range of training and
audits that include the Services involvement to ensure correct
implementation of conservation measures. See also responses 323 and
303.

E4-118

303 The NFHCP includes a new Appendix, A-1, that describes the audit
protocol in detail as well as the required qualifications of the audit firm.
Plum Creek will make the selection according to the criteria specified in
Appendix A-1

E11-22

Reporting (NFHCP Commitment A6)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

304 Information collected under the NFHCP would be provided to the Services
(see A6) and would be shared with adjacent landowners and management
agencies upon request. Compatibility of that information is a different
matter. For example, Plum Creek's road database may not be compatible
with the FS road database. Road databases are complex and even the
database in one FS location may not be compatible with that in another. In
some cases, Plum Creek may gather data to serve the needs of

C2-29,
E4-215
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implementing the NFHCP that is not being gathered by anyone else.

305 The NFHCP will be critically evaluated every 5 years through the monitoring
and adaptive management commitments and a number of implementation
metrics will be reported annually. Implementation and effectiveness
monitoring measurements serve as milestones for Permit implementation
achievements, and effectiveness monitoring results inform whether the
NFHCP is conserving Permit species’ habitat.

E2-38

306 Plum Creek is responsible for reporting and monitoring as outlined under
the NFHCP. Failure to comply with these requirements would be a violation
of the terms of the Permit, in which case the Permit is no longer valid. The
FWS’ experience with Plum Creek’s Cascade’s HCP has indicated that
since it was approved in 1996, Plum Creek has fully complied with the
required routine reporting and monitoring as scheduled.

Regarding monitoring requirements for the Swan Valley Grizzly Bear
Conservation Agreement (Agreement), there have been delays in
producing scheduled monitoring reports because of the logistical
constraints of the Flathead National Forest. Plum Creek has met their
monitoring obligations under this Agreement during the 5 years in has been
in effect even though a monitoring plan was not agreed to and signed until
October 21, 1998. All required monitoring activities since the signing have
been met in 1998 and 1999 and a final report for monitoring activities in
1999 (the first full year under the signed monitoring plan) was completed by
the required reporting date of April 1, 2000 (final was sent out on March 30,
2000).

E10-9

307 The reporting requirements of the NFHCP (A6) were largely developed by
Plum Creek with the intent to be consistent with other reporting
requirements such as for the Sustainable Forestry Initiative program,
internal needs, other conservation plans, etc. The Services recognize that
the good things done on the ground are what is really important for fish so
we have tried, to the extent possible, to honor this intent.

E25-5,
E4-215

Changed Circumstances (NFHCP Commitment AM3)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

308 The NFHCP specifies timeframes for responding to landslides that qualify
as a changed circumstance. This requires the submission of an action plan
within 30 days and approval within another 60 days. Implementation timing
will be specified in the action plan but must be as prompt as is reasonably
practicable (see NFHCP 8-25).

E1-72
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Oversight

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

309 The NFHCP is intended to involve the Services in Plum Creek management
oversight in the Project Area where they have not been involved before.
The NFHCP is designed to function in a self-implementing way so that it will
continue even if federal resources are reduced or redirected. Federal
manpower resources may not be available to oversee NFHCP
implementation throughout the Permit period, but because the plan results
in an increase in conservation, it would not be prudent to postpone a
conservation opportunity because of questions about the Services’ staffing.
See response 313 regarding agency resources.

D1-8, B2-19,
E4-213,
E4-158,
E4-73

310 External audit results will provide a range of detail to Plum Creek related to
effectiveness of implementing the NFHCP and offering the ability to build
upon “opportunities for improvement” as well as some proprietary
information. Included among that range of detail will be specific “departure
findings” that will lead to specific action plans developed by Plum Creek.
The latter will be a subset of the report and will be provided to the Services.
See NFHCP Appendix A-1.

D1-36,
E4-215

311 The NFHCP provides for specific reporting obligations on the part of the
Permit holder. Inherent in these obligations is responsiveness of the
Services. By agreeing to these reporting obligations, the Services are
accepting a base level of participation in oversight. Additionally, the plan
does not prohibit the Services from expanding oversight activities if
resources should become available or if it should prove necessary. See
response 313 regarding agency resources.

D1-38,
E4-213

312 Commitment A6 shows the implementation monitoring metrics that will be
reported to the Services annually and every 5 years. Commitment AM2
(Table NFHCP 8-1B) outlines the framework for reporting of effectiveness
monitoring metrics to the Services. Appendix NFHCP AM-1 describes the
results of the CAMP studies that will be reported to the Services.

D1-58, D1-64

313 The Services agree that successful implementation and effectiveness of
this NFHCP lies in the ability for the Services to continue participating in the
creative partnership with Plum Creek that characterized the construction of
the NFHCP. If the Services cannot actively participate in review and
oversight of NFHCP implementation, monitoring, and adaptive
management decisions, then the certainty that of the level of conservation
may be reduced from what was anticipated at the time of Permit issuance.

Currently, the Services will participate in implementation of the NFHCP
using funds as available. Plum Creek and the Services have also sought to
include an approach to verifying implementation that streamlines the
Services’ effective involvement so that the NFHCP does not inordinately
demand resources of the Services. An HCP is valuable because it enlists
the participation of private landowners in conservation. Such an advantage
is supplanted by an approach that requires great oversight resources on the
part of the public agencies. Because of the self –implementing and external
audit features of the NFHCP that streamline Services’ involvement, the risk
to certainty of implementation that could accompany reduced Services’
involvement is minimized.

E1-17
D1-37, F5-7,
F7-7, F18-3,
F19-3, G1-2,
G1-3, G3-2,
G3-5, G5-7
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Should the Services not have funds necessary to participate sufficiently in
Permit implementation, it would likely negatively affect the relationship
between the Services and Plum Creek, and therefore the long-term viability
of the Permit. An erosion of the creative partnership between Services and
Plum Creek that was the basis for building the NFHCP could reduce
confidence in Permit effectiveness. This would probably lead to an
increased tendency by the Services to seek management adaptations that
are more restrictive in order to ensure biological goals are achieved and
Permit issuance criteria continue to be met. Such additional restrictions on
forest management increase the risk that the NFHCP agreement is
untenable to Plum Creek, and may ultimately provide them with a greater
incentive to relinquish the Permit. See response 319.

314 As provided for in the NFHCP and Permit, the Services will monitor NFHCP
implementation and compliance with the terms and conditions of the Permit,
including being actively involved in adaptive management. While there are
no specific provisions to publish NFHCP status reports in the Federal
Register, any member of the public can request that the Services provide
them with a report on the status of NFHCP implementation at any time.

E4-231

315 See response 324. The Services agree that monitoring report information
should be made available to the public, and the NFHCP has been modified
to allow for review by scientists outside of the services summary reports
available to the public (see A6 and Section 8.3 of the Implementing
Agreement).

E4-241

316 The Services agree that it would be useful for Plum Creek to formalize a
periodic NFHCP review process by outside interests, and has worked with
Plum Creek to include such a provision in the final documents. See NFHCP
commitment A-6 and revisions to Section 8.3 of the Implementing
Agreement. Oversight committees have been implemented in some large
scale HCPs encompassing multiple landowners or when the applicant is a
public entity such as a county agency. However, there are three concerns
for a private landowner to overcome when considering subscribing to an
oversight committee. The first is proprietary information—companies will not
open their operations to the potential for collusion, competition or
interference in their business; the second is level of interaction—
interpretation and implementation of HCPs are a day-to-day responsibility
requiring constant attention and interaction. The third is continuity: HCPs
are a business plan and major investment on the part of the company and
require a long-term commitment of time and attention which can not be
achieved by an oversight committee of revolving memberships and rotating
presence. To compensate for this, applicants like Plum Creek have
involved many outside experts in the development of the plan, coordinated
with many interest and agency groups to incorporate issues and
approaches, and involved the Services, adjacent landowners, outside
experts and public agencies in the implementation, monitoring, reporting
and management of the HCP. See responses 138 and 324.

E5-39, D1-3,
D1-53, E9-6,

E4-75,
E4-76, E8-5,

D1-7

317 The NFHCP records commitments by Plum Creek and not the
commitments of others. The NFHCP specifically requires Plum Creek to
monitor and report implementation and effectiveness and the Implementing
Agreement specifically allows the Services to come onto Plum Creek land

E6-3, E4-74,
F10-3,

F9-1, E8-5
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Comment
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for verification or for review of compliance and implementation.

318 The Service agrees with the idea of allowing for independent review of
NFHCP monitoring reports. To serve this need, Plum Creek included a
commitment to share monitoring reports with entities other than the Service
under A-6. Also, Section 8.3 of the Implementing Agreement was amended
to allow the Services to solicit independent scientific review of reports.

E7-7

319 One of the advantages of HCPs is that they can mobilize the resources of
the private sector for conservation. Therefore, a challenge in developing an
HCP is to construct it in such a way as to minimize the impact to public
resources such as agency staff time. Some conservation plans have
created large burdens of process on federal agencies, an unforeseen “cost”
of achieving additional private conservation. The implementation monitoring
approach of the NFHCP was designed to place the burden of process on
the Permit holder and structure reporting to streamline federal involvement.
Under it, federal agencies can increase their involvement when manpower
and priorities Permit, but rely on the efficiency of audit verification when
necessary. In this way the public receives greater certainty that monitoring
will take place. However, the Services acknowledge the need to commit
resources to continuing the creative partnership of implementing this
NFHCP. See response 313.

E11-10,
D1-39,
F10-3,

F9-1, E14-7,
D1-7,

E4-158,
E4-73

320 The Services agree that adequate agency staffing for NFHCP monitoring
and implementation is necessary. The FWS has committed to including as
a high priority budgeting funds to provide the resources for compliance
monitoring and implementation should the Permit be issued. Furthermore, if
the Permit is issued, the Services intend to participate fully in adaptive
management and effectiveness monitoring components of the NFHCP, as
the budget allows. To help ensure adequate outside review of Plum Creek’s
NFHCP, Plum Creek will hire an independent external auditor every 5 years
throughout the life of the NFHCP. The auditor will evaluate and report to the
Services and Plum Creek on the success of NFHCP implementation as well
as identify opportunities to improve the plan (see Administration
commitments). Lastly, Plum Creek will conduct periodic internal audits in
the first three years of the plan in order to identify operational problems with
the plan and to provide a process to continuously improve NFHCP
implementation.

E13-30,
D1-37

321 See responses 611 and 625. Also, see Chapter 8 of the NFHCP, and
Section 10.3 of the Implementing Agreement. The FWS believes that
adequate flexibilities are allowed for in the NFHCP. See response 324.

E16-6

322 The Services will use the best information available when conducting
adaptive management reviews and making decisions on adaptive
management responses. This may include independent scientific review.
The adaptive management and dispute resolution processes identified in
the Implementing Agreement provide further opportunity for the Services
and Plum Creek to incorporate new scientific information and provide for
additional scientific scrutiny, including input from expert sources that are not
a party to the proposed NFHCP. The reinitiation of consultation criteria
described above (202) addresses the respondents concern about the need
for an updated cumulative effects analysis.

E16-17
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323 To provide confidence of quality control, Commitment A5 provides for an
external audit of implementation of NFHCP measures. This not only verifies
compliance but renders some judgement on quality of compliance. In
addition, the Services will be allowed to visit Plum Creek lands to inspect
for compliance.

E18-10,
E4-213
C1-12

324 See responses 313 and 611. The Services agree that creation of a public
review process of Plum Creek effectiveness monitoring findings is a good
idea, and has worked with Plum Creek to include such a commitment (see
commitment A-6 and Section 8.3 of the Implementing Agreement). See
response 316 for further discussion of this commitment.

E34-2, G1-5

325 Quality control considerations are covered within the terms and conditions
of the Implementing Agreement, which is contained in Appendix A of the
DEIS and FEIS.

F7-8

326 The FWS has the responsibility to monitor the implementation and success
of the NFHCP should the Permit be issued. The FWS office in Montana
intends to monitor compliance with the specific terms of the NFHCP,
including the adaptive management commitments on Project Lands in
Montana. Every 5 years throughout the life of the NFHCP, Plum Creek will
have an independent auditor evaluate and report to the FWS and Plum
Creek on the success of implementation of the plan. In addition, Plum
Creek will provide annual internal audits for the first 3 years of the NFHCP
and compliance monitoring reports annually to ensure conservation
measures are being implemented. Furthermore, Montana’s BMP audit
process for forest practices, which involves audit teams with a Montana
Fish, Wildlife, and Park’s (MFWP) fish biologist as a member, would also
provide an additional check of the NFHCP through compliance with BMP
effectiveness.

G5-1

Termination

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

327 See response 46. As stated in Chapter 4 of the DEIS, the rate of
minimization and mitigation of impacts from their forest management
actions would be greater than the rate of impacts themselves. Therefore, if
Plum Creek were to relinquish the Permit, no further mitigation “debt” would
be owed. This “pay-as-you-go” approach to minimizing and mitigating
impacts requires recovery actions to be implemented before take occurs,
rather than after. In addition, Plum Creek has already begun implementing
many of the conservation commitments starting as long as two years ago.
Consistent with Plum Creek’s broad flexibility to relinquish the Permit, the
Services retain the right to suspend or revoke the Permit should the terms
of the Permit be violated, or the biological goals or Permit issuance criteria
are not met.

The difference between the NFHCP and some past HCPs is that impacts
to, or “take” of Permit species is not “front-loaded” in the NFHCP. That is,
take would not occur disproportionately in the first part of the Permit period,
but instead would occur at a constant rate throughout the life of the Permit.

E1-90,
D1-42,
E4-42,
E4-52,
E4-54,
E4-84,
E4-237,
E4-41
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Most minimization and mitigation efforts, will be implemented within the first
10 to 15 years of the Permit period.

The benefits to Permit species of some habitat restoration or protection
measures will be felt immediately, but will continue to accrue for years or
decades to come. Therefore, the longer the Permit period, the greater the
certainty of benefits accruing to Permit species. Should Plum Creek
relinquish the Permit before the end of the proposed 30-year period,
benefits may be less than they otherwise would have been over a longer
time frame, but they will still outpace the rate of impacts. Also, it is unlikely
that many of the benefits provided to Permit species from conservation
commitments would disappear right away, or necessarily even be
compromised at all, with relinquishment of the Permit. For example, it is
unlikely that Plum Creek would seek to actively undo repairs to roads fixed
under the commitments of the NFHCP upon relinquishment of the Permit.

Commitment A5 has been revised to for the Services to conduct a review of
minimization and mitigation measures implemented by Plum Creek at the
time of their proposed Permit relinquishment to ensure compliance with all
conservation commitments that are part of the NFHCP, therefore ensuring
that the “pay-as-you-go” approach was properly implemented.

328 The respondent questions the threshold for Permit revocation. The
respondent also affirms that “jeopardy” is not the appropriate standard by
which the implementation of the NFHCP should be evaluated, but, rather,
the survival and recovery of Permit species and avoiding adverse
modification of critical habitat are the correct standards.

Relative to suspension or revocation, the Implementing Agreement refers to
the laws and regulations in force at the time of suspension or revocation.
There is no need, and indeed in the event that laws and regulations are
changed in the future there is no opportunity, to restate those laws and
regulations in the Implementing Agreement. Regarding “jeopardy” versus
“survival and recovery”, the criteria for revocation are referenced in
Section 6.2.1 of the Implementing Agreement. These criteria include the
stipulation that incidental take “will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of
the survival and recovery of the species in the wild”. Critical habitat has not
been designated for many of the proposed Permit species. For those that
have been designated, an examination of the NFHCP proposals relative to
critical habitat will be included in the biological opinion that analyzes the
effects of Permit issuance. If critical habitat is subsequently designated for
other Permit species and information suggests that adverse modification
may occur as a result of the NFHCP, then the ESA Section 7 reinitiation
criteria will be triggered, the effects of the action will be analyzed relative to
the new designation, and the adaptive management process of the NFHCP
may be employed to remove those threats.

E4-88,
D1-37

329 The respondent suggests that the Implementing Agreement fails to identify
circumstances that would result in the Permit being revoked, and that the
Implementing Agreement and NFHCP contradict the ESA by restricting the
Services’ authority to revoke the Permit. Section 6.2 of the Implementing
Agreement references specific areas of the CFR that will apply relative to
revocation issues. There are no additional restrictions on the Services.

E4-89



F-82 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

330 The Services agree with the commentor that we must be able to suspend or
revoke the Permit in case the biological goals or Permit issuance criteria
are not met. See chapter 4 of the DEIS and Section 10.3 of the
Implementing Agreement for more information.

E4-232

331 Implementation of the NFHCP is reported annually for some commitments
and in conjunction with the 5-year external audit for others. Commentor
cites risk that termination will create exposure that some commitments may
remain unfulfilled. Nothing in the Implementing Agreement prohibits the
Services from entering upon Plum Creek lands to make a determination
that the NFHCP has been “properly implemented” at the point of
termination. However, the Services agree with the comment and have
changed the final NFHCP to address it. In commitment A5, a clause has
been added which will require a “termination audit” to make a determination
of “proper implementation” at the time of termination of any Planning Area
basin.

E5-33, F9-3

Biological Goals

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

332 NMFS agrees that the ecological value of Plum Creek’s conservation efforts
in a larger context, and the level of improvement in habitat productivity
needed to rebuild harvestable levels of anadromous fish, were not
addressed in the DEIS. Instead, NMFS used the Habitat Approach
guidance as context for achieving properly functioning habitat and meeting
productivity goals. Properly functioning habitat is defined at the watershed
scale, and comprises natural processes that support fish populations. With
this approach, each and every watershed is expected to begin or maintain a
trajectory toward natural function and therefore, also toward restoring fish
numbers to the extent that the systems can potentially produce them.

The specific level of change in habitat productivity needed in a given
watershed was an issue raised by NMFS during development of the
NFHCP. NMFS was concerned that the programmatic direction might be
sufficient to restore habitat function and productivity in some settings, while
not in others. Plum Creek agreed to defer harvests in portions of the
Lochsa River and to modify the monitoring and adaptive management
portion of the HCP to answer this need. A risk remains that certain streams
will not be moving toward their potential, and in that event, NMFS would
ask Plum Creek to modify their management practices through adaptive
management, or the Permit might be revoked in all or in part.

B1-3, E4-66
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333 The objectives of the proposed NFHCP are short of many NMFS
recommendations for restoration and protection of fully-functioning fish
habitat. However, HCPs are proposed by the applicant, and the applicant is
not required to follow NMFS’ recommendations beyond those needed to
meet the statutory requirements of the ESA.

The NMFS recognizes that the NFHCP might offer greater assurance of
restoring or protecting habitat function by adopting objectives intended to
achieve some specific level of habitat restoration or protection

B1-13, E4-66

334 See response 333.The NFHCP goals form a hierarchical structure. The
biological goals are few, broad and mostly unmeasurable. The habitat
objectives break down these broad goals into more measurable entities,
and some are more measurable than others. The metrics listed in Table
NFHCP 8-1B are the units of measurement and the CAMPs describe how
those metrics will be calculated. A simple tally of units of implementation is
the most specific and measurable entity in this hierarchy. See
response 335.

See revised Appendix AM-1 in the FEIS for a more detailed discussion of
how trigger metrics will be calculated using CAMPs.

C2-25,
E4-66,
E16-11,

E4-53, E4-51

335 The Services and Plum Creek developed four broad biological goals for all
Permit species (see response 208) in the NFHCP—restoring where
necessary, or protecting where adequate, the Four C’s of native salmonid
habitat. The Adaptive Management Implementation Framework (see
NFHCP Chapter 8) steps these four broad goals down through 15 specific
habitat objectives to many quantitative, measurable habitat criteria, or
performance metrics, with specific triggers set for suggesting when
management should be adapted to ensure the NFHCP can achieve the
goals.

These goals, objectives, metrics and triggers are designed to be as specific
as possible about measuring the adequacy of the NFHCP for conserving all
Permit species across the Project Area, and to serve as benchmarks or
targets that are reviewed every 5 years to determine NFHCP adequacy for
meeting biological goals and Permit issuance criteria for all Permit species,
including more site-specifically than when the Permit issuance decision is
made. The Services agree that more site-specific, or species-specific
information would be relatively more valuable to understanding the risks
and benefits of this NFHCP to all Permit species everywhere in the Project
Area. However, we were not able to develop an approach that could
achieve greater specificity for such a large project area (1.7 million acres
over three states) than the approach proposed in the NFHCP. The Services
are reasonably confident for all Permit species that, (1) up-front habitat
conservation commitments are sufficient to ensure an adequate trend and
magnitude of improvement in habitat quality to allow for recovery or
conservation, and (2) sufficient flexibility is available in the NFHCP to allow
management adaptations to ensure an adequate trend and magnitude of
improvement in habitat quality occurs.

E4-13,
E4-66, E1-9,

E1-27,
E4-14,
E4-16,
E4-198

336 See response 246, and DEIS Chapter 4, for current information used. E4-17a
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337 See responses 77 and 14. As described in the DEIS, the Services do not
believe it would be appropriate to use species population levels to measure
the success of the NFHCP at achieving biological goals because Permit
species population levels are often affected by more than just Plum Creek’s
land management actions.

E4-36, E4-66

338 On page NFHCP 1–7 of the DEIS/NFHCP, 4 broad biological goals are
shown with 15 more specific measurable habitat objectives. See
response 334.

E4-45

339 The commentor states that the HCP fails to include specific quantitative
biological goals, monitoring indicators, and adaptive management triggers.
The Services disagree; the NFHCP includes 4 broad biological goals,
15 specific habitat objectives, and numerous metrics and triggers for
evaluating plan performance.

E4-124,
E4-66

340 The Services evaluate, through Section 7 analysis, the validity of the
biological goals and habitat objectives for Permit species and whether the
conservation measures in the NFHCP adequately address the habitat
requirements and properly functioning habitat conditions for riparian areas
for Permit species within the Project Area. Plum Creek anticipates
implementation of the NFHCP would improve baseline conditions for native
salmonids and increase the probability of recovery within the Planning Area
basins. Habitat baseline conditions for Permit species will be addressed in
the Services’ internal Section 7 consultation process.

E4-189,
E4-66

341 The commentor expressed concern about a lack of quantified goals for
sediment biological objective #2. Specific metrics for this goal are listed in
table NFHCP 8-1B on page NFHCP 8-19 of the DEIS/NFHCP. Instream
triggers were not established due to the complexities of how instream fine
sediment levels are affected by geology, geomorphology, channel type, and
local climate. Also, use of instream sediment levels for a trigger does not
provide rapid feedback needed for developing management responses
within a meaningful timeframe. While instream targets were not used as
triggers to effect change, CAMP1 will investigate how sediment delivery
reductions across the Project Area translate to changes in fine sediment
levels in spawning gravels.

E11-14,
E4-66

342 See page NFHCP 1-7 of the DEIS/NFHCP to review the NFHCP 4 broad
biological goals and the 15 specific habitat objectives.

E20-4,
E4-66,
E4-251,
E16-11

343 See response 334. See in particular CAMP 3 in the revised NFHCP
Appendix AM-1 in the FEIS.

F3-4

344 See response 696, paragraph b. F3-6

345 If the cold biological goal is not met, the Services will work with Plum Creek
to adapt management to ensure it is met.

F25-2

346 The Services seek to ensure that all existing populations of Permit species
will be conserved with the NFHCP. Restoration of connectivity through
restored fish passage and lower water temperatures should help ensure
that population structure is maintained or restored.

G1-14
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347 See pages NFHCP 1-7 through 1-9 of the DEIS/NFHCP for a more detailed
discussion of Plum Creek’s NFHCP business goals.

F6-7

348 While the Services and Plum Creek are not always in full agreement on the
degree to which a certain specification provides measurable conservation
or is merely “just for show,” Plum Creek has consistently relied on their
NFHCP business goals to avoid frivolous allocation of resources.

F19-5

Issuance Criteria

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

349 See response 46. The Services agree that many more protective measures
could be taken to promote fish conservation. However, this permitting
process seeks to fulfill the idea of a “creative partnership” as envisioned by
Congress by achieving the dual purpose and need, as stated in the DEIS,
which includes more than just fish conservation.

E1-4

350 See response 109 regarding quantifying “take.”

Under the ESA, the HCP applicant is required to provide conservation that
minimizes and mitigates the impacts of its planned activities on the Permit
species. The NFHCP focuses conservation on the habitat requirements of
native salmonids. These measures are designed to minimize impacts and
improve habitat conditions for these species. The anticipated improvement
of habitat conditions, if realized, presumably could provide the additional
benefit of increased aquatic insect production, which is a major food source
for Permit species. In addition, other instream or riparian-dependent
species such as amphibians may benefit from conservation measures in
the NFHCP.

The Permit would not authorize incidental take for forest chemical
applications such as herbicides.

E4-19

351 The riparian protection measures in the NFHCP fall short of many NMFS
recommendations for restoration and protection of fully functioning fish
habitat. An HCP applicant is not required to follow NMFS’ recommenda-
tions beyond those needed to meet the statutory requirements of the ESA.
See response 333 for consistency with NMFS recommendations, and 77
and 112 for recovery issues. For more information on adaptive manage-
ment flexibilities, see response 611; for more information on the adequacy
of “up-front” conservation measures, see response 208.

E4-29

352 As described on DEIS p. 1-15, Permits issued under Section 10(a)(1)(B)
must allow for, or not preclude, the recovery of listed Permit species. Non-
federal entities are not required to “promote” species recovery, as federal
agencies are directed to under Section 7(a)(1). See response 208.

E4-168,
E4-169
E4-34,
E4-170
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353 The Services agree that improvement over existing situations does not
guarantee sufficiency. In this case, we believe the NFHCP represents an
improvement over current regulatory approaches, and also represents a
comprehensive approach to conservation of salmonids and will evaluate
whether Permit issuance is warranted based upon the issuance criteria
contained in 50 CFR Parts 17 and 222. However, we do believe that the
documents released to the public for comment represent the use of the best
available science and the best commercial data available. The Services
further note that it is not necessary for Plum Creek to select the “best
available alternative for species recovery” or to prevent the take of species,
so long as they meet the issuance criteria.

E22-4

Assurances

Response
Number Response

Comment
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354 See response 208. Also, the Services do not have authority to permit take
of unlisted species. Should a Permit be issued to Plum Creek, the currently
unlisted Permit species would be named on the Permit. The incidental take
authority issued through the Permit would take effect upon the ESA listing
of any of the Permit species named on the Permit. It is important to note
that while incidental take authority would not occur until a currently unlisted
Permit species is listed, Plum Creek would implement conservation
measures for all Permit species (currently listed and unlisted) immediately
upon approval of the NFHCP and Implementing Agreement and issuance of
the Permit.

C2-2

355 See responses 77 and 611. The Services agree with the premise of the
comment. The intent of the HCP creative partnership is to balance risk and
opportunity for both parties–the Services and the permittee–while achieving
progress towards both parties’ goals, which in this case are species
conservation and commercial forestry. The FWS has sought to balance its
offer of regulatory assurances against the value of the up-front conservation
commitments and the degree of flexibility to require more conservation in
the future, if and when necessary.

E1-2, E1-18,
G3-10, E4-4,

E12-5

356 The Services have determined that the riparian and road measures of the
NFHCP and FFR provide similar conservation benefits. Additionally, the
NFHCP provides for landowner-specific conservation measures that are
difficult to acquire through a state regulatory process.

E1-16

357 Plum Creek has not requested and will not receive a Safe Harbor
Agreement. Plum Creek has applied for an incidental take permit under
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA. The commentor is referred to the
Introduction section of the DEIS for information on the type of Permit for
which Plum Creek has applied.

E4-160

358 The Services’ response addressing the proposed final “No Surprises” rule
are addressed in FR Volume 63, Number 35, dated February 23, 1998, and
are hereby incorporated by reference.

E11-17,
F5-11, F7-12
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359 “No Surprises” is the policy direction for the Services, and it has been
established through appropriate legal mechanisms. At any given time, there
be may numerous challenges to federal policies, regulations or practices.
The federal government would not be able to operate if it were required to
cease activities whenever a party disputed a federal practice. The federal
court system provides the public with the opportunity to seek injunctive
relief when they believe federal agencies are not following the law. No such
injunction has been granted for the No Surprises policy.

E12-6

360 The Services believe that the risk of plan failure is balanced appropriately
between species conservation and Plum Creek‘s business goals. The
adaptive management framework will require periodic evaluation of the
Permit, and allow for adjustments, including Permit revocation or
suspension if agreements cannot be reached. See responses 355, 611,
and 613.

E16-15

361 See responses 355, 611, and 359. No Surprises is consistent with the
purposes of the ESA, and is a part of the Services’ implementing
regulations. No Surprises assurances do not absolve a permittee of
responsibility. In fact, they require a permittee to take responsibility for
complying with the terms of a Permit designed to allow for, or not preclude,
recovery.

E16-20,
E4-4, E12-5,

E1-18

Implementing Agreement
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362 The respondent questions the enforceability of the terms of the Permit
through the Implementing Agreement and ties this issue into the question of
mitigation and minimization measures. These issues are addressed in the
comment responses 365 and 367. Additionally, the respondent maintains
that the Implementing Agreement does not, but should, clearly maintain
citizen rights to sue for enforcement of the ESA’s protective provisions.

Section 14.8 of the Implementing Agreement clearly states that the
applicability of rights granted to the public pursuant to the ESA or other
federal laws are not limited. It further states that the duties, obligations, and
responsibilities of the parties to this agreement shall remain as imposed
under existing law.

E4-82, E4-81

363 As indicated in responses 362 and 368, the Implementing Agreement
states that the obligations of the parties to this agreement shall remain as
imposed under existing law. If habitat supporting Permit species is
adversely affected in violation of the NFHCP, then existing law and
remedies will apply (i.e., ESA Section 9 take prohibitions).

E4-83,
E4-233
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364 The Services agree that no lands should be added to the Permit without
additional analysis to ensure levels of authorized take are not exceeded. In
those cases where Plum Creek may propose to add lands to their Permit
and potentially increase the level of authorized take, the Services will
review and ensure the biological goals of the NFHCP can be achieved on
the new lands.

E4-226

365 Section 6 of the Implementing Agreement references the appropriate
section of the Code of Federal Regulations relative to Permit suspension
and revocation. Further, Sections 10 and 13 of the Implementing
Agreement specify adaptive management and dispute resolution processes
to resolve potential NFHCP inadequacies and differing perceptions relative
to plan implementation, as well as a clear statement indicating that
administrative action or court proceedings are not precluded by either the
Implementing Agreement, the NFHCP, or any Permit issued.

E4-228,
D1-37

366 Upon issuance of the Permit and approval of the NFHCP, Plum Creek
would begin implementing conservation measures for all unlisted as well as
listed Permit species. In other words, Plum Creek will not wait for some of
the currently unlisted Permit species to become listed before implementing
certain conservation measures. Unlisted species will receive protection from
the NFHCP conservation measures upon issuance of the Permit.

E4-234

367 The Services believe that the NFHCP and the Implementing Agreement
contain assurances that funding will be adequate to effectively implement
the NFHCP. “Unforeseen circumstances” are those circumstances that are
not addressed by the NFHCP or the Implementing Agreement. For
example, if circumstances arise that are captured under the NFHCP
conservation measures, adaptive management, or changed circumstances,
they are not unforeseen circumstances. If, after the Permit were issued,
continued implementation of the NFHCP would result in an appreciable
reduction in the likelihood of the survival and recovery of a listed species,
the Services would be required to remedy the situation or revoke or
suspend the Permit.

E4-236

Adding Lands
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368 Under Implementing Agreement provision 11.1.2, lands acquired by Plum
Creek within the Planning Area can be added to the Permit and NFHCP
through a minor amendment process if seven conditions are satisfied. One
condition is that the net effect on the environment and the Permit species
(including the level of take of Permit species) from managing the acquired
lands under the NFHCP would not be significantly different from the effects
at the inception of the NFHCP. If the Services believe these conditions are
not met, addition of these lands to the NFHCP and Permit would require a
“formal” amendment. The Services may need to perform evaluations under
Sections 7 or 10 of the ESA when determining the significance of these
effects. Nothing in the Implementing Agreement prevents the FWS from
performing these or any other necessary evaluations.

E4-82,
E4-153
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369 The Services address the “maximum extent practicable” standard in our
responses 375 and 377. The Services appreciate the commentor’s
concern, and also believe that Plum Creek’s business goals should not
and do not override biological considerations with respect to the NFHCP
adaptive management provisions. With respect to the sentence cited by
the commentor, note that the circumstances referred to would be if Plum
Creek had to provide resources to correct a problem in addition to those
commitments already made in the NFHCP, and that the financial extent of
those additional resources are currently unknown and not specifically
limited. Thus, Plum Creek understandably wishes to encourage the use of
business considerations to guide development of additional commitments
it would be required to make. The Services’ interpretation of this sentence
is that meeting the biological goals will be the ultimate test of whether
additional commitments are adequate, but that Plum Creek’s business
goals will be considered as much as possible. Ultimately, if Plum Creek
cannot, or will not, make the additional commitments necessary to meet
the biological goals, the Services can revoke or suspend the Permit, or
Plum Creek can terminate the Permit. Nevertheless, the Services agree
that the sentence could be clearer. Therefore, the sentence in the NFHCP
was modified to clarify that if a conservation surplus is not available and
additional resources must be committed to maintain biological goals, Plum
Creek and the Services will consider the NFHCP business goals as much
as possible while developing additional measures to ensure the biological
goals are met.

D1-20,
F10-2,

D1-40, E8-4,
F3-2, E5-6,

D1-6, E1-15,
E7-6

370 The commentor states that when deciding “economic practicality,” the
alternatives should be viewed in light of other alternatives with the same
level of environmental protection (citing Friends of the Earth v. Hall), and
that under Section 10(a)(2)(A)(iv) and Section 10(a)(2)(B)(v) of the ESA,
the Services have the authority to require mitigation beyond that which is
“practicable.”

On the first point, the commentor suggests that the Services will make an
“economic practicality” determination in deciding whether the NFHCP
meets the “maximum extent practicable” standard, and that such a
determination must be made in light of other alternatives with the same
level of environmental protection. The Services do not typically make an
isolated “economic practicability ” determination, but, as explained in our
response 377, we consider several factors that are primarily biological in
determining whether mitigation has met the “maximum extent practicable”
standard. The Services typically do not make a detailed analysis of an
applicant’s economic status in making a determination on practicability
(see response 373). The Services ensure that sound biological methods
and principles are incorporated into an HCP and that statutory ESA criteria
are met. Although economic factors may occasionally be disputed in an
HCP process, the applicant, not the Services, is typically more
knowledgeable concerning technical issues such as engineering, logistics,
and business costs and affordability. Thus, the Services are unsure of the
relevance of Friends of the Earth v. Hill to ESA determinations under

E22-1, E4-33
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Section 10(a)(2)(B), or of the commentor’s assertion that alternatives
should be viewed only in light of other alternatives with the same level of
environmental protection.

On the second point, the Services do not agree that either
Section 10(a)(2)(A)(iv) or Section 10(a)(2)(B)(v) of the ESA authorizes the
Services to require mitigation beyond that which is “practicable.” Certainly,
these provisions provide the Services with authority to mandate certain
HCP measures it considers necessary. However, requiring mitigation
beyond that which is “practicable” seems a contradiction in terms, since if
something is “impracticable” it probably cannot and will not be
implemented, at least over the long term. Furthermore, doing so would
seem to conflict with the other issuance criteria if they had been met. If the
level of mitigation necessary to meet statutory issuance criteria for an HCP
exceeds the ability of an applicant to implement it, the correct course of
action would be, first, to try to modify the project proposal so that adequate
mitigation could be provided. If project modification did not yield a solution,
then either the applicant would have to withdraw the Permit application, or,
if the application was submitted with inadequate mitigation, the Services
would have to deny the Permit.

Maximum Extent Practicable

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

371 The Services have determined that the riparian and road measures of the
NFHCP and Washington's Forest and Fish Report provide similar
conservation benefits. Additionally, the NFHCP provides for landowner-
specific conservation measures that are difficult to acquire through a state
regulatory process.

E1-16

372 While the Services must make a determination of practicability to
determine “the maximum extent practicable,” an applicant is not required
to disclose proprietary financial information as a condition of issuing the
Permit. The alternative that costs most to the applicant is not necessarily
the best alternative for the species.

E1-110

373 The commentor makes a number of points, including the following: 1) that
substantial improvements in the HCPs mitigation measures are
technologically and economically practicable (citing the fact, for example,
that other HCPs require longer timber rotations than the NFHCP); 2) that
the Services should independently evaluate Plum Creek’s timber
resources and determine what management practices would minimize and
mitigate impacts to the Permit species to the maximum extent practicable;
3) generally, that numerous factors affecting Plum Creek’s economic
status have not been adequately considered in the NFHCP/DEIS
(including subsidies Plum Creek receives, the economic benefits of “No
Surprises,” and the economic value of non-timber forest resources); and
4) that the NFHCP erroneously states that road densities are an
“impracticable” measure of impacts to the covered species. The
commentor also states that: 5) the DEIS (page 4-281) states that the
Services assume the NFHCP is the most practicable alternative because

E4-30, E4-31,
B3-7, E4-15,

E4-32,
E4-166,

E4-209, E8-4,
D1-6, E1-15,
E19-2, E7-6,

E18-2
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this is the alternative that Plum Creek has chosen to implement.

With respect to topic (1) above, the Services do not agree that the NFHCP
fails to meet the “maximum extent practicable” standard simply because
other HCPs are different or because other measures not included in the
NFHCP are technologically feasible. As explained in our response 377,
determining whether an HCP meets the “maximum extent practicable”
standard is based on a variety of biological, technical, and economic
factors. Satisfying this criterion does not necessarily mean that the
applicant must implement every measure that is technologically feasible
up to the absolute maximum extent of affordability. It also does not mean
that what is in one HCP is necessarily appropriate for another. The
commentor cites a number of approved HCPs (e.g., the Elliott State Forest
HCP, Simpson Timber Company HCP, Scofield HCP, and Washington
Department of Natural Resources [WDNR] HCP) asserting that these
HCPs utilize longer rotations, “late successional reserves,” etc. However,
most these HCPs were developed for spotted owls, marbled murrelets,
and other non-fish species, and what was appropriate for these HCPs is
not necessarily appropriate for Plum Creek’s NFHCP. Every large-scale
HCP represents the results of a complex negotiation in which biological,
economic, and technical factors and the interests of the applicant and of
endangered species have been balanced. Furthermore, while it is
important for individual HCPs to be consistent where species addressed
are similar, there will always remain the possibility for individual variation
between HCPs since, in most cases, the circumstances surrounding
individual HCPs and individual HCP applicants will be different. The
commentor is also referred to our response 90.

With respect to topics (2) and (3) above, the commentor evidently believes
the Services, in making a “maximum extent practicable” determination, are
responsible for undertaking a complex economic analysis of Plum Creek’s
financial status. The Services disagree. First, the Services do not have the
expertise to undertake an economic analysis of the scope and complexity
as suggested by the commentor. We believe Plum Creek is better qualified
to evaluate its own economic needs and limitations than the Services,
although we believe that economic considerations alone would justify
neither a failure to meet basic ESA statutory criteria or the implementation
of reasonable and, in the Services’ judgement, necessary mitigation.
Second, the Services do not believe that such an analysis is necessary to
determine whether the “maximum extent practicable” standard has been
met, unless unusual circumstances are involved (e.g., refusal by an
applicant on economic grounds to implement conservation measures that
have been determined by the Services to provide a necessary biological
benefit to the Permit species). Finally, the Services do not believe that any
provision of the ESA, federal regulation, or policy requires us to undertake
such an analysis.

With respect to topic (4) above, the Services and Plum Creek recognized
that if road density were a measure used to minimize and mitigate effects
of roads on Permit species, then there would be no room for an overlap of
common interests, and therefore no agreement. That is, Plum Creek could
not conduct commercial forestry operations at road densities the Services
would deem adequate to ensure removal of threats to Permit species.
Instead, the Services and Plum Creek sought to identify those negative
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effects of roads on fish habitat, and minimize and mitigate those effects.
Lastly, the Services and Plum Creek sought to ensure the NFHCP had
adequate flexibility to change management where conservation measures
were inadequate.

With respect to topic (5) above, the Services agree that the statement
referred to in the DEIS (page 4-281) is confusing. To clarify, the Services
do not mean to imply that Plum Creek’s willingness to implement the
NFHCP is the only factor leading to a conclusion that the NFHCP meets
the “maximum extent practicable” standard. Plum Creek’s willingness to
implement the plan is important, since all parties to an HCP negotiation
must agree before a plan can be approved and implemented, and since
this means that Plum Creek finds the NFHCP to be economically
practicable from its perspective. However, as explained in response 377,
the “maximum extent practicable” standard must be evaluated in light of
several factors, not just economics. The Services must also find that an
HCP is biologically adequate in order to meet this standard. The sentence
quoted in the DEIS has been modified in an attempt to remove any
impression that Plum Creek’s economic interests alone are the
determining factor in the “maximum extent practicable” determination.

374 One of the issuance criteria that an applicant for an incidental take Permit
must satisfy is the requirement to minimize and mitigate the proposed take
of Permit species to the maximum extent practicable. Therefore, should
the Services issue a Permit to Plum Creek, impacts from the proposed
take of Permit species would be fully mitigated. In addition, as noted in the
DEIS, issuance of the Permit, and implementation of the NFHCP would
allow for recovery of Permit species. The commentor is also referred to the
response 377 for further discussion on the issue of minimizing and
mitigating take to the maximum extent practicable.

E4-155

375 In addition to the following response, the commentor is referred to the
response 377.

Neither the ESA, federal regulation, or FWS or NMFS policy requires an
HCP to evaluate a particular type, category, or number of alternatives to
the HCP that were considered but not adopted. The commentor quotes the
HCP Handbook (page 7-3) that recommends “[a]nalysis of the alternatives
that would require additional mitigation in the HCP and NEPA analysis”
and evidently takes this to mean a recommendation that HCPs should
generally contain analysis of an alternative that minimizes and mitigates to
an extent greater than the HCP proposal. However, prior to this statement
and in the same paragraph, the HCP Handbook states that, “[The
maximum extent practicable] finding typically requires consideration of two
factors: adequacy of the minimization and mitigation program, and whether
it is the maximum that can be practically implemented by the applicant. To
the extent maximum that the minimization and mitigation program can be
demonstrated to provide substantial benefits to the species, less
emphasis can be placed on the second factor” (emphasis added). In other
words, if an HCP provides “substantial benefits” to the species, “less
emphasis” need be given to determining whether the mitigation is the
“maximum that can be practically implemented by the applicant.”
Furthermore, according to the Handbook the need for an alternative that
provides more mitigation than the HCP proposal, and the presentation of

E5-32, B3-7,
E4-15, E4-32,

E4-166,
E4-209, E8-4,

E5-6,
E13-32, D1-6,
E19-2, E7-6
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economic data, are both recommended in cases where the FWS considers
the adequacy of the mitigation to be a “close call.”

As explained in our response 377, the Services do not believe that the
ESA’s “maximum extent practicable” criterion requires an HCP applicant to
minimize and mitigate to the absolute maximum extent it can economically
afford. We believe a more reasonable interpretation of this standard,
considered together with the “no jeopardy” standard under Section 7(a)(2)
and Section 10(a)(2)(B)(iv) of the ESA, is that an HCP should provide a
substantial biological benefit to its covered species, and should ensure
that the survival and recovery of the species in the wild is not jeopardized.
Response 194 summarizes the NFHCP’s conservation program and
explains the conservation benefits of the plan, and additional analyses are
found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The Services believe that the
NFHCP/DEIS is consistent with Section B.2, page 7-3 of the HCP
Handbook, as quoted by the commentor, and we reiterate our belief that
analysis of an HCP alternative that minimizes and mitigates at a higher
level than the NFHCP proposal is not an explicit requirement of the ESA,
federal regulation, or FWS or NMFS policy.

Nevertheless, as the commentor points out, the DEIS does briefly
describe, but rejects from further analysis, an alternative that mitigates at a
greater level than the NFHCP, the “Extensive Conservation Alternative,”
which would have extended forestry practices adopted for federal lands to
Plum Creek lands. This alternative was not acceptable to Plum Creek.
However, the commentor believes that two statements from the discussion
on this alternative are contradictory. The first, from page 3-6, states that,
“There would be long-term economic certainty that Plum Creek could
manage its lands without the risk of noncompliance with ESA [under the
Extensive Conservation Alternative].” The second, from page 3-7, states
that, “Therefore, this alternative would not meet the project purpose and
need from Plum Creek’s perspective, which includes the need for long-
term certainty of economic use of their lands, nor would it meet the CEQ
guidelines followed by the Services during alternatives development of
being reasonable, feasible, or viable.” The Services agree that these two
statements are poorly worded. However, they are not, in fact, contradictory
because they refer to two different types of “certainty.” The first refers to
long-term regulatory certainty; that is, because an incidental take Permit
could be issued under the Extensive Conservation Alternative, Plum Creek
would be assured that its land management would be within ESA
compliance. The second statement refers to economic certainty; that is,
Plum Creek’s need to make economic use of its lands, which Plum Creek
considers doubtful under the Extensive Conservation Alternative because
of its significant land use restrictions. The Services have modified these
statements in the FEIS to remove this confusion.

The commentors last point concerns the lack of presentation of economic
data supporting rejection of the Extensive Conservation Alternative on
page 3-6 of the DEIS. The commentor notes that no documentation is
provided to support the statements. Information is presented on the effects
of the alternative in terms of the likely set-asides from Plum Creek
management that would be required, and a memorandum between Plum
Creek and the FWS (Plum Creek 1999d) is referenced as supporting
information. The FWS has worked to provide additional information to the
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public in this portion of the FEIS. The commentor is also referred to
responses 373 and 377 for additional discussion on economics.

376 The Services have not found that “Plum Creek’s business interests are
tantamount to the intent of the ESA”, with respect to Section 10 of the
ESA, as the commentor claims. The Services agree with the commentor
that biological factors are the primary consideration used to determine the
adequacy of mitigation measures in the NFHCP. The Services recognize
that economic reasons are a major reason that Plum Creek is interested in
obtaining a Permit and implementing the NFHCP and Plum Creek is free
to express economic goals in their NFHCP if they choose. The commentor
is referred to the response 377 for further discussion on the issue of
economics and “maximum extent practicable”. The Services will fulfill
responsibilities under Section 7 of the ESA prior to making a decision on
Permit issuance. If issuing the Permit to Plum Creek would likely
jeopardize the continued existence of species listed under the ESA, the
Services will not issue the Permit.

E11-2, E18-2,
E1-111

377 A number of commentors have asserted that the NFHCP fails to minimize
and mitigate to the maximum extent practicable (see also comments 109,
140, 369, 373, 375, and 696) and have asserted that economic
considerations override biological factors or needs in the NFHCP. The
FWS disagrees with both assertions.

From the standpoint of an HCP applicant, economic considerations are
likely paramount. Virtually all HCP applicants are concerned about limiting
costs and ensuring that the financial burden of developing and
implementing an HCP are within their economic resources. This is to be
expected. The commentor should note that an HCP is the applicant’s
proposal to the Services. The applicant is therefore free to include
whatever information, objectives, goals, or economic considerations it
deems appropriate from its perspective. The Services do not have the
authority to dictate the content of an HCP except to the extent that the
biological and regulatory information presented is correct and that the
content of the plan meets statutory and regulatory standards. This does
not mean, however, that the applicant’s priorities are necessarily the same
as the Services’. The Services’ primary objectives in any HCP process are
to negotiate the best plan it can biologically, and to ensure that statutory
and regulatory standards have been satisfied. The fact, therefore, that
Plum Creek has expressed its own business goals and interests at length
in the NFHCP is neither inappropriate nor illegal, and the fact that such
interests are portrayed does not mean that the Services have implicitly or
explicitly adopted the same standards. The Services’ views per se in the
HCP process are enumerated and explained in its own correspondence,
its internal documentation, and its final decision documents when it
decides whether or not to issue a Permit.

The ESA’s “maximum extent practicable” requirement is not a clear or
absolute standard but one that involves a number of considerations—
biological, logistical, technical, and economic. Definitions of “practicable”
provided by the commentors on this issue include that which is
“performable, feasible, [or] possible...”, or “economically or technologically
possible.” One commentor stated that the term “practicable” should be
understood as simply referring to cases where a lack of available

E15-4, F10-2,
B3-7, E4-15,

E4-32,
E4-166,

E4-209, E8-4,
F3-2, E4-164,

E4-185,
E13-32, D1-6,
E1-15, E19-2,
E7-6, E1-111
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technology renders a mitigation measure impossible for all practical
purposes. Another commentor stated that the term “practicable” means
“possible, not profitable.” However, nothing in such definitions or in the
ESA, federal regulations, or federal policy suggests that the maximum
extent practicable standard means either the absolute maximum mitigation
that the applicant can afford without going bankrupt, or the absolute
minimum the applicant can get by with. A sound HCP both biologically and
economically generally will fall somewhere between these extremes.
Practicability in an HCP depends, in part, on an agreement by all sides
that all biological, technical, and economic factors have been balanced.

The ESA provides three requirements concerning the adequacy and
reliability of mitigation: (1) the maximum extent practicable requirement
under Section 10(a)(2)(B)(ii); (2) the no jeopardy requirement under
Section 7(a)(2) and Section 10(a)(2)(B)(iv); and (3) the funding
requirement under Section 10(a)(2)(B)(iii). Arguably, the most important
standard of all is the no jeopardy standard, that issuance of the Permit will
not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild. Guidance is provided by the Services’ HCP Handbook
(page 7-3), which states that “[The maximum extent practicable] finding
typically requires consideration of two factors: adequacy of the
minimization and mitigation program, and whether it is the maximum that
can be practically implemented by the applicant. To the extent maximum
that the minimization and mitigation program can be demonstrated to
provide substantial benefits to the species, less emphasis can be placed
on the second factor” (emphasis added). In other words, if an HCP
provides “substantial benefits” to the species, it is not explicitly necessary
to demonstrate that the applicant has provided the absolute maximum in
mitigation that it can afford (this is discussed further in the response 696).
Put another way, a substantial biological benefit to the Permit species is a
key indicator in determining whether the maximum extent practicable
standard has been met.

The biological benefits the NFHCP provides for Permit species is
summarized in the response 194 and additional analyses found in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS. If the Services issue the Permit to Plum Creek they
must find that the NFHCP has satisfied the “no jeopardy” standard and has
met all the Section 10 incidental take Permit issuance criteria. These
factors will be analyzed and the findings explained in the Services’
Section 7 Biological/Conference Opinion, and Section 10 Findings
documents which will be available to the public upon request.

The commentor specifically notes that the statements on page 4-187 of
the DEIS eschew maximum minimization and mitigation requirements
under the NFHCP because of Plum Creek’s business interests. The intent
of the statements to which the commentor refers is to compare alternatives
(NFHCP versus Simplified Prescriptions) and point out that an alternative
approach to the adaptive management provisions of the NFHCP would be
to provide greater conservation measures up-front so adaptive
management is unnecessary. Plum Creek chose not to take that approach
for business reasons, and the Services are evaluating Plum Creek’s
Permit application and NFHCP as submitted. The commentor is reminded
that the NFHCP is Plum Creek’s document and the Services’ roles are to
evaluate whether it, and the rest of their Permit application, satisfy the
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Section 10 Permit issuance criteria under the ESA.

The commentor also notes that the NFHCP contradicts the “maximum
extent practicable” standard because, as noted on page 8-10 of the
NFHCP, Plum Creek can adopt “relaxed practices” if conservation targets
are exceeded. The Services disagree. The Services believe that if the
biological goals and objectives are met, as required under the NFHCP,
and monitoring indicates that the NFHCP is not resulting in a greater
amount of take than anticipated, the NFHCP will provide adequate
conservation of Permit species. If conservation goals are exceeded, the
measures are expected to provide more than adequate mitigation and
Plum Creek would have the option of relaxing certain measures. The
Services’ finding on this issue is made primarily on the merits of the
NFHCP to provide adequate biological conservation benefits to the Permit
species rather than economic factors.

377a The Services disagree with the commentor's implication that business
considerations overrode native fish conservation. As we have noted in
responses to several other comments (see responses 376 and 377), the
Services based its evaluation of the NFHCP on biological factors rather
than economic ones. The NFHCP provides a significant reduction in
threats to native salmonid Permit species, and also provides a monitoring
and adaptive management program to make adjustments in NFHCP
conservation measures should the original commitments fail to meet
specific biological goals.

E1-109,
E1-111
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378 See response 268. The relationship between road commitments, the
specific habitat objectives, and the biological goals is outlined in Table
NFHCP 8-1B.

B2-6

379 See responses 416, 398, 430, 431, 417, 421, and 424. The Services
agree that road construction and high road densities can impair the
various functions of the stream/riparian environment and contribute to
impacts on native fish. Because Plum Creek’s future forestry operations
would require about 900 miles of new road construction, and realizing old,
existing roads were not built up to current standards, the Services and
Plum Creek worked closely on addressing new and old road-related
issues. These discussions resulted in numerous road management
commitments in the NFHCP that go beyond state BMPs for forest roads.

Rather than inventorying all road segments within 300 feet of a stream or
identifying the total number of stream crossings in the Permit Area, Plum
Creek will identify all road segments and all stream crossings that are
sediment sources, and they developed a process to fix these specific
problems at those sources. Sediment sources would be identified through
road inspections or during proposed timber sale layout. Road stability
risks are addressed under state BMPs and state regulations which will be
complied with under the NFHCP strategy, as well as the commitment

D1-25, E4-112
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under road condition inspections which will identify where perched
culverts and potential fish passage barriers exist or other areas having fill
slope stability concerns. In addition, chronic sources of sediment will be
identified as “hot spots” and receive priority for repair.

A good point is made in that bridges that provide a clear span over the
stream channel at stream crossings would avoid potential damage to the
stream compared to installing culverts using fill that may enter the stream.
Although this may avoid some problems, the cost of constructing and
maintaining bridges may be prohibitive in some cases. However, under
the NFHCP, Plum Creek would use bridge crossings instead of culverts
where necessary. Under the NFHCP, Plum Creek would avoid stream
crossings when possible. Also, Plum Creek will inspect existing culverts
during road condition inspections and correct associated erosion or fish
passage problems. New culverts will be sized to avoid any backwater
effect and fills at culvert inlets will be well armored with rock.

Road maintenance, such as blading, will follow existing state regulations
and BMPs. These standards prohibit side-casting material into streams to
locations where erosion will carry materials into a stream. Another BMP
states that cutting of the toe of cut slopes when grading roads or pulling
ditches should be avoided.

No specific maintenance frequency is required under the NFHCP.
However, commitment R-8 would require Plum Creek to periodically re-
inspect all roads and conduct maintenance necessary to preserve BMP
function.

380 The Services are aware of increased risk of high stream temperatures in
summer (and extremely low stream temperatures in winter) from
increased sediment delivery to streams. Despite the fact that under all
alternatives sediment delivery is expected to be reduced from current
levels, therefore reducing risk to Permit species, Plum Creek did not
model the expected benefit from these reductions. Instead, modeled
temperature benefits to streams in the Project Area only included impacts
from direct reductions in canopy cover, and the benefit to Permit species
from minimizing those reductions and allowing for overall increases in
canopy cover across all Plum Creek lands. The Services acknowledge
that benefits from reduced impacts to water temperature from sediment
delivery to streams would have been greater under all alternatives, and
especially under the NFHCP, since this alternative would result in the
greatest amount of sediment reductions.

E1-63

381 The road management commitments are based upon known relationships
between roads and proper riparian function. Upgrades will be performed
within the timeframes described in R5, R6, and R7 and will not be
postponed or modified based upon transportation needs. R6 requires an
accelerated schedule based upon impacts to riparian function. Enhanced
BMPs are described in NFHCP Appendices R-1 and R-3.

E1-81

382 The Services view each of Plum Creek’s seven conservation commitment
categories as integrated packages of conservation commitments
designed to work together to minimize and mitigate impacts, or take, to
the maximum extent practicable. The roads package of commitments are
designed to reduce sediment delivery, and to evaluate and document that

E5-14, E5-9,
E5-16, E5-20,

E5-25
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reduction. Although an individual commitment may amount to little more
than monitoring, or developing a plan, and therefore has little value to fish
“on the ground,” the commitment is key to the success of developing,
implementing, and monitoring the other “on the ground” commitments
within that category. An advantage of breaking out commitments more
specifically, as opposed to grouping many activities into fewer
commitments, is that compliance monitoring can be conducted more
precisely.

Also, although Plum Creek may already engage in some conservation
practices, or some practices are already encouraged or required under
other mandates, the Services cannot necessarily count on those
mandates existing in a satisfactory form for the length of the Permit
period. Therefore, it is important for Plum Creek to continue implementing
these measures as a part of Permit compliance. Just because a particular
commitment doesn’t require Plum Creek to do more than they currently
do does not mean it is meaningless. To the contrary, the Services believe
Plum Creek currently implements measures that significantly reduce
impacts to benefit Permit species. The Services agree that the value of
some of the commitments is difficult to quantify up front. Because of this,
the Services must continue to work with Plum Creek to implement the
NFHCP to ensure the maximum benefits from the commitments are
derived.

383 The Services have sought to develop a plan with Plum Creek that allows
sufficient flexibility to reduce sediment delivery from roads, minimize the
risk of other impacts from roads to fish habitat and hydrology, and
maintain access to timber on Plum Creek lands.

E24-9, E30-2

384 The Services are relying on the road management commitments in the
Plum Creek NFHCP to achieve the kinds of results described by the
commentor in order to reduce risk of impacts to Permit species.

E31-2

Sediment

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

385 The DEIS acknowledges in Chapter 4.6.6 (Pages 4-166 and 4-167) that it
is unknown if sediment reduction rates projected in the effects analysis
will lead to recovery of all Permit species in all portions of the Project
Area. The effects analysis also did not quantify benefits of treating Hot
Spots, such as stream adjacent roads. In Ahtanum Creek this may be a
significant component of road sediment delivery. Adaptive management
(CAMP1) will provide feedback on if cumulative NFHCP commitments are
leading to proper functioning conditions over time in instream sediment.
Watershed analysis prescriptions and target reductions specific to
Ahtanum Creek would not be affected by the NFHCP. Plum Creek will
meet prescriptions generated by watershed analysis as part of the Native
Fish HCP and will continue to be subject to water quality standards.

B2-10
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386 Where possible, quantitative estimates of components of the overall
sediment budget were calculated (for example, road sediment delivery).
In other situations however, analyses had to be qualitative (for example,
reductions associated with hot spot treatments under Commitment R6,
mass wasting rates). As such, preparing a full sediment budget for the
Planning Area was not possible. Watershed analyses in the Planning
Area (see Technical Reports #5 and #11) provide a better comparison of
the fraction of watershed-scale sediment delivery associated with mass
wasting.

The overall effectiveness of cumulative NFHCP commitments will be
investigated in CAMP #1. As part of this study, additional detailed
sediment budgets are planned.

E1-64

387 The Road Sediment Delivery Analysis (RSDA) approach in R9 uses
established procedures (Washington Forest Practices Board [WFPB]
1997) and is conducted by trained experts. While RSDAs will provide
feedback on watershed-scale sediment delivery from roads, no triggers
are associated with this commitment. A major benefit of RSDAs is to
dovetail with other watershed planning efforts such as Total Maximum
Daily Loads.

E5-67

388 Early in the development of the NFHCP, Plum Creek had considered a
watershed analysis approach that would combine several modules. This
approach was not selected because it would start the Permit with
“interim” protection measures and then replace them with unknown future
watershed analysis measures. Plum Creek also pointed out that, based
upon experience in Washington, consistent themes emerged that could
be incorporated into a more programmatic approach effectively. The
RSDAs represent the one module of this approach that was retained.

F17-7

Fish Passage

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

389 The maximum acceptable velocity was changed to 4 fps (see
response 407). Providing passage for adult cutthroats in the spring is one
of the goals for this aspect of the NFHCP. Also see response 394.

C1-7

390 The Services and Plum Creek concur with the state of Montana that fish
passage may not be desirable in all cases and should be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis prior to re-establishment of fish passage. It is
anticipated that the State of Montana will be invited to consult as such
situations arise.

C1-8

391 Text in this FEIS has been revised to note the Idaho Code requirement to
provide fish passage.

C2-8

392 The Idaho requirement for fish passage applies only to new installations
of culverts during road construction or reconstruction, and to

C2-9
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reinstallations necessitated by floods. Plum Creek will continue to be
required to meet this standard as a starting point. Additionally, Plum
Creek will be restoring fish passage to old roads, a requirement not found
in the Idaho rules. This represents an important conservation gain.

393 Jumps at culvert inlets, especially to the extent that fish passage is
impeded, rarely occur within the Project Area. In fact, when this
phenomenon does occur, it is as a result of a blockage at the culvert inlet
that can be rectified at the time of inspection. Since barrier jumps at
culvert inlets are generally not a function of culvert design or installation,
this evaluation was not included in Appendix R-6.

Date of evaluation was added to the Culvert Verification Checklist so that
seasonal variance in flow conditions may be considered. Appendix R-6
will be modified so that in the final NFHCP, Section 1b of the key will read
“Natural slope of stream above and below culvert remains >25 percent.”

All field personnel will be trained in culvert evaluation for fish passage
and use of the checklist. For any crossing for which measurements are
taken, the crossing will be evaluated by a fisheries biologist. Any
crossings identified as barriers either via the key or biologist evaluation
will undergo Hot Spot Prioritization (Appendix R-5) for repair or
replacement so that fish passage may be restored.

C2-10

394 Since the installation or replacement of any stream crossing structures in
Washington requires an Hydraulic Project Approval (administered by
WDFW), any NFHCP-directed activities of this type must necessarily be
conducted in compliance with WAC 220-110-070.

Maximum acceptable velocity was changed to 4 fps (see response 407).
Culverts greater than 90 feet long will be evaluated by a Plum Creek fish
biologist (see Appendix R-6, Section 7, of the key).

Because the intent of Appendix R-6 is to accommodate upstream
passage for adults, it is not necessary to institute a maximum acceptable
velocity as low as 2 fps. Appendix R-6 was modified so that in the final
NFHCP, Section 1b of the key will read “Natural slope of stream above
and below culvert remains >25 percent.” The natural slope of the stream
will be measured over a sufficient distance so that a meaningful value is
recorded. If outfall drop is greater than 6 inches, measurements will be
taken and the culvert will be evaluated by a Plum Creek fish biologist.
Section 5 of the key evaluates outfall pool metrics, other sections of the
key evaluate other physical attributes of the culvert.

C3-30

395 The FWS agrees with the precaution pointed out by the commentor. The
FWS and Plum Creek intend to temper the positive benefits of restoring
connectivity against the risk of increasing threats to Permit species by
allowing introgression of non-native salmonids where they are currently
excluded. Plum Creek and the FWS will coordinate with the appropriate
local experts including state agency biologists. This intent is met in the
Schroeder Creek example.

E1-83
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396 The intent of the NFHCP is to remedy fish passage problems in all areas
where it will benefit Permit species. Site-specific evaluations will be made
as to whether fish passage is necessary at a given site. Successful
implementation will be monitored and reported first by Plum Creek, then
by an independent auditor, and finally by the Services every 5 years.

E1-84

397 Comment noted. All fish passage barriers are treated as hot spots
(Commitment R-6). As such, all hot spots are evaluated via Hot Spot
Prioritization Guidance (Appendix R-5) prior to any action being taken.
Since the evaluation schedule attempts to ascertain both net benefit to
native species and the probability of treatment success, the potential
impacts from non-native invasion will be considered.

E2-17, E5-56

398 NFHCP commitment R6 would require that Plum Creek identify all fish
passage barriers as hot spots. Additionally, hot spot designation could
also be made where culverts have failed or are plugged. R6 specifies the
procedure and timeframes for addressing hot spots. While road
construction attempts to avoid wet areas such as seeps and springs (Per
Forestry BMPs, R1), where seeps are encountered during construction,
R2 specifies the procedure to be followed to try to get that water re-
infiltrated into the soil as close to the point of origin as possible such that
impacts are minimized.

E4-117

399 Designing new crossing structures to accommodate fish passage is the
intent of the NFHCP, although indirectly through the hot spot commitment
(R6). A commitment has been added to R2 clarifying that new crossing
structures will be designed to accommodate native fish passage where
applicable. Regarding design flows and velocities, see response 407.

E5-49

400 Passage velocities in Appendix R-6 were reduced to 4 fps (see
response 407). Criteria for outfall height were considered in Step 4 in
Appendix R-6.

E5-59

401 The intent of the specific NFHCP Commitments (R-2, R-5, and R-6)
related to the identification and repair of passage barriers is to maintain
and improve passage for Permit species within the project area, not
necessarily to “simulate” streambeds. For this reason, Appendix R-6 was
developed for Plum Creek to use in the evaluation of fish passage. Plum
Creek is not pursuing a Permit for sculpins, dace, or amphibians.
However, the Services agree with the commentor’s implication that
culvert design and installation should mimic as closely as possible natural
streambed conditions.

F1-1

402 The Services agree with the need for increased culvert sizing in some
cases. The NFHCP road maintenance commitments and appendices
have been modified to include this opportunity, per the commentor’s
suggestion.

F1-2
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403 In most cases, triangular squash culverts will be used in fish bearing
streams where bridges or bottomless arches are not installed. However,
circular or elliptical culverts can also provide passage for Permit species.
These configurations may even be necessary, considering the specific
setting where the culvert needs to be installed. The goal is to maintain or
improve upstream passage for Permit species, not to prescribe
specifically how it is achieved.

F1-3

404 Comment noted. The applicant is aware of several techniques and
designs for culvert installation and retrofit so as to provide fish passage,
and will seek to use the best technique for each site where treatment is
warranted.

F1-4

405 The intent of the specific NFHCP commitments (R-2, R-5, and R-6)
related to the identification and repair of passage barriers is to maintain
and improve passage for spawning adults of the Permit species to reach
spawning grounds. Several options are available to the applicant in order
to provide upstream passage, including replacement of impassable
culvert pipes with bridges, arches, or baffled culverts.

F1-5

406 Plum Creek is applying for a Permit for native salmonid fish within the
project area. Hence, the basis of evaluation of must remain focused on
Permit species. A Permit is not being pursued for amphibians or other
non-salmonid species. However, the Services and Plum Creek will
continue to cooperate where opportunities exist or develop to enhance
connectivity for less mobile species.

F1-6

407 The Services agree with the comment. Appendix R-6 was modified so
that the culvert will be considered a barrier if water velocity exceeds
4 feet per second. All field personnel will be trained in protocol to
measure outfall heights and plunge pool dimensions.

F8-2, E5-56

Stream Crossings

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

408 The commitment for culvert sizing in R2 and R5 is only applicable to
Montana. In Washington, existing regulations already require sizing to
accommodate the 100-year flood. Regarding fish passage, see
response 399. Also see response 410.

B2-9

409 State BMPs specify timing considerations for construction of stream
crossings. Additionally, these are subject to additional site specific criteria
under the stream crossing permitting processes in each of the three
states.

C2-11

410 The NFHCP would require new culvert installations to be sized to accom-
modate the 50-year flood in Montana. The Idaho Forest Practices Acts
already requires sizing to accommodate at least the 50-year flood. Sizing
to the 100-year flood in Idaho would further reduce risk because of debris
plugging, and the applicant has proposed to use larger culverts in the
Lochsa River basin based upon the risk of failure and magnitude of effect.

C2-12
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Under the NFHCP, the applicant would adhere to a specified interval for
road re-inspection that would identify problems such as culvert plugging,
and require that they be maintained. Specific criteria for when bridges
should be used in lieu of culverts are not proposed. However, require-
ments for fish passage will indirectly necessitate use of bridges in some
cases.

411 Montana BMPs requires that culverts be able to pass a 25-year storm
event. Hence, the commitments (R-2, R-5) to use culverts capable of
passing 50-year peak flows for new or replacement installation should
provide a conservation benefit for native fish species in terms of providing
fish passage as well as reducing the probability of culvert failure.
Additionally, following 25-year flood events, Plum Creek will inventory and
inspect road and stream crossing areas affected on their lands and repair
or replace damaged culverts. Furthermore, blown-out culverts or culverts
that are fish passage barriers are considered “hot spots” and will receive
prioritization for repair.

E4-119, E5-56

Interface Caution Areas (NFHCP Commitment R8)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

412 NFHCP Commitment R8 prohibits new road construction within Interface
Caution Areas and provides incentives for abandonment of existing roads
within them.

C3-26

Density

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

413 The NFHCP includes commitments to reduce road density, but it does not
place a limit on road density. Plum Creek has committed to abandon
surplus roads that are not required for long-term forest management—the
DEIS estimated that there could be as many as 1,000 miles of surplus
road. The remaining road length (including newly constructed roads) will
be managed to reduce the direct (and indirect) impacts to native fish and
their habitat in the following ways: reducing sediment delivery to streams
from surface erosion and mass wasting, reducing hydrologic connectivity
to streams through added road drainage, restoring fish passage,
restricting access to known poaching areas, and reinspecting and
maintaining roads on a frequent basis. This combination of conservation
actions is intended to achieve a similar outcome as a road density
restriction might, but in a way that is viable for the applicant. See also the
response 414.

Commitment Rp8 provides an incentive to abandon those roads closer to
streams.

B2-5, F5-5,
F7-5
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414 The Services discussed road density at length with Plum Creek during
development of the draft NFHCP. Plum Creek believes there are
opportunities to abandon surplus roads that are not necessary for long-
term forest management and have committed to do so in commitment
R-7. To meet Plum Creek’s unique needs as a private landowner, a
strategy of managing impacts from roads through a road density
threshold was not pursued. Rather, the NFHCP manages the specific
impacts because of roads (for example, fish passage restoration,
sediment delivery reduction, reducing delivery efficiency, and other
actions). These collective actions are expected to adequately minimize
and mitigate effects of impacts from roads on Permit species and their
habitats. The NFHCP also includes sufficient adaptive management
flexibility to ensure that, in those cases where the proposed approach is
not as effective as necessary in conserving Permit species, management
can be modified as necessary.

D1-26, E3-16,
F5-5, F7-5,

E4-112,
D1-65, E13-16

415 The Services agree that high road densities contribute to increased peak
flows, but to varying degrees, and depending on local conditions.
Scientific literature indicates variable responses of peak flows related to
road density (Peak flows exceeding a two-year recurrence interval) in the
Pacific Northwest. While Jones and Grant (1996) identified increases in
small peak flows (less than 2-year runoff events), this was not identified
for larger peak flows (Thomas and Megahan 1998). In the Rockies, King
and Tennyson (1984) studied road construction effects on peak flows in
six watersheds and did not find any significant effect on flood flows.

The Services believe that the NFHCP commitments to disconnect road-
runoff from perennial channels and to close surplus roads should
adequately reduce the risks to Permit species associated with peak flows.

E4-113

416 At present, Plum Creek has direct or shared management responsibility
for approximately 20,000 miles of road in the Project Area. Plum Creek
has committed to abandon all surplus roads. Because surveys have not
been completed, it is unknown exactly how many miles of road this would
encompass, but Plum Creek has estimated that there may be 1,000 miles
abandoned. This was the number that was analyzed as reasonably
foreseeable in the DEIS.

E4-114

417 The Services believe that road density is a general indicator of potential
watershed problems because road density is correlated with many types
of watershed alterations, and it is useful when more specific indicators
are not available. The Services do not believe that road densities per se
cause fish populations to decline when roads exceed some specific
density. Certain portions of road systems create the majority of negative
effects associated with roads—those segments built on erodible soils, on
steep or unstable slopes, and in close proximity to streams. Because of
this, the NFHCP road commitments focus on problem road segments and
road abandonment in locations where roads are not needed.

E13-28
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418 See responses 379 and 414. Roads are necessary for Plum Creek to
conduct commercial forestry. However, high road densities in watersheds
inhabited by Permit species are a concern of the Services. Consequently,
during discussions with Plum Creek, the Services sought opportunities to
reduce road densities on Plum Creek lands by permanently closing
roads. R7 commits to abandoning surplus roads, particularly those that
are old and not up to current standards and that occur near streams or
valley bottoms. An exact estimate of surplus roads to be abandoned will
not be available until after road inspections are complete by Year 5 of the
Permit. Plum Creek has estimated that 1,000 miles could be abandoned
in the future.

See response 414 regarding road density. The analysis of predicted
sediment delivery from new road construction is described in the DEIS
Section 4.6.6 and Figure 4.6-6.

E14-5, E4-112

419 See responses 379, 414, and 418. See NFHCP road commitments for
the specific action that will be taken to minimize impacts from roads.

E18-6

420 See response 414. While Plum Creek will be responsible for tracking
roads on their land, this will be periodically verified through third-party
audits under A5.

F4-3, D1-65

New Roads (NFHCP Commitment R2)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

421 Commentor notes a variety of factors that should be considered in
evaluating road location and specific design considerations to minimize
risks of landsliding and delivery efficiency to streams. The NFHCP does
pre-identify management actions for some specific situations (for
example, inner gorge landforms, cutslope springs, and others), that are
known to be important. To the extent practicable, Plum Creek would
locate and design new roads considering key landscape variables that
might reduce sediment delivery and potential landslides. Areas of
unstable slopes and inner gorges, as well as other sensitive sites
identified during road design planning, will be avoided when possible.
Because of this landscape variability, Plum Creek’s road management
planning should involve flexibility in road location and design based on
project level conditions encountered.

C2-4

422 Per commentor's suggestion, a commitment was added in R2 that will
specify that any new roads in Channel Migration Zones (CMZs) minimize
impacts to channel morphology and function. This would include
minimizing fill depths and installing culverts on all overflow channels.

C2-5

423 See response 383. The NFHCP would require that 2 miles of road be
abandoned or repaired for every 1 mile constructed. The purpose of this
provision is to help ensure that the rate of sediment delivery, or impacts
or “take” of Permit species, from new road construction is out-paced by
the rate of road abandonment or repair, ensuring a “pay-as-you-go”
approach to Permit implementation. That is, mitigation would occur before

C2-6
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take occurs.

424 We believe commentor suggests what is already provided for in NFHCP
commitment R2. There are only two situations where roads may be
constructed in inner gorges: 1) if the construction meets highly restrictive
pre-specified design considerations, or 2) field review by a geotechnical
specialist.

C3-25

425 Roads constructed in areas that have “highly erodible soils,” according to
the description in Appendix NFHCP R-1, would require gravel surfacing at
stream crossings as the commentor has recommended. The NFHCP
would not preclude Plum Creek from choosing to pave in certain very
high risk situations, though it is not a requirement to do so.

C3-28

426 Plum Creek estimated that the majority of road construction will take
place in the first decade of the plan, but some lower level of construction
would continue throughout the plan. The DEIS assumed all road
construction would occur in the first as a conservative analysis. In
response to this concentration of construction activity in the first decade,
the NFHCP requires the rate of road impact reduction (through
abandonment or application of enhanced BMPs) to occur at twice the rate
of new road construction.

D1-27

427 The intent of including a “mitigation ratio” by Planning Area basin is to
ensure that the benefits of improving roads are secured in advance of the
minimized impact of new road construction. This allows “early warning”
monitoring through the annual reporting of implementation metrics in
addition to the longer term effectiveness monitoring.

E1-66

428 Regarding road drainage spacing, see responses 430 and 711. We do
not understand the commentors' last sentence in this paragraph.

E1-67

429 The DEIS does not suggest that building roads will reduce sediment
delivery. Net sediment delivery reduction will primarily result from
upgrading old roads, while minimizing sediment impacts from new roads.
The DEIS used established protocol and available scientific literature to
estimate impacts (or benefits) of the various alternatives. Adaptive
management research conducted under CAMP1 will seek to locally-
validate some of the modeling coefficients. Regarding sediment budgets,
see response 386.

E1-75

430 NFHCP commitments R2 and R5 specify locations for drainage features
near streams (where they have the highest potential to affect water
quality). Outside of these areas, Plum Creek must still provide adequate
road surface drainage (per BMP requirements) to control erosion.
Because of the myriad of factors that affect drainage feature location and
spacing (for example, side slopes, skid trail entry points, road vertical
alignment, and others), locations away from streams are not “hard wired”
under the NFHCP. Location and spacing will be determined based on
project-level forester or specialist reviews. However, the Services have
obtained more specificity in the enhanced BMPs for a maximum road
surface drainage interval for native surfaced roads. Road drainage appli-
cation and effectiveness away from streams will be monitored during
third-party audits to determine compliance (see Table NFHCP7-1).

E5-47, E5-51,
E5-55, E7-9,
E9-9, E8-8
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Exact dip construction specifications are not provided, but the end
product must be functional to route road runoff into filtration areas.
Effectiveness of drive dips will be evaluated in CAMP #1.

431 NFHCP commitment R2 (and discussed in more detail in Appendix R-1)
requires that fills over stream crossings be grass-seeded concurrent with
construction. This should increase the probability that the grass will be-
come immediately established in the most critical areas (near streams).
Other locations must be seeded within one operating season. For the
greatest success, grass seeding should be timed to coincide with moist
weather conditions. Soil conditions at stream crossings are generally
moist enough at the time of construction for successful germination, but
the on remainder of the road conditions are variable. Appendix R-1 dis-
cusses use of fertilizer where necessary to establish vegetation. Third
party monitoring of BMP implementation is discussed in Table
NFHCP7-1.

E5-48

432 BMPs require that all roads (permanent and temporary) be adequately
drained. For temporary roads, this could be less than for a permanent
road if the road was to be abandoned prior to runoff periods. Third party
audits will verify the road abandonment meets the specifications of
NFHCP Appendix R-7.

E5-53

433 No, a road upgrade in one drainage does not necessarily allow the com-
pany to build more road in another drainage. See response 246.

E13-25,
F17-3

434 Once road upgrades and abandonment are accomplished in a watershed
the 2:1 requirement in R2 will no longer be binding. This will prevent the
creation of a disincentive for accelerated upgrades.

E34-6, F17-3

435 The 2:1 provision of R2 is primarily a policy and programmatic measure.
It ensures that there will be a net reduction in sediment (based upon the
scientific support) from the beginning of the Permit period. For this com-
mitment, Plum Creek is given consideration for having “paid” for impacts
that occur under the Permit in advance. See page NFHCP 1-16, “pay-as-
you-go.”

F17-2

436 The Services prefer the use of native plant species for rehabilitation;
however native grasses are not known to have greater effectiveness in
minimizing impacts from sedimentation than exotic grasses. Therefore,
we do not see it as a necessary provision to meet Permit issuance
criteria.

F17-4

Abandonment (NFCHP Commitment R7)

Response
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Comment
Number

437 The frequent drainage intervals in the road abandonment specification is
intended to re-establish sub-surface flow of water that may have surfaced
because of the road prism.

C2-15
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438 a. It is unlikely that even hillslope recontouring for some distance from
the road takeoff will be effective for controlling all-terrain vehicle use
in and of itself. Plum Creek will be working to control unauthorized
use of its roads through cooperation with enforcement agencies (for
example, see Commitment Lg5).

b. As required in Appendix R-7, drainage feature spacing cannot exceed
100 feet.

c. In Appendix R-7 (criteria #7) road scarification (ripping) is required
where necessary to establish vegetation.

E5-64

439 The commentor proposes that there “should be” a prohibition on new
road construction in the Lochsa River basin and that roads should be
“obliterated” rather than abandoned. The Services are aware of high road
densities and landslide occurrence in this particular watershed. The
Services believe that, as a rule, lower road density is likely to provide
greater assurance of native fish conservation. Plum Creek has agreed to
investigate additional opportunities to abandon jammer roads in the
Lochsa River basin to complement efforts undertaken by the FS. (See
new commitment R12, Papoose Creek Landslide assessment) The
decision to “obliterate” a road template versus some other type of
abandonment will be decided on a case-by-case basis. Obliteration is not
always the most conservative treatment for sediment reduction. NFHCP
abandonment specifications (Appendix NFHCP R-7) require full or partial
recontouring in certain situations.

E13-22

440 The only roads that would be abandoned under the NFHCP would be
roads that are surplus to Plum Creek’s long-term forest management
needs. Other roads may be “put to sleep” under NFHCP Commitment R8
where the road is not needed for 15 years or more. This would involve
risk reduction through increased more rigorous road drainage, which is a
risk reduction strategy.

E33-1

441 The 10 percent estimate applies to the Simplified Prescriptions
Alternative, only.

F25-3

442 NFHCP commitment R7 will require that certain roads be re-contoured
(obliterated). These include stream crossings and unstable hillsides.

G1-11,
E4-116

Upgrade (NFCHP Commitment R5)
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443 Commitment A6 requires Plum Creek to annually report progress in road
upgrade implementation. Commitment AM2 specifies triggers that require
acceleration of implementation activity if implementation falls significantly
behind schedule. This essentially functions as an annual milestone or
benchmark for a 10- and a 15-year time frame.

C1-6, C3-29,
E4-57, F17-5

444 Streamside and floodplain roads are specifically targeted for
improvements in the NFHCP because of their disproportionate impact to

C2-7
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aquatic ecosystems. Commitments include reducing contributing ditch
lengths leading to streams (R2 and R5), relocating stream adjacent roads
where possible (R5), abandoning surplus stream adjacent roads, or
treating them as hot spots (R6).

445 The NFHCP is Plum Creek’s document; therefore, Plum Creek is free to
imply whether or not impacts to native salmonids from legacy roads
would likely result in take under the ESA. Plum Creek’s views expressed
in their NFHCP are not necessarily shared by the Services. Specifically
with respect to legacy roads, the Services chose to concentrate efforts
into analyzing and disclosing effects to native salmonids rather than
hypothetical and speculative analysis of in what context legacy road
impacts may rise to the level of take of listed species.

The Services believe that impacts from legacy roads have been
adequately addressed in the NFHCP with the conservation measures,
combined with the commitments to monitoring and adaptive manage-
ment. Due to the large Planning Area and the lack of information in many
watersheds, the Services were unable to analyze the specific effects of
legacy roads on native salmonids in each watershed. The Services agree
with the commentor that the risk from legacy roads and from other
impacts could be high in some watersheds. However, in watersheds
where there is a higher frequency of impacts, there will also be a higher
frequency of mitigation actions under the NFHCP that addresses these
impacts. The Services intend to look at watershed effects to Permit
species through the NFHCP's monitoring and adaptive management
provisions, including use of information available independent of NFHCP
monitoring or studies. Under the NFHCP, the Services can request that
Plum Creek voluntarily provide additional conservation on a watershed
basis should problems arise at the watershed scale. Should it be
necessary to modify the NFHCP on a Planning Area Basin basis, in order
to meet the biological goals identified in the NFHCP, or to avoid
significantly reducing the survival and recovery of Permit species at any
scale, the Services can request that Plum Creek change the NFHCP
conservation measures. Should Plum Creek refuse to do so, the Services
can revoke or suspend the Permit in whole or in part.

E1-25

446 The NFHCP does not prohibit upgrading of roads that are not in the high
priority bin before Year 10; rather, it requires that 80 percent be all roads
be upgraded over a 15-year time frame and that 20 percent be upgraded
over a 10-year time frame. It also includes an adaptive management
trigger that requires more aggressive upgrading if Plum Creek falls
significantly behind the prorated upgrade schedule.

E5-54, E34-7,
F17-5

447 It is believed that in many cases, surfacing will the only solution to
addressing impacts from stream-adjacent roads.

E5-57

448 All reconstructed roads must have stable cutslopes as well as new roads.
Specific upgrade BMP #6 in commitment R5 has been modified to reflect
that if disturbance is immediately adjacent to streams that grass seeding
will be concurrent with project completion. Due to factors listed in the
response 431, Plum Creek will grass-seed other sites within one
operating season.

E5-58
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449 See response 451. A culvert observed to be in a condition where failure
was imminent or has occurred would be treated as a hot spot, but
otherwise, culverts will not be replaced merely because they do not meet
flow specifications. The wording under R5, enhanced BMP 3 has been
revised to be more clear on this matter.

E24-10

450 The language in R5 and Appendix R-3 regarding replacing pipes to a
50-year flood standards has been clarified to specify the standard only
when they need to be replaced.

E25-3

451 There is no intent to replace all existing steam crossings with crossing
structures capable of passing a 50-year peak flow. Crossings will be
replaced with 50-year event structures either after failure or if identified as
a hot spot, indicating that failure is imminent or that the structure is a fish
passage barrier. The wording in commitment R5 under enhanced BMP 3
has been modified to clarify this point.

E26-5

452 Appendix NFHCP R-3 is not intended to be an inclusive list. It specifies
the “enhancements” that will be used in addition to the existing BMPs and
the 310 or hydraulics permitting process. Appendix NFHCP R-7 specifies
the nine criteria that must be met before a road can be considered
abandoned.

E34-8

453 The Services agree with the commentor’s concern about culverts that are
"too-short," and has worked with Plum Creek to ensure culverts are
adequately addressed in the NFHCP. Where culverts are leading to
fillslope instability and sediment delivery because they are not long
enough, they will be classified as hot spots and treated under
commitment R6. The NFHCP has been modified to reflect this change.

Plum Creek has committed to surface highly erodible soils over stream
crossings on all new roads. This will ensure reduced erosion rates when
road erosion is highest (first 2 years after construction). While surfacing
existing roads is a tool under state BMPs, a specific programmatic
approach is not included in the NFHCP.

F17-6

Hot Spots (NFHCP Commitment R6)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

454 The overall approach for upgrading is to treat the entire Plum Creek road
system throughout watersheds. The hot spot commitment (R6) is a
subset of the overall upgrade program intended to find “symptoms” that
warrant more immediate treatment.

C2-14

455 a. The hot spot concept is best viewed in the context of R4, Road
Condition Inspections, and R2, Road Condition Tracking. This shows
a management system that includes identifying, recording (on maps
and narratively), fixing, and reporting on hot spots.

b. The Services recognize that some road segments exist that are easily
identifiable without technical criteria that my have sufficient vegetation

E1-82
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or are otherwise benign that may not technically meet enhanced BMP
specifications. It is appropriate in these cases to avoid short-term
disturbance associated with upgrading until it is otherwise required.
This allows Plum Creek to focus resources where a benefit is
accomplished.

c. Roads where Plum Creek shares management responsibility are
included within all of the NFHCP road commitments.

456 Designation of a Hot Spot for road rutting and sediment delivery to
streams would result in a rapid response under the NFHCP. We would
expect to encounter these situations on roads that are not up to current
BMP standards for road drainage. Under BMPs, road drainage features
must be functional at all times, even during active truck hauling.

E5-60

457 Plum Creek verifies attainment of BMP objectives upon completion of a
timber harvest. They also inspect conditions for forestry activities such as
planting, regeneration verification, and precommercial thinning. Upland
hot spots noted during these inspections will be recorded. Watershed
analyses and state BMP audits (See Technical Report #3) have not
indicated that hillslope sediment delivery is common in the Project Area
when adequate skid trail drainage is provided and buffer strips
maintained. As such, creating a programmatic commitment to inspect
every acre of land periodically after harvesting is unnecessary. Feedback
will be provided by internal and third party audits of BMP compliance and
effectiveness that can inform a cooperative management response
should one be warranted.

E5-63

458 Culvert specifications have been modified in Appendix R-6. Ensurance of
adequate funding is already an issuance criteria. See response 407.

F8-5

Best Management Practices (NFHCP Commitment R1)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

459 See responses 605 and 606. Existing state BMPs are used as a “basis” in
the sense that they are a starting point. To comply with the terms of a
Permit, the Permit holder most not only comply with the terms of the HCP
but with all other laws. In development of the NFHCP, the Services
worked with Plum Creek to “enhance” BMPs by making them more spe-
cific or rigorous, or to add to them with completely new commitments.
While the plan is still programmatic in nature, it contains a variety of fea-
tures that require site-specific information in developing an individual pre-
scription.

C2-3

460 Where state rules exist that do not specifically provide for an exemption in
the case of an HCP, a Permit holder must adhere to them to be in
compliance with the terms of the Permit.

C3-27
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461 The Services agree that state BMPs may not be adequate to protect
habitat for Permit species in all cases. For example, in the final listing rule
for bull trout, the FWS was unable to conclude that State Forest Practice
Act (FPA) regulations or rules, which establishes state BMPs, were
adequate to protect bull trout. Inadequacy of state forest practice
regulations was cited by NMFS in the final listing rules for salmon and
steelhead as a factor allowing continued habitat degradation.
Consequently, the NFHCP must provide more protection than existing
state BMPs, which is Plum Creek’s commitment to implement “enhanced
BMPs.” The “enhanced BMPs” are expected to add an incremental level
of protection. In addition, through adaptive management the effectiveness
of these measures will be ascertained and adjusted more conservatively
if they fail to meet biological objectives of reducing sediment delivery.

The incremental benefit of the enhanced BMPs for new road construction
is discussed in NFHCP Appendix R-1 and is analyzed in DEIS
Section 4.6.6. The cumulative benefit of these measures in reducing
instream fine sediment levels will be studied in Core Adaptive
Management Project #1.

E4-115

462 See response 604. The FWS is aware of the background of and purpose
for state BMPs.

E5-12

463 See response 604. NFHCP Technical Report #3 discussed some of the
literature regarding BMP proximal effectiveness at controlling sediment
delivery. Adaptive Management research (CAMP1) will advance the
evaluation of BMP effectiveness for fish by aiding in determining if
cumulative NFHCP commitments are effective at improving in-stream
sediment levels over time. SMZ effectiveness at Large Woody Debris
(LWD) recruitment was discussed in Technical Report #7 and canopy
cover (temperature control) was discussed in Technical Report #12.
Effectiveness results summarized in these two studies provided much of
the basis for evaluating the DEIS alternatives. Summaries of the
Technical Reports were available in the DEIS and online, and complete
copies of reports were available upon request.

E5-42, E5-9

464 The approach that Plum Creek took in the NFHCP for developing conser-
vation measures was to use existing regulations and BMPs as a starting
point and examine Plum Creek activities under them in the context of the
biological goals. This approach was performed by Plum Creek with the
development 13 peer reviewed technical reports and 4 white papers.
Commitments for the NFHCP were then developed which “enhanced” the
existing measures by making them more specific or adding rigor where it
was demonstrated that additional conservation benefit could be achieved.
Where no existing measures existed to build upon, unique commitments
were developed to achieve additional conservation benefits. See
response 604.

E5-43, E6-2

465 NFHCP Commitment R1 will require Plum Creek to comply with
Montana’s voluntary forestry BMPs. These BMPs have requirements that
address all of the factors that the commentor lists (for example, stable fill
construction, cutslopes at stable angles, minimize cut and fill slopes, and
avoiding unstable areas). These were discussed in the DEIS in
Table 3.3-4.

E5-46
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466 Forestry BMPs as mandated under R1 specify skid trail management
criteria (for example, location, design, frequency, and drainage). Placing
organic matter, such as slash or tops, in skid trails for erosion control is
common practice on many Plum Creek harvest operations under BMPs.

E5-52

Maintenance (NFCHP Commitment R8)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

467 The Idaho FPA requires “regular preventative maintenance” and further
specifies that culverts be kept functional for active roads. When activity
ceases, it specifies that culverts be cleared and “maintained thereafter as
needed.” Plum Creek will still be obligated to this standard as a basis, but
the Services believed that “as needed” was not as specific and
measurable as desired. Plum Creek “enhanced” this state rule by speci-
fying a maximum interval and creating a management system to measure
against it. The Services believe that this adds conservation certainty to
the state rule.

C2-13

468 The reinspection priority using Tier 1 watersheds was designed after the
priority system originally intended for road upgrades (R5). During plan
development, the priority for upgrades was changed from Tier 1
watersheds only to a to-be-identified “high priority bin,” roads within
watersheds that are chose based upon concerns more broad ranging
than the needs of just one species. Commitment R8 has been similarly
changed to prioritize the “high priority bin” rather than Tier 1 watersheds.

E5-65

469 Commentor suggests numerous practices that are already provided for
under existing state BMPs and will be required under the NFHCP (per
commitment R1).

E5-66

Inspection (NFHCP Commitment R4)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

470 Commitment R4 has been revised to include an opportunity for outside
experts to submit observations or knowledge of possible road problems to
Plum Creek for inspection and possible inclusion in the road database.

C1-5

471 Post-failure response of failed culverts can reduce sediment delivery from
what would occur otherwise. Culvert inspections will occur in conjunction
with the NFHCP Road Condition Inspection commitment (R4). In most
cases, Plum Creek foresters will take the lead in completing road
inspections; if they have questions they can consult with staff scientists.
The NFHCP uses a road database to track condition of roads (R3) to
track conditions on roads and at stream crossings rather than the
suggested use of only a stream crossing database.

E5-62
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472 Seventeen sediment source surveys conducted by Plum Creek in the
planning area were used to evaluate effects in the DEIS. The results of
11 of these were disclosed in Technical report #7. Plum Creek has been
inspecting and upgrading roads since 1994 in conjunction with its existing
activities subject to internal accountability. The NFHCP will require the
higher burden of external accountability to this effort, which necessitated
the development of tools and process to better measure and assure
implementation. One of the main benefits of having a systematic
approach to inspection and upgrade is that roads will be included that
might be by-passed when relying on day-by-day incidental inspections.

E11-11, F3-5

Landslides

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

473 Plum Creek has added new road commitments to the NFHCP to avoid or
minimize potential problems with landslide-prone areas, which occur pri-
marily in the Washington and Idaho portions of the Project Area. Because
of the numerous other unstable landforms present in western Washing-
ton, the NFHCP will defer to Forest and Fish prescriptions in western
Washington. The Services and Plum Creek agree that a variety of land-
forms can be affected by human activities and that this can result in a
higher incidence of mass failure. These landforms include those listed by
the Yakama Nation, such as bedrock hollows and convergent headwalls.
The HCP was not attempting to dismiss these from consideration, merely
point out the attention that is provided to inner gorge landforms and the
positive steps to be taken to address that risk.

B2-7

474 Plum Creek has added new road commitments to the NFHCP to avoid or
minimize potential problems with land slide-prone areas (see road
commitments section of the NFHCP).

B2-8

475 Commentor references a BMP for addressing slope stability that is
required under NFHCP Commitment R1. Regarding sediment budgets
and quantification, see response 386.

E1-71

476 The DEIS notes that landslide rates are generally much lower in the inte-
rior portion of the Project Area based on a variety of information summa-
rized in Technical Report #3 (See also responses 485 and 486). Certainly
there are localized areas where mass wasting (or surface erosion)
hazards are higher. The Lochsa River basin is one example where land-
slide potential is high, and additional commitments were added to reduce
the potential for landslides in this basin.

Based on watershed analyses conducted in the Project Area (see Tech-
nical Reports #5 and #11), inner gorge landforms are the area of greatest
concern. A specific commitment (R2) was crafted to mitigate for landslide
risk in these areas associated with road construction. Other unstable
areas are addressed through provisions in the state BMPs (see Commit-
ment R1).

E1-80,
F5-10



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-115

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

477 Chapter 4.2 (page 4-7) referenced Technical Report #3 to conclude that
harvest-related surface erosion in the Project Area is minimal, with little or
no observed delivery of sediment to streams when forestry BMPs are
implemented and SMZs maintained. Technical Report #3 analyzed
watershed analyses conducted throughout the NFHCP Project and
Planning Area, which address mass wasting and landslide potential.

E4-131,
F5-10

478 Due to the additional complexities of mass wasting in western Washing-
ton, the NFHCP relies on the state of Washington provisions for
consideration of unstable slopes for all of the NFHCP Washington Project
Area lands.

E5-50

479 The intent of this commitment is to identify road segments that are at
imminent risk of landsliding based on physical features (for example, ten-
sion cracks in fill, existing slumping, and local experience) and reduce
risk through a site specific management response. The following type of
factors were mentioned by the commentor: soil type, steepness of slope,
amount of cut and fill, presence of water, potential for concentration of
water, will all be used to assess landslide risk.

E5-61

480 The DEIS acknowledges that landslides occur in the Project Area and will
continue to occur. Additional commitments for landslide-prone areas were
incorporated to address this concern. See responses 485, 486, 476, 477,
and 533.

E11-24

481 Improvements in road construction technology and specifications have
reduced landsliding risks but it is not yet known by how much. Manage-
ment activities in Walton Creek under modern BMPs have a reduced like-
lihood to cause landslides compared to earlier management, but some
risk remains.

E13-9, E13-10

482 The statement reflects the fact some events that may adversely affect
aquatic species will occur despite land management efforts aimed at con-
servation, and will occur through natural processes even in the absence
of land management activities. The commitments in the NFHCP to
address hot spots (areas requiring special attention in addition to stan-
dard management prescriptions aimed at reducing potential adverse
effects to proposed Permit species) and respond to changed circum-
stances (for example, fire, flood, landslide events even if not related to
land management activities) are directed at such events, should they
occur.

E13-11

483 Additional commitments were added to the NFHCP to reduce the poten-
tial for mass wasting, including site specific commitments in the Lochsa
(Papoose Creek, new commitment R12), a commitment to use the
Washington unstable slopes protocol in Washington, and the following
new programmatic commitments for the whole project area:

•  A new enhanced BMP under R2 specifying additional requirements
when new roads on steep sideslopes are located where unstable
features exist

•  New enhanced BMPs under R2 and R5 that require more specific
cross drain intervals for roads

•  Extending the Rp7 non-fish perennial streamside management

E13-23
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requirement to seasonal streams where they occur within unstable
features

•  A requirement under R2 requiring Plum Creek to provide information
to help foresters determine where unstable features occur.

484 As noted by the commentor, the HCP indicated that landslide rates were
15 to 25 times higher in western Washington than drier sites in eastern
Washington and 50 times higher than in western Montana. The Services
and Plum Creek believe that these factors warrant additional protection
and made those statements within the documents to illustrate that need.
The additional or differing needs of western Washington streams, and
therefore of cutthroat, were addressed in the NFHCP in several ways.
First, the FFR procedures for addressing landslide-prone areas have
been incorporated into the NFHCP. Second, the prescriptions for western
Washington require wider buffers and the retention of more trees in
recognition of the different conditions in western Washington. Again,
these measures should combine to address the natural set of conditions
expected for western Washington and therefore should adequately
address the needs of coastal cutthroat.

E21-4

485 Mass wasting was addressed in DEIS Chapter 4.4.6. Numerous NFHCP
commitments relate to reducing risks of landsliding (See NFHCP
Sections 2 and 3).

G4-1, F4-2,
E4-134

486 Mass wasting frequencies across the Planning Area were discussed in
DEIS Chapter 4.6.5 and in more detail in Technical Reports #3, #5, and
#11. The areas with the highest chance of landslide occurrence are in the
Lochsa River basin and in Western Washington.

G4-2

487 Per commentor suggestion, the NFHCP monitoring and adaptive
management section has been modified to include a provision to track
landslide occurrence over time across the Project Area.

G4-3

Poaching (NFHCP Commitment R10)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

488 The Services do not anticipate that the implementation of the NFHCP by
Plum Creek will increase exposure to poaching, but rather that it will be
reduced because of generally decreased public access and a defined
strategy under R10. Therefore requiring Plum Creek to finance increased
enforcement of poaching is not warranted.

C2-21

489 The vulnerability to bull trout unique to staging areas is the risk of
poaching. This is addressed in NFHCP Commitment R10 on page
NFHCP 2-20 and is not limited to Tier 1 Watersheds.

E1-105

490 Commitment R10 requires Plum Creek to work with state fish and game
departments to develop a road management plan to reduce risk of
poaching.

G2-3
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491 It is beyond the scope of a conservation planning process with an
individual private landowner to seek to influence public policy on federal
lands. On Plum Creek lands, R11 does not require an absolute level of
road restrictions, but requires that these closures are tracked using a
road database. It is the intent of Plum Creek and the Services that the
use of a tool such as this will aid in making judicious decisions on road
restrictions, so that some roads may be closed while others can remain
open without negatively affecting fish habitat.

E25-6

Riparian

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

492 The estimate that riparian harvest is precluded on 65 percent of streamside
miles is based upon a riparian timber stand inventory conducted by Plum
Creek (see Technical Report #7) that identified nine broad riparian stand
types. Montana SMZ rules prescribe a harvest deferral on fish-bearing
streams, perennial streams and many seasonal streams if there are less
than 88 trees per acre. Washington emergency rules recently passed
governing riparian areas for eastern Washington only allow riparian stand
harvest if the riparian stands exceed a specified basal area. When these
prescriptions are viewed in the context of the riparian stand prescriptions
derived from the riparian stand inventory, the estimate can be derived.

B2-11

493 In eastern Washington, trees in the Interface Caution Area (ICA) are left
primarily to protect the integrity of the leave-tree arrangement inside the
50-foot Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) by “feathering” the buffer
edge. For instance, maintenance of the ICA should help stabilize air
temperatures within the riparian buffer.

A base-level density of 88 trees per acre will be present perpetually in the
SMZ along fish-habitat reaches of Washington’s streams, regardless of the
number of harvest entries.

Plum Creek’s modeling of LWD recruitment used a combination of the
same published references mentioned in the comments. These were
integrated via the RAIS model and coupled with a forest growth simulator.
Modeling results show approximately 85 percent of LWD derives from
within 1/2 a site potential tree height, or about 60 feet in the mixed conifer
zone of Eastern Washington. This result has been empirically supported
within the Project Area. See Technical Report #7.

B2-16, B2-14

494 A basic pretext of the NFHCP is that the most conservation is focused
where it is provides the greatest benefit. The determination of where con-
servation provides the greatest benefit is a function of a given locations'
features:

•  Habitat availability (rare or common),

C3-20
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•  Sensitivity to management activities,

•  Importance to a specific species and the status of that species,

•  Importance to a specific species’ life stage and the relative sensitivity of
that life stage to habitat impacts.

The conservation measures practiced in Tier 2 lands (that is, throughout the
Project Area) were developed to meet the biological goals and specific
habitat objectives applicable to all Permit species. The additional or
accelerated conservation measures added for Tier 1 lands provide an addi-
tional margin of safety in recognition of bull trout’s listing status, more ex-
treme habitat requirements, and limited/site specific distribution in terms of
spawning/early rearing habitats. Commitment Rp2 represents the applica-
tion of the focused conservation approach since high sensitivity Tier 1
CMZs represent the utmost of the above criteria (that is, limited availability,
high sensitivity to management, importance to bull trout [listed as
threatened] for spawning and early rearing). Hence, the prohibition of har-
vest in these locales was prescribed as an additional mitigation measure so
as to maximize conservation.

Allowing limited harvest in Moderate Sensitivity CMZs (Types A, D, and E)
is not likely to reduce LWD recruitment through the life of the NFHCP since
channels tend migrate slowly via erosion (CMZ Type A) or the 25 foot no
harvest zone will likely encompass the entire CMZ (CMZ Types D and E).

495 See response 595. The Service believes that the NFHCP will provide for
the recovery of bull trout. The final analysis to that effect will occur during
the preparation of the Services' findings.

D1-4

496 The Services agree that it is difficult to determine with certainty whether
Permit species will be adequately conserved by all riparian commitments.
Because of this, the NFHCP includes provisions to monitor plan
effectiveness and allow management to be adapted in the future.

E1-43

497 The Services agree that basing riparian buffers on a site-potential tree
height is useful. We worked with Plum Creek to develop riparian buffer and
Interface Caution Area prescriptions based upon a 1.5 site-potential tree
height distance from streams (out to at least 150 feet from streams).

E1-51, E9-8

498 The average site-potential tree height for eastside forests was estimated
from Arno et al. (1985), Pfister et al. (1977), and experience of Plum Creek
foresters in the area (see Appendix C of TR7). An average site-potential
tree height of 120 feet could have been used, with marginal effect on the
conclusions of the report.

E1-52

499 The Services believe that existing state forest practice rules, and additional
NFHCP commitments, would significantly reduce risk of impacts to Permit
species. However, some impacts would occur, and the Services would work
with Plum Creek to further minimize those risks by adapting management to
address such risks. Combined, the NFHCP riparian and adaptive
management commitments would provide, “substantial riparian protection.”
This is true despite the fact that FWS and Plum Creek acknowledge some
scientific and management uncertainties.

E1-54
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500 Many HCPs focus primarily on minimizing risks to riparian function resulting
from harvest through using riparian buffers. The NFHCP supplements these
minimization approaches with a broad range of riparian restoration
commitments in addition to the riparian buffers. These are described
throughout the NFHCP (see NFHCP 3-2).

E1-57, F7-9,
E18-11,

E2-49, E8-7

501 The Services consider waters at or near the surface, including water in the
hyporheic zone, to be surface waters for the purpose of this NFHCP. The
Services’ interest in protecting water in hyporheic zones is one of the main
factors for working with Plum Creek to develop the Interface Caution Area
commitment, as well as for seeking more conservative riparian buffers close
to streams.

E1-59

502 See responses 552 and 32. The Headwaters HCP covered a wider variety
of Permit species, including stream amphibians, and site-potential tree
heights in the region are up to three times greater than in the NFHCP
Project Area.

E4-100

503 The protective measures for seeps, springs, and other non-stream riparian
areas are probably not as great as would be provided for in some
management strategies, but is more than others.

E4-108

504 The commentor cites habitat features and characteristics needed by bull
trout and states that bull trout need 300-foot riparian buffers on all streams.
The Services note there is no evidence that bull trout require 300-foot
buffers in all, or even many, cases. The majority of stream and riparian
functions are addressed within a site-potential tree height of the stream. For
most of the Project Area (east of the Cascade Crest), site-potential tree
heights are expected to average less than 140 feet. West of the Cascade
Crest, site potential tree height is expected to be greater, perhaps
averaging 150 to 200 feet. Functions such as bank stability, nutrient input,
and shading generally occur near the stream. Large woody debris
recruitment generally approaches its maximum within a site potential tree
height or less. Any further distance used in buffers beyond a site potential
tree height clearly show diminishing returns. Microclimate is an effect that
travels greater distance through buffers, but is not well understood. Many of
the measured changes in past investigations would have little biological
relevance. Most studies of microclimate where effects have been detected
were conducted in situations of an abrupt change between forested buffers
and clear-cut areas. Partial harvest should support microclimate effects
provided by the buffer on the riparian area. The effect of a harvest occurring
adjacent to a riparian buffer is much less if significant numbers of trees
remain standing. These provide shade as well as protection from the wind.
Another factor is that the effects of timber harvest upon microclimate have
been most often measured, studied, and reported immediately following a
clearcut harvest. However, even the effects of a clearcut are short-term and
quickly subside as the young trees within the clearcut grow, and those trees
begin to diminish wind speeds within the harvest unit and, therefore, within
the adjacent buffer.

E4-125,
E9-8

505 The Services agree that non-fish streams are also important for fish
because of their downstream influence. Protections are proposed to be
provided for these streams in the NFHCP. Amphibians are not a covered
species under the NFHCP. See the NFHCP riparian commitments,

E4-178
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including some revisions to address concerns such as those raised by the
commentor, and see Chapter 4 of the DEIS for more information on this
protective measure, and for other measures committed to addressing the
commentor’s remaining points.

506 The Services agree that any potentially suitable habitat within the historic
range of species should be viewed as occupied. The Services and Plum
Creek do not seek to try to identify occupied or unoccupied habitat or fish
presence or absence for any of the Permit species in the Project Area
within their historic distribution.

E4-188

507 Many previously harvested riparian areas on Plum Creek lands were not
clearcut, and so the LWD recruitment function has been reduced but not
eliminated. These forests will continue to provide LWD inputs and other
functions as the stands regrow. Adverse effects of harvest within the
remaining stands have been minimized.

However, the Services and Plum Creek have acknowledged that LWD
recruitment for many years will be affected by two factors: 1) Direct clean-
out of streams which was believed to benefit streams and fish many years
ago; and 2) Reduction in diameter and density of riparian trees from past
harvests. The NFHCP proposes to address these situations in two ways:

1) Placement of LWD where such placement is critical. This is included as
part of the Legacy aspect of the NFHCP.

2) Prescriptions developed for the riparian areas will be conservative
enough to retain many of the trees needed for LWD recruitment in the
short-term, but will also allow some harvest which will accelerate the
rate at which large diameter trees will develop and eventually become
LWD.

Regardless of options selected, however, to address this issue across the
landscape will take time. During that time instream LWD may continue to
decline as a result of decay and attrition.

E5-68

508 The short discussion of fire ecology was included in the NFHCP by Plum
Creek as contextual background and is not a part of any substantive
commitments.

E5-70

509 See responses 493, 580, and 589. The canopy cover study of pre- and
post-harvest riparian stands in Technical Report #12 also measured pre
and post harvest tree heights and diameters and showed that, in actual
practice for the stands studied, tree sizes did not materially decrease. Also,
it showed that post harvest trees per acre were some 30 percent greater
than the floor that was used for analysis.

E5-74, B2-14

510 The comment expresses the opinion that “site specific analysis ” for buffers
needs to be applied to stands in the Lochsa. Applicable forest type data
were used to model riparian LWD dynamics in Technical Report #7 and
Lochsa sediment budgets were used to model sediment reduction targets
for the NFHCP. Pre- and post-harvest shade measurements used in the
DEIS Section 4.6.6, and in Technical Report #12, included stands from the
Lochsa and comparable forests.

E13-27
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Because of site-specific considerations, riparian harvest is deferred in parts
of the Lochsa River basin for the first 10 years of the NFHCP, a detailed
sediment analysis is planned for high risk portions, and road repairs in high
landslide risk areas have been placed on an accelerated schedule.

511 The DEIS states that the ability of the buffers to provide insulation during
the winter is unknown since the buffers were designed to provide shade,
which is not directly related to the insulating capacity of a riparian stand.
The riparian prescriptions are expected to increase the ability of riparian
stands to provide insulation during the winter, compared to existing state
regulations, but the insulating capacity of stands harvested under NFHCP
prescriptions is likely to be different from unharvested stands.

The ability of the buffers to provide LWD is more predictable, and they are
expected to provide nominal amounts of wood to provide for hiding cover,
pool formation, and to enhance the ability of these areas to trap sediment.
The buffers are being retained on smaller headwater streams as well and
should therefore also benefit cutthroats. Smaller headwater streams used
by cutthroat are provided the same sediment protection measures as
larger, lower-gradient reaches. They should also be provided with the same
LWD recruitment, even though LWD is less likely to be the principal
structural element for habitat in these steeper streams.

The SMZ guidelines are expected to protect the largest trees in most
situations by limiting harvest in some situations where fewer than 88 trees
per acre exist which are 8 inches or larger in diameter at breast height. In
other areas where some removal is possible, it is expected to be
representative of size and species. In addition, we expect logistics to dictate
that trees will generally be removed from the outer edge of the buffer first.
This may be the largest trees in some situations, but the trees with the
greatest probability of serving large woody debris will have been retained.

E13-34

512 The commentor states that the NFHCP fails to provide functional habitat as
defined by Pollock and Kennard 1998, USDA et al. 1993, WDFW 1997,
NMFS 1998, and WDNR 1997. With respect to WDFW 1997, We assume
that the commentor is referring to a document entitled Management
Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats: Riparian (Knutsen
and Naef 1997). These were generalized recommendations made on a
statewide basis and were not intended as site-specific prescriptions, but as
guidelines for planning. Consultation with fish and wildlife professionals is
recommended when modifications are being considered. They also
recommend that any application of variable width riparian zones must first
include additional site-specific and watershed-level studies. These are the
types of processes that watershed analysis addresses. These
recommendations address all riparian wildlife and not just fish. Even so,
they recognized that some species need even larger areas. The WDFW
recommends a conservative approach, yet they state that the Riparian
Habitat Areas are neither minimums nor maximums. These
recommendations contain more than just buffer recommendations, but also
contain guidance for wastewater, grazing, roads, and other factors. The
recommendations are a good source to consult regarding accumulated
science and advice in the absence of more refined information or scientific
guidance. They represent a low-risk approach and the Services encourage
all affected landowners and agencies to seriously consider those

E16-8
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recommendations for inclusion in their plans even if they are not
requirements under state law or the ESA.

The commentor also referred to WDNR 1997. Again, the Services had to
make an assumption regarding which document the commentor was citing.
In January of 1997, the WDNR was issued an incidental take permit. The
HCP supporting that Permit was designed to address all vertebrate and
invertebrate species across over 1.6 million acres of DNR-managed lands.
Only a handful of then-listed species was covered on the east side of the
Cascade Crest. Therefore, no riparian prescriptions are applied to east-side
lands in that HCP. However, riparian prescriptions were instituted for the
North and South Cascades, Southwest Washington, and the Olympic
Peninsula. A comparison of the DNR HCP to the NFHCP is not relevant for
several reasons: 1) It covers far more species; 2) It provided coverage for
other activities beyond forest management; 3) DNR is a state agency with a
different set of responsibilities and a different set of circumstances that
define “practicality”; 4) The DNR HCP addressed lands with different
climatic, geological, and vegetative characteristics (although there is some
small amount of overlap in the south Cascades); and 5) the DNR HCP
contained fewer provisions for adaptive management. It is worth noting that
Plum Creek’s Cascades HCP that addresses all vertebrate species is
extremely similar to the DNR HCP in terms of buffer widths of various
stream types and intended management within the buffers. The Services
believe that is the result of applying the best available science in both
cases. The NFHCP represents a completely different set of circumstances,
and a comparison with either the Cascades HCP or the DNR HCP is
therefore inappropriate.

Many of the other responses address aspects of how the NFHCP will
provide functional habitat for salmonids. The necessary elements of cold,
clean, complex, and connected waters are expected to be provided by
ensuring that natural processes continue to occur at their rates similar to
natural regimes.

513 The Services note that vegetative buffers are applied to all stream reaches
where perennial waters exist. Vegetative cover will also be protected along
intermittent streams by use of equipment-exclusion zones. This will be
particularly important in western Washington where frost upheaval is less
common and such buffers can assist ion the avoidance of soil compaction.
Also, the provision for retaining vegetation along headwater streams (Rp7)
has been expanded to include vegetation retention for seasonal streams
east of the Cascade’s crest. The Services have disclosed scientific
uncertainties in the DEIS, and have used the best available information.

The Services assume the commentor uses the term “scientific deficiencies”
to refer to provisions in the NFHCP that do not completely maintain or
restore all potential ecological functions. The ESA does not require HCPs to
restore lands to a natural, pre-development state. The NFHCP is intended
to minimize take to the maximum extent practicable, not to eliminate take.

See response 534. See also Plum Creek Technical Report #7 describing
the need for, and evaluation of, instream LWD levels through time as a
result of various leave tree strategies.

E16-10
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514 See responses 566 and 589. Compared with the old (1999) riparian
regulations for non fish-bearing streams (perennial and seasonal) in
Washington, the NFHCP riparian management commitments provide
increased protection.

E18-3,
E4-110

515 A provision that allows limited yarding corridor opportunities as a site
specific cooperative management response in order to minimize road
construction has been added to Commitments Rp2, Rp3, And Rp5.

E24-5

516 The commentor is opposed to no-harvest zones within riparian areas. They
state riparian zones require management and that conditions supporting
risk of fire will be detrimental to fish. The Services note that native fish
evolved under fire regimes. The so-called “forest health” phenomenon is in
itself an empirical example of ways in which forest practices have adversely
altered environmental processes. There is no scientific information
available to indicate that native salmonids in the Northwest were threatened
by extinction from natural wildfire regimes. However, adverse effects of
riparian harvest on fish habitat are well documented in scientific literature.
The riparian prescriptions allow for harvest and other activities in riparian
buffers except for the most sensitive channel types.

E26-4,
E28-4, E32-5

517 NFHCP commitments supplement state rules on riparian buffer width by
both adding width and adding retention within the buffers, including
perennial headwater streams without fish. The conservation benefits
associated with these commitments were evaluated in the EIS.

F4-1, F5-2,
F9-2, F7-2,

518 Conservation with respect to sediment is related to only one of the 4 broad
biological goals (clean). A number of conservation measures, including
more rigorous streamside buffers, contribute toward accomplishing the
other 3 broad biological goals.

F10-4

519 The Services could insist on Plum Creek providing riparian buffers as
described in the Simplified Prescriptions alternative, but Plum Creek has
clearly indicated that they would not accept such a Permit. Without a Permit
future, Plum Creek actions would resemble either the No Action or Internal
Bull Trout Plan alternatives.

F12-2

Stream Types
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520 While the Washington water-typing model may be appropriate for
Washington streams, its predictive value in Idaho and Montana is
questionable because of obvious differences in geology and precipitation
regime.

All stream channels, regardless of size or fish presence, are afforded the
same sediment protection measures. Throughout the Project Area
(Washington, Idaho, and Montana), state law requires the retention of leave
trees adjacent to some small headwater streams (including non-fish-
bearing perennial and intermittent channels) so as to provide shade and
LWD recruitment.

E5-72



F-124 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Tier 1 Watersheds

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

521 The adequacy of the NCHCP for coverage of anadromous fish is evaluated
in a Biological Opinion and the Services’ findings documents. The
Biological Opinion describes baseline habitat conditions in those basis that
potentially support one or more anadromous ESUs, and it evaluates the
potential for the NFHCP to jeopardize each of the covered ESUs. The
Biological Opinion and the Services’ findings documents conclude that
anadromous ESUs covered by the NFHCP would not be jeopardized by the
activities described in the plan. The full text of the Plum Creek NFHCP
Biological Opinion is available on the internet at the following link:
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/1habcon/habweb/biops.htm.

B1-11

522 See response 566. In terms of watersheds that may be identified as bull
trout spawning/rearing streams in the future, the final NFHCP delineates a
mechanisms to identify, validate, and incorporate “new” Tier 1 watersheds
within the planning area (see new commitment AM6). Tier 1 designation
was based upon spawning and rearing use documented from a variety of
data sources, including Plum Creek’s exhaustive surveys.

C3-5

523 Tier 1 designation captures all Plum Creek lands within catchment areas
tributary to stream reaches known to support spawning/rearing of bull trout.
Hence, the referenced tributary streams are considered Tier 1 drainages.
The Tier 1 designation will be clarified in the final NFHCP.

NFHCP road management commitments (that is, commitments R-1, R-3,
R-4, and R-5) are likely to rectify sediment delivery concerns.

C3-6

524 Tier 1 designation captures all Plum Creek lands within catchment areas
tributary to stream reaches known to support spawning/rearing of bull trout.
Since no Plum Creek lands occur downstream of those already designated,
the Tier 1 designation cannot be extended.

C3-7

525 The purpose of Tier 1 watershed designations is to focus the greatest
certainty of adequate conservation measures in those areas with the
greatest likelihood to provide benefits to the most imperiled and habitat
sensitive Permit species. The FWS and Plum Creek believe that bull trout
could potentially occur anywhere in the Project Area, and do not seek to
imply otherwise with Tier 1 watershed designations. The main benefits
afforded to known spawning and rearing bull trout and other Permit species
in Tier 1 watersheds are more conservative riparian buffer timber harvest
prescriptions for small potions of the total stream network.

The FWS agrees that basing Tier 1 watershed designations only on the
known distribution of bull trout spawning and rearing at the time of Permit
issuance may limit Plum Creek’s ability to achieve the NFHCP biological
goals should new spawning and rearing streams be identified in the future
that are managed according to Tier 2 prescriptions. Therefore, the FWS
and Plum Creek have agreed to include an additional commitment (AM6)
that allows for additional Tier 1 designations as new bull trout spawning and
rearing streams are identified, or as key watersheds are identified for other
Permit species for which Tier 1 watershed management prescriptions are

D1-24,
E5-45, C3-2,

F8-6
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warranted. Also see response 208.

526 An additional adaptive management commitment (AM6) has been added to
the NFHCP which provides for the addition of tier 1 watersheds. Such
additions may include potential bull trout habitat or habitat that is important
for other Permit species.

E2-20, E2-41

527 The final NFHCP includes criteria whereby new Tier 1 watersheds may be
added, to be reviewed on a 5-year basis. See new commitment AM6.

E34-3, E2-41

528 Tier 1 watersheds are those that contain streams that have been
documented to support spawning and rearing of bull trout and contain Plum
Creek lands. Designation of Tier 1 watersheds was based on bull trout
presence data collected by both Plum Creek and state fish management
agencies. At the time of designation, neither Plum Creek nor MFWP
recognized Dayton, Glacier, Dog, or Cat Creek as bull trout spawning and
rearing streams. The Fitzsimmons and Lost Creek watersheds do not
contain Plum Creek lands. Logan Creek and Kraft Creek are designated as
Tier 1 because they are known to support bull trout spawning and rearing.
There are no Plum Creek lands in the Holland Creek watershed upstream
of Holland Lake(the portion of the drainage occupied by a disjunct bull trout
population).

To address this issue, the FWS and Plum Creek modified the final NFHCP
to include mechanisms to identify, validate, and incorporate “new” Tier 1
watersheds within the planning area (Commitment AM6).

A majority of the NFHCP commitments are applied to all watersheds within
the planning area to provide enhanced conservation for all Permit species.
The additional/accelerated conservation measures applied to Tier 1
watersheds are provided in recognition of both the ESA listing status of bull
trout and because of their more stringent habitat requirements. See
response 208.

F17-10

529 See response 525. Implementation of the provisions of the NFHCP will be
enforced equally throughout the Project Area.

F6-6

530 See response 525. If through the analysis supporting designation of critical
habitat the FWS becomes aware of significant shortcomings in the
conservation value of Plum Creek’s NFHCP, the FWS would have the
opportunity to use such information to either renegotiate the adaptive
management triggers, or request a cooperative management response
from Plum Creek to ensure adequate conservation. Generally, Plum Creek
would not have the opportunity to “refuse alterations to their management
practices” unless they were willing to risk disagreement with the FWS, and
ultimately Permit suspension or revocation.

F8-3

531 The FWS included the core area concept for bull trout by identifying Tier 1
watersheds in the Project Area.

G1-13
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532 See response to 534. See also Plum Creek Technical Report #7 describing
the need for, and an evaluation of, in-stream LWD levels through time as a
result of various leave-tree strategies.

B2-15

533 The commentor focused on a number of different functions that they
believed were inadequately addressed. They claimed that downstream fish
habitat would be inadequately protected. Water quality on most forested
lands is addressed in several ways. Generally the first concern is keeping
excess sediment out of the streams. See sedimentation (below) for
additional details. In some cases, nutrient inputs from livestock grazing are
a concern. This HCP addresses the effects of increased sediment and
increased nutrients provided by livestock grazing, and contains measures
to reduce both.

The commentor claimed that the NFHCP will not meaningfully reduce
sedimentation. The most important route for sediment delivery is through
the road system and should be addressed by the enhanced BMPs for new
roads as well as commitments to fix problems on legacy roads. Other
sources of sediment delivery include mass wasting, grazing, and potentially
other land management actions. Mass wasting is not nearly as frequent in
portions of the planning area outside the Cascades and the Lochsa River
basin. Within the State of Washington and the Lochsa River basin, mass
wasting should be adequately addressed through the NFHCP commitment
to follow the state of Washington procedures for identifying and operation
on landslide-prone areas.

The commentor believed that the NFHCP would not maintain normal flow
regimes. Normal flow regimes require attention in several different parts of
a conservation strategy. Disconnecting the road system and its ditches from
the stream network is an important step to reduce elevated peak flows.
Maintaining hydrological integrity of wetlands is another factor. Protecting
wetlands with hydrological connections to the stream network, whether
such wetlands are forested or non-forested, is another way the NFHCP will
help maintain the natural flow regime.

The riparian buffers are designed to protect water temperature. In addition,
addressing sediment delivery through improving road conditions will help
improve stream temperatures. Excessive sediment delivery fills pools and
causes streams to become shallower. Shallow streams warm and cool
more quickly than deeper streams. We believe that the NFHCP would
address the range of human-induced factors that could affect stream
temperatures on Plum Creek’s ownership. .

The NFHCP should provide habitat in intermittent streams. Where fish are
using intermittent streams, those streams will receive the protection of fish-
bearing streams. Where fish are not present, the prescriptions that will be
applied (equipment exclusion, inner gorges, etc.) are expected to provide
the necessary structures and functions needed by other wildlife. While it is
not a requirement of an HCP to protect habitat for other species to this
extent, the Services do not anticipate degradation of habitat for any other
species to a significant level. Should another species become listed, Plum
Creek would not have any assurances under the NFHCP and could be

E4-107,
F5-10
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required to provide additional minimization or mitigation.

The NFHCP is expected to minimize human-induced erosion and mass
wasting. The buffers have a minor role in this regard. The primary factors
related to erosion and mass wasting rates are road placement and
standards. The Services believe that erosion and mass wasting are
important natural processes that contribute to salmonid habitats. We desire
to see these processes operate at their natural levels. For instance, we do
not want mass wasting to occur at higher than normal levels, and when
those natural mass wasting events occur, we hope that there will be a
natural level of large wood incorporated within the materials delivered to the
stream system. We believe the NFHCP takes substantial steps in this
direction. For instance, the lower 500 feet of nonfishbearing streams will
have additional retention to address temperature concerns. This will also
serve as a “run-out” zone for channelized debris flows or will contribute
additional large woody debris in the event of such an occurrence.

The NFHCP is expected to provide adequate large woody debris
recruitment over time. As a result of past actions within streams as well as
past management of riparian corridors, we occasionally find current
conditions are already in a degraded state. In many places, the Services
have found that multiple entries over the last 100 years have reduced the
average diameter of trees in the riparian zone. This was often the case prior
to Plum Creek acquiring those lands. As a result of ongoing large woody
debris decay within streams and a lag time until large wood re-grows within
the riparian zone, eventually dies, and then subsequently falls into the
stream, we expect the condition of many of the streams will worsen with
respect to instream wood prior to meaningful improvement. We expect to
see more rapid improvement in some other areas, such as sediment
reduction. However, large woody debris dynamics operate over long
periods of time. For that reason, the active restoration projects where large
woody debris is placed within streams are expected to remain an important
tool to be used on a site-specific basis over the next several decades.

534 The NFHCP provides buffers for all perennial streams whether fish are
present or absent; and, in Montana, many seasonal streams that flow more
than 6 months of the year are provided riparian protection for LWD
recruitment. Additional leave trees are provided on larger non-fish-bearing
perennial tributaries upstream of their confluence with fish-bearing streams
specifically to address the influence of these tributaries on downstream
water temperature. Seasonally intermittent streams are protected through
the commitment to extrapolate watershed analysis as well as through the
protection of inner gorge stability. Additionally, seasonally intermittent
streams are buffered from the effects of ground-based equipment through
the use of 30-foot, ground-equipment-exclusion zones that are expected to
minimize the potential for entry of management-related sediment into the
stream system. In the final NFHCP, a requirement to retain sub-
merchantable trees and brush in non-fish seasonal stream streamside
management zones has been added.

E14-2,
E4-110
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535 The Services agree with the substance of the comment. The final version of
the NFHCP contains provisions to retain bank-edge trees throughout the
Project Area (see revised riparian commitments).

E1-42

Slope Distance
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536 “Slope distance” is used for measuring widths of streamside management
zones in eastern Washington to maintain consistency with commitments
throughout the portion of the Project Area in the interior Columbia River
Basin. “Horizontal distance” is used on the west side to maintain
consistency with practices used there by Plum Creek foresters. Plus, for the
vast majority of slopes in the Project Area, they are of sufficiently shallow
pitch that there is little substantive difference between the measurements.
For example, on a 30 percent slope, a horizontal distance measurement of
150 feet would equal a slope distance measurement of only 158 feet.
Finally, there are requirements in state regulations already requiring
reduced soil disturbance on steeper slopes.

B3-4

Channel Migration Zones

Response
Number Response
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537 All fish bearing streams that flow within a CMZ require a retention zone
measured from the outer edge of the CMZ (Commitments Rp2, Rp3, Rp4).
See response 539.

B2-13

538 Where CMZs occur in perennial fish-bearing streams, prescriptions Rp2,
Rp3, and Rp4 specify measurement from the outside of the CMZ.

B3-5

539 The DEIS examined the improvements to riparian function protection
associated with the prescriptions that further limit activity within CMZs. The
focus on CMZ protection that is specified in the bull trout interim guidance
document is consistent with the focus placed on CMZ protection by the
NFHCP.

B3-6, C3-19,
E1-35

540 CMZ prescriptions are applied to all fish-bearing perennial streams that flow
through a CMZ.

C2-17
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541 See responses 46 and 15. The Services believe that there is a chance that
streams could jump beyond NFHCP buffers, but are mostly likely to stay
within the no-harvest buffers or the limited harvest buffers.

The Services agree that it is difficult to monitor compliance with
requirements to favor leaning trees, however, this particular requirement
was included due to its potential benefit to fish, in spite of limited ability to
monitor compliance.

E1-6

542 Maintaining well-distributed leave trees on terrace surfaces (floodplain and
risers), with concentrations along active and relic channels is designed to
provide the functions the commentors describe (bank stability, LWD
recruitment, and flood flow amelioration [erosion reduction]).

The commentors observations of channel margin migration rates
(approximately 7 miles per decade) are certainly plausible, but migration
rates that are so high are not probable for the majority of stream miles in
the Project Area. These and other unusual situations could warrant special
management considerations.

E1-37

543 “Concentrate leave trees closer to the stream…where feasible” occurred in
Rp2, Rp3, and Rp4. In the final NFHCP, it has been replaced with more
specific language to generally define the practice of near-stream retention
(see commitments Rp6 and Rp7).

E1-38, E4-74

544 The Services believe that it is unlikely that any riparian prescriptions we
evaluated could “ensure” adequate large woody debris is provided for fish
habitat. Because of this uncertainty, the NFHCP includes provisions to
monitor plan effectiveness and allow management to be adapted in the
future.

E1-39

545 The Services believe the NFHCP commitments provide a reasonable
likelihood of adequately protecting streams for fish. In addition, buffer
widths can be adjusted to ensure adequate conservation.

E1-40

546 There will be trees and other vegetation within the CMZ for type D CMZs,
just not as much as the other types of CMZs.

The Services believe that soil compaction will not be factor in most areas
subject to frost upheaval. While type D CMZs may be more sensitive to
vegetation removal, all CMZs will have care used during harvesting to
retain as much of the under-story vegetation and non-merchantable timber
as is possible. This is consistent with Plum Creek’s environmental
principles, particularly the principle regarding soil conservation that directs
Plum Creek to “maintain soil and site productivity by minimizing soil
disturbance during harvest, and by recycling harvest residue for nutrient
preservation.”

E2-10

547 Management commitments for stream CMZs were designed assuming that,
in the vast majority of cases, past logging has occurred. See riparian
commitments in the NFHCP, and the Environmental Consequences
discussion in Section 4.6 of the DEIS.

E11-25

548 The CMZ equipment exclusion rule has been modified to include an
additional limited dry season exception (see riparian prescriptions).

E24-6
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549 Commitment Rp8 specifies that the minimum width of the ICA be a field
measurement from the outside of the CMZ (100 feet). The average width is
to be calculated by Planning Area basin and is measured using GIS
mapping from the stream itself. This is because CMZs are not shown on
Plum Creek maps.

C1-11

550 In the draft, the clearcutting limitation provision of the ICA was included as
non-binding “additional conservation guidance” because of the difficulty in
monitoring compliance. However, the Services requested that Plum Creek
make the clearcut limitation a part of the binding commitments in the ICA.
The final NFHCP limits clearcuts in ICAs to a maximum of 5 percent of the
total acres harvested within ICAs (see response 554).

C3-17

551 The Services agree that the recommended action would further increase
the ability of the “buffer to the buffer” to reduce risk of impacts from timber
harvest to Permit species. However, the relative degree of risk reduction
achieve could not be quantified meaningfully enough to warrant this
addition to the proposed conservation commitments.

E1-44

552 The FWS agrees with the commentor that minimizing and mitigating
impacts to interior forest microclimate values may be important to
conserving native fish habitat by maintaining cold water temperatures in the
summer and avoiding anchor ice conditions in the winter. Because of this,
the Services worked with Plum Creek to include the ICA commitment (see
NFHCP Riparian commitments), out to approximately 1.5 site-potential tree
heights. As discussed in the DEIS, none of the studies cited by the
commentor, nor any that the Services are aware of, demonstrate a
predictable, quantitative relationship among stream water temperature and
buffer distances, as a result of changes in microclimatic factors. However,
the Services believe that the risk of such effects, although not currently
measurable, is reasonably significant, since ambient air temperature alone
is generally a strong predictor of stream water temperature.

INFISH “standards” are highly variable, depending upon the outcome of
site-specific analysis of land management requirements, so comparisons to
the NFHCP prescriptions is not always simple. In general, however, federal
land management prescriptions developed under INFISH, or PACFISH or
Northwest Forest Plan standards result in more risk-averse actions than
would occur under the NFHCP. This is consistent with the requirement of
federal agencies to promote recovery of listed species under
Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA, whereas non-federal entities are required only
to allow for, or not preclude recovery. In addition, federal lands comprise a
much greater proportion of habitat than non-federal lands for NFHCP
Permit species, including bull trout, warranting even more conservative
management prescriptions, as often occurs under INFISH and PACFISH
guidelines.

With any land management prescription, no matter how conservative the
approach, there is risk of impact to species when land-altering activities
occur. In general, land management prescriptions developed under the

E4-104,
E4-105,
E11-8,
E11-18
E12-8,
E20-5
E26-3
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ESA for both federal and non-federal lands are designed to minimize that
risk as much as possible, while allowing for flexibility to revisit those
prescriptions when necessary. The Services sought to ensure consistency
with federal land management prescriptions by requiring cooperation on
implementing road management prescriptions, requiring riparian buffers an
average of at least 150 feet from streams, and providing an opportunity to
use the known habitat conservation values in the NFHCP commitments to
inform future federal land consultations under Section 7 of the ESA on a
site-by-site basis. Also see response 196.

553 The effects of changing microclimate are addressed through the ICA
prescription, and through adaptive management provisions for cold water.
One of the primary reasons for biologists to be concerned that changes in
riparian microclimate will affect salmonids is through the effects to water
temperature. If the management prescriptions fail to maintain cold water
temperatures, they would be modified through adaptive management,
regardless of whether the stream temperature increase was occurring in
response to direct sunlight and warming because of lack of shade, or in
response to increases in average air temperatures in riparian areas due to
inadequate microclimate protection. In either case, the response would be
similar; if there is biological relevance, so that the objectives are not being
achieved, the prescriptions would be modified to achieve those objectives.
The manner in which prescriptions would be modified would depend on the
source of the problem—shade or microclimate.

E4-106

554 The NFHCP has been changed to include a requirement that clearcutting
be avoided and limited to a maximum of 5 percent of the harvested area
within ICAs (NFHCP Commitment Rp8). As a matter of practice (related to
NFHCP Commitment EP1), Plum Creek rarely uses clearcut silvicultural
prescriptions on the inland portion of the Project Area (see response 254).

E4-129

555 •  The “averaging” approach to the ICA is intended to provide an incentive
to exceed 150 feet where it can easily be done by providing for some
incursions (no closer than 100 feet from the CMZ) where more
intensive management opportunity is allowed.

•  “Seek to avoid concentrating activities” is an unmeasurable provision
and considered “conservation guidance.” While it is not considered as
providing measurable conservation in the effects analysis, it is thought
to provide valuable implementation guidance. “Conservation guidance”
has been added to the FEIS glossary.

•  Plum Creek has conducted field training of its professional foresters in
the identification of CMZs each of the last two field seasons and has
field-tested implementation of CMZ prescriptions. Commitment A2
requires Plum Creek to additional forester and logger training.

E5-75

556 Commitment Rp8 has been modified to specify which streams are used in
the calculation of average ICA widths.

E24-7

557 See response 552. The FWS believes that the ICA commitments are an
important tool for minimizing risk of impacts from forestry actions to Permit
species' habitat.

E25-4, E26-3

558 ICAs are a proposal to enhance state forest practice regulations adjacent to E28-6
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perennial streams that are connected to fish-bearing streams. They include
such factors as limiting skid trails, mechanical site preparation, and road
building, in addition to retaining additional trees during harvest activities.
State forest practice regulations in Montana, Idaho and Washington provide
for managed (i.e., some harvest and other activities are allowed) stream
management zones of widths varying from as little as 50 feet to 100 feet.
The scientific literature contains many studies that document the need to
avoid ground disturbing and harvest activities within one site-potential tree
height or at least 90 feet of stream banks in order to preserve the integrity
of both the riparian system and stream channels. Some of these studies are
cited in the DEIS and include, but are not limited to, Reeves and Sedell
(1992); Hall and Lantz (1969); Moring (1975); Erman et al. (1977); Erman
and Mahoney (1983); Kondolf et al. (1996); Beschta et al. (1978); Montana
Bull Trout Study Group (1998); and Packer (1967). The ICAs are designed
to further reduce potential adverse effects to aquatic species by extending
riparian protection to a distance approximately equal to one site-potential
tree height.

559 See response 46. The FWS identified state forest practice rules as a
possible threat factor to bull trout habitat in its final listing rule, and NMFS
similarly identified state forest practices as a threat factor in final listing
rules for salmon and steelhead. The additional conservation commitments
in the NFHCP seek to help ensure minimization of those threats, or risks.
The Services believe that the more timber harvest and associated activities
occur closer to a stream, the greater the risk of impact to Permit species.
NFHCP commitment Rp8 seeks to minimize those risks. The Services
disagree that any forest management protection measures “eliminate risk”
of harm to fish.

E32-3

Temperature
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560 While it is widely recognized that many factors besides direct beam solar
radiation have an influence on stream temperatures, canopy closure over
the stream channel is the factor with the strongest relationship to timber
management. In Washington, the existing “shade rule” that predicts the
level of canopy closure needed to attain state water-quality standards has
been found to be very accurate. To address tributary stream influences on
temperatures in fish-bearing waters, a “thermal protection zone” has been
included in the riparian commitments in the NFHCP. See response 493
regarding the ICA.

B2-12

561 Specific Habitat Objective #3 specifies that there will be a net increase in
canopy closure. Canopy closure is important not only for protecting against
temperature increases, but also in protecting against low temperature
extremes that could cause anchor ice or other impacts.

B3-2
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562 The NFHCP is expected to result in net increase in canopy cover and
stream temperatures (see DEIS effects analysis in Chapter 4.6) as a result
of minimal effects of future harvesting and natural recovery from legacy
impacts.

C2-19

563 Tier 1 watersheds would receive the most conservative management
prescriptions in the Project Area, specifically with the goal of providing the
greatest minimization of risk of increased water temperature impacts to bull
trout. In addition to greater temperature sensitivity, Plum Creek has
collected data suggesting that bull trout key on very specific geomorphic
features for their most sensitive life history stages and have developed the
most conservative measures to provide lower risk to those reaches. The
intent of all riparian management prescriptions is to not allow any
statistically significant increase in water temperatures for streams where
riparian timber harvest occurs in the Project Area. In fact, the FWS expects
that overall stream water temperatures will decrease over the Permit period.
Also see response 525.

C3-3

564 The statement “maintaining shade to moderate temperature extremes” on
page NFHCP 1-16 is not a goal but part of the narrative discussion. It
simply is intended to mean that riparian stands protect streams from getting
too cold as well as too warm. See the response 562 and see biological goal
for cold on page NFHCP 1-7.

C3-22

565 Shade is not specifically managed for under the NFHCP, but rather is a by-
product of leave tree retention. Based on field measurement and riparian
modeling, NFHCP riparian prescriptions are expected to result in little
appreciable change in water temperatures following streamside harvesting
(See DEIS Section 4.6.6 and Technical Reports #12 and #7). This will be
validated in NFHCP effectiveness monitoring conducted under adaptive
management (CAMP #3).

C3-23

566 The estimated overall (Project Area) reduction in water temperatures of 1°F
under the NFHCP riparian management commitments and a narrow range
of difference in results among the alternatives are consequences of several
factors: 1) Existing base rules which provide a baseline of protection for
stream temperatures results in less difference between alternatives as each
alternative must comply with State regulations; 2) Minimal to no increase in
stream temperature is expected in areas harvested under the NFHCP
commitments. Stream reaches with spawning and rearing populations of
bull trout will receive the greatest degree of protection to maintain or
improve temperature; 3) Baseline conditions as a result of past activities
provide limited opportunities for changing conditions during the next
30 years. Slowly improving trends in canopy closure and stream
temperature are expected where past (pre-1993 in Montana) timber harvest
has reduced canopy closure and contributed to stream warming; and
4) Other factors which are controlling stream temperatures at the landscape
level.

The NFHCP is not required to be “consistent” with each item contained in
the FWS Bull Trout Interim Conservation Guidance. However, we believe
the NFHCP is consistent with the intent of those guidelines. In the
commentors' example, the guidelines recommend “no increase in
temperature in bull trout waters.” The NFHCP is expected to result in a 1°F

D1-28
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reduction in stream temperatures during the Permit period. While individual
streams may experience varying results as harvests and regrowth occur,
the NFHCP is expected to result in improving conditions across the
ownership.

The Services believe that the riparian prescriptions in the NFHCP are as
protective as the rules recommended by the Washington FFR. Additional
conservation measures committed to in the NFHCP may provide more
conservation than what the Washington rules could provide. See response
604 for a discussion of the adequacy of existing state forest practice rules.
The Service acknowledges that the Simplified Prescriptions Alternative
could result in a 2-degree reduction in stream temperatures and represents
the maximum opportunity to achieve fully functioning stream habitat. The
Services note that Plum Creek is not required to maximize the recovery of
functioning habitat on their ownership. Instead, the Services seek to
achieve the stated project purpose and need, consistent with the intent of
Congress under Section 10 of the ESA.

567 The Services encouraged Plum Creek to avoid use of a set temperature
threshold. While these may have some utility in a very broad scale,
regulatory context when more specific information is not available, it is
generally used as a hurdle to determine “impairment” and identify when
special provisions might be appropriate. The Services do not feel that it is
necessarily wise to set a single temperature threshold project-wide, and
instead prefers to see the special provisions applied to all streams rather
than only those that exceed some threshold. See response 334.

E10-6,
E11-7, E4-53

568 The Services agree that through effectiveness monitoring, Plum Creek and
the Services can determine whether riparian commitments are sufficient to
avoid the worst-case scenario described by the commentor, and whether
the expected temperature reductions will be achieved. The Cold biological
goal, specific habitat objectives, metrics, and triggers are designed
specifically to capture whether Plum Creek’s NFHCP adequately protects
cold water temperatures or not.

E1-34

569 The statement “larger perennial streams” is clarified as follows: In Montana,
this statement applies to all perennial streams. These streams are
considered Class 1 streams. In Idaho, this original statement is correct.
Smaller non-fish-bearing perennial streams in Idaho are perennial Class II
streams and do not have leave tree requirements. NFHCP Commitment
Rp7 supplements Idaho and Washington regulations for temperature
control on smaller streams. Temperature change associated with
intermittent streams is not anticipated since these streams are typically
subsurface during the summer. Regarding groundwater temperature, see
response 252.

E1-53

570 Because there is a clearer cause-and-effect between streamside harvesting
and increased summer temperatures, effectiveness monitoring under
adaptive management is focused on this time of year. It is unlikely that
winter temperatures would be affected if summer temperatures are not
since both processes are effected by canopy cover (via longwave radiation
loss in the winter or shortwave radiation increases in the summer).

E1-60

571 We are uncertain where confusion lies on the part the commentor regarding
anticipated temperature changes as presented in the DEIS. Future timber

E1-61
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harvests under the NFHCP are anticipated to result in reach-scale
temperature increases of less than 1°F. Net temperatures across the
Project Area, however, are expected to decline by 1°F to 2°F by the end of
the Permit period because of recovery from legacy impacts.

572 Increased sedimentation was mentioned as a factor affecting stream
temperature in DEIS Section 4.4. Sediment impacts associated with the
analysis primarily involved spawning and rearing habitats and were
discussed in Section 4.6.

E1-62

573 The estimated 1°F temperature reduction is an average for the entire
Project Area. Streams where partial harvest methods were (or will be) used
do not exhibit severely reduced canopy closure, and therefore do not have
as much potential for temperature reductions. Some locations (e.g., lower
elevation sites with past clearcuts) have the largest relative potential for
temperature reductions.

E2-32

574 See responses 575 and 570. Because the SMZ law requires that leave
trees be representative of the size and species of the pre-harvest stand, we
do not expect the riparian stand composition to shift to more deciduous
trees.

E5-71

575 The intent of the canopy cover removal study in Technical Report #12 was
to measure reductions in canopy cover over streams following harvest. The
direction given to Plum Creek's foresters was to harvest the SMZ to the
requirements of the SMZ law. The average trees per acre following harvest
was 117, while state law would have required an average of 102 trees per
acre because in some cases the constraint was a 50 percent removal and
in other cases the constraint was the minimum leave tree count of 10 trees
per 100 feet of stream. The difference between 117 trees per acre and
102 trees per acre is 1 tree per 100 lineal feet of SMZ. Given that the SMZ
law represents a minimum by which falling below means a violation of law,
it would appear that these areas were harvested to a realistic minimum
under state law given real-world operational constraints. As such, it is
believed that DEIS estimates of how canopy cover change relates to
stream temperature change are appropriate.

No data were taken on the disposition of leave trees. The SMZ law requires
that trees closer to the stream be favored for retention.

E5-89, B2-14

576 Intact tree canopies moderate water temperatures in streams. Removal of
the riparian canopy has been shown to result in both increased summer
maximum temperature and a greater daily range of water temperatures.
Further, primary sources of LWD that recruit to function within headwater
channels are adjacent riparian forests. Long-term reductions in the supply
of LWD as the result of timber harvest can affect temporary storage sites for
both sediment and fine particulate organic matter from the surrounding
forest. Loss of sediment and fine particulate organic matter storage
capacity in small streams caused by reduced debris frequency greatly
lessens the capacity of the streams to biologically process organic matter
and ultimately make the energy of terrestrial plant materials available to
fishes. Because their storage and processing capacities are greatly
diminished, streams with simplified channels route sediment and organic
matter much more quickly downstream to larger streams. In some cases,
rapid transport of sediment can overwhelm larger stream systems, resulting

F21-4
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in lower biological productivity and reduced diversity of species requiring
clean gravel substrate for spawning.

It is these natural processes that the NFHCP is seeking to maintain for the
benefit of native fish. While some small-scale impoundment of stream
waters is part of natural stream function (and generally benefits native fish),
the dynamic nature of seasonal fluctuations in water levels and velocities
will generally prohibit large scale impoundments that would influence water
temperature, absent the introduction of unnatural barriers such as man-
made dams.

Large Woody Debris

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

577 See response 493.The NFHCP riparian commitments use existing Idaho
State Streamside Protection zone rules as a starting point, and then add
supplements (See Appendix Rp-3 of the NFHCP). These supplements (like
CMZ protection) were designed to address specific Plum Creek lands and
operational situations and are intended to reduce potential risks of habitat
modification or “take” from applying state regulations. Adoption of Class 1
riparian prescriptions for all streams in Idaho was not economically viable
for Plum Creek. Note that lands in the northern Idaho panhandle are no
longer being considered in the NFHCP, owing to the recent sale of Plum
Creek’s lands in that area.

C2-18

578 LWD pieces of greater size are provided for explicitly in the combined no-
harvest and thinning regimes in western Washington riparian areas and in
the requirement to leave trees representative of the pre-harvest stand’s size
distribution in eastern Washington. The Services acknowledge the
importance of “key piece” LWD.

C3-24

579 The Services agree that a range of LWD inputs is what should be provided
for native fish habitat in this plan, and the basic state regulations (as
evaluated under the No Action Alternative in the DEIS) provides a low
likelihood of achieving highest recruitment rates of LWD among the
alternatives.

E1-33

580 The Services believe that adequate presence of LWD is important for
conservation of Permit species’ habitat. We expect that much of the wood
recruitment for lower, alluvial valley CMZs will come from upstream sources
throughout a watershed. The Services expect that adequate LWD will be
available from throughout most stream systems to allow for adequate
recruitment. Plum Creek’s Technical Report #7 emphasizes the importance
of LWD throughout the channel network for a variety of functional roles. In
some areas, such as Channel Migration Zones and plane-bed/forced pool-
riffle channel types, the role of LWD is particularly pronounced. Pools are
but one fish habitat feature that is influence by LWD, but in these highly
sensitive channels, it is a critical feature.

E1-36, B2-14
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581 The Services agree that it is uncertain whether the proposed NFHCP
commitments will “ensure” adequate inputs of large woody debris. In fact,
even with a complete “no harvest” approach to timber management in a
watershed, large woody debris may not reach levels adequate to “ensure”
the full compliments of riparian function can be restored within the Permit
period. Because of this uncertainty, the Services have sought to include
provisions within the NFHCP to monitor plan effectiveness and allow
management to be adapted in the future.

E1-41

582 Empirical data from streams flowing through Plum Creek lands (Watson
and Hillman 1998) suggest existing LWD loads are considerably higher
than 39 pieces per 1000 feet. Also, LWD loads were not appreciably
different in managed and unmanaged streams on Plum Creek lands.

E1-46

583 The commentors are correct; the reported 78 pieces of LWD per 1,000 feet
of stream channel does represent the mean LWD load of the unmanaged
stands from which the samples were drawn. The four studies used to
calculate the average LWD load represent a wide geographical area, and
were drawn from an even larger and more geographically diverse data set.
It is expected that a range of natural disturbances, including fires,
influenced the riparian forests that produced these LWD loads. The
Huntington (1995) data were not used in the calculation of the “target” LWD
load for unmanaged stands.

E1-47

584 It is legitimate to question the validity of a LWD target intended to apply to
an area as large as the Project Area. Some measure of central tendency
and range of variability in LWD loads for individual watersheds or sub-
regions would be preferred, however there are insufficient data from
unmanaged stands to make this feasible.

E1-48

585 Dimensions of LWD were selected to maintain convention with the scientific
literature. Very large (that is, whole tree with root wad) “key piece” LWD are
clearly important, particularly in large streams and rivers, however the
minimum qualifying (and smaller) LWD pieces do have significant
ecological merit (Bilby and Ward 1989, Montgomery et al. 1995, Beechie
and Sibley 1997).

E1-49

586 The LWD forecasts from simulated management options were compared to
LWD data derived from studies of unmanaged riparian forests in and
beyond the Planning Area. In Project Area streams, a subset of the larger
Planning Area context, there are some data regarding LWD loading levels,
but no comprehensive survey of LWD loads within Project Area streams.
The natural range of variability in LWD loads among stream reaches is
considered at the larger Planning Area level.

E2-48

587 LWD recruitment was evaluated at the reach, watershed, and Project Area
levels in Plum Creek’s Technical Report #8. The Services and Plum Creek
agree with the commentors that reach-level evaluations are important
because this is the area most proximal to management disturbance.
Watershed- and project-level assessments were conducted to provide
important context for interpreting cumulative reach-level impacts.

While cumulative effects are important for the context they provide to an
effects analysis, the Services will be assessing the take that occurs as a
result of Plum Creeks actions under the Permit. Plum Creek will not be

E5-69, F7-9,
E18-11,

E2-49, E8-7
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required to minimize and mitigate past activities conducted by them or past
owners. However, the impact that Plum Creek may have from their actions
may be greater as a result of the past activities and they will be expected to
minimize and mitigate commensurate with that higher level of impact.
Therefore, the Services do not believe that the statement that “only
3 percent of the riparian stands are likely to be harvested along Tier 1
streams during the first 10 years” is misleading, in fact, it is a very important
statement.

588 Artificial LWD recruitment was discussed early in the NFHCP development
and has pros and cons. The Services are not comfortable that resources
spent artificially placing LWD are productive or even appropriate. Because
it is regarded to have some potential site-specific application, a “soft” (or
non-binding) commitment (Lg4) was included so that the possibility of this
approach is not lost to the NFHCP.

E5-77

589 As stated in Technical Report #7, LWD plays a variable but important role
in all portions of the drainage network. Base-level riparian management
commitments will ensure a continuous supply of LWD is available to
provide pool quantity, quality, cover, and a number of other functions that
support aquatic ecosystems. Type A, D, and E channel migration zones are
afforded this base level of protection.

E5-88, B2-14

590 The NFHCP was developed considering the most up-to-date knowledge
about large woody debris recruitment and persistence. We believe that the
NFHCP will provide nominal amounts of LWD to support pool formation and
in order to store sediment and maintain the quality of water in downstream
reaches. The Services believe the NFHCP prescriptions will provide
insulation in winter that will dampen rapid changes in temperature and the
formation of frazil or anchor ice, however, the amount of insulation provided
from riparian stands is unknown, and overwinter mortality might occur as a
result low winter temperatures exacerbated by a reduction in riparian tree
density or the riparian canopy. Sufficient large woody debris is expected to
be present to provide cover for young fish during winter.

Just as importantly, we believe the standards for new roads and the
activities to address old roads will protect LWD sources and will ensure that
sediment loads are reduced. Reduced sediment delivery will protect and
enhance winter habitat by resulting in deeper pool depth, enhanced cover,
and enhanced interstitial flows that are buffered from temperature
fluctuations through groundwater interaction.

E14-8

Riparian Harvest Deferrals (NFHCP Commitment Rp9)
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591 See response 594. This programmatic provision (which does not occur in
FFR) is included as a “safety valve” intended to provide additional
protection rather than “enough” protection.

C3-18
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592 The Services agree that deferring harvest in some watersheds, and
developing special riparian prescriptions in other watersheds where Permit
species occurrence is high, can be effective tools for conserving native fish.
See riparian commitments in the NFHCP for examples of both of these
approaches to Permit species conservation.

E1-45

593 Riparian harvest is being deferred for 10 years in some watersheds that
have been significantly impacted by past land management actions until at
least two effectiveness monitoring reporting periods take place. The
purpose of this commitment is to determine whether existing NFHCP
commitments are sufficient to conserve fish across the Project Area,
including more severely impacted watersheds, before allowing additional
entry into riparian forest stands in those watersheds most impacted by past
management actions.

E5-17

594 Riparian harvest deferrals occur under the NFHCP in two ways: site-
specific and programmatic. The 88 trees per acre floor for the limited
harvest rule is a site-specific deferral for stands that do not have the
minimum number of trees. This includes some stands that have never been
harvested. Rp9 is the programmatic deferral which is a broad approach to
reduce risk further in watersheds that may have had a greater history of
riparian harvest, based upon a broad data screen as described on page
NFHCP 3-25 in the DEIS/NFHCP.

E5-76,
C2-16

Forest and Fish Report (State of Washington)
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595 While there are some differences in riparian prescriptions between Tier 1
watersheds and Tier 2 lands, the biological goals that the success will be
measured against is the same for both. For most stands, the NFHCP limited
harvest rule will result in similar tree retention levels to Washington’s Forest
and Fish Report (FFR). The NFHCP prescriptions provide improved
protection of riparian function from existing state regulations. Ultimately, the
FWS must be able to conclude that Permit issuance criteria are met for all
Permit species, including species other than bull trout and in areas other
than Tier 1 watersheds.

B3-3

596 The protocol “currently used” to define fish-bearing streams means the
existing emergency water typing rule, and ultimately the habitat-based
model.

C3-13

597 The NFHCP defers to Washington rules for delineating the upstream extent
of fish-bearing streams. Until the habitat-based logistic regression model is
developed under Washington’s rules for determining the distribution of fish-
habitat, the 175-acre and 50-acre minimum drainage areas and gradient
combinations of the emergency water typing rule will continue to be used as
defaults to define the boundary between fish-bearing and non fish-bearing
waters (eastern and western Washington, respectively). Electrofishing to
verify fish presence or absence will also be used. Once the habitat-based
model is implemented, it will be used to define the limits of fish habitat.

C3-14



F-140 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

The NFHCP does not defer to Washington’s rules for delineating the point
of initiation of perennial flow for non-fish-bearing streams. For defining this
point, Plum Creek will use 300-acre and 52-acre drainage area default
criteria for eastern and western Washington, respectively. These criteria will
apply to situations where clear field evidence of the perennial-seasonal
boundary is lacking.

598 The Services agree that a lower standard should not be allowed with the
NFHCP than with the new Washington emergency rules (FFR). It is
important to recognize that the NFHCP development started prior to FFR
development and therefore occurred independently. Many of the riparian
prescriptions work differently while providing similar levels of tree retention
and riparian function protection. Additionally, the Services believe that the
NFHCP contains some conservation benefits that can be obtained in an
agreement with an individual landowner are not included in the FFR.
Examples include the following:

•  Range management commitments

•  Commitments that form a company specific management plan,
ensuring a higher certainty of proper implementation

•  Landowner financed monitoring and adaptive management

•  Land Use Planning commitments

•  Legacy and restoration commitments

•  Watershed scale programmatic refinements, such as native fish
assemblages, riparian deferrals, 2:1 upgrade requirement by Planning
Area basin, ability to modify triggers and create management
responses by Planning Area basin, and more.

Amphibians are not proposed to be covered by the NFHCP or No
Surprises.

C3-15

599 a. Horizontal vs. slope—The NFHCP was evaluated based upon expected
effects of management on riparian function, not the method of
measuring distances.

b. Measure from CMZ—All perennial fish-bearing streams that flow
through CMZs have a retention zone requirement that is measured
from the outside of the CMZ under the NFHCP.

c. No harvest zone—When harvests of typical east side Project Area
riparian stands are calculated under the NFHCP limited harvest rule
compared to FFR’s no harvest zone with allowance for yarding
corridors, there is virtually no difference in retention in the “core zone,”
or the first 30 feet. On the west side, the no-harvest zone is wider under
the NFHCP.

d. Size of retention trees—For east side stands, while FFR requires the
21 largest trees per acre, NFHCP requires 88 trees per acre
representative of the original tree size distribution. A pre versus post
harvest study conducted by Plum Creek of the 88 trees per acre limited
harvest rule (see Technical Report #12) showed that average size after

C3-16,
C3-19, E1-35
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harvest is not materially different than before harvest. For west side
stands, the NFHCP requires the 70 largest trees per acre beyond
75 feet, while (calculated using typical Project Area riparian stands)
FFR requires 58 or more of the largest trees per acre beyond 50 feet.

e. Roads in RMZs—Commitment Rp8 provides an incentive to abandon
roads near streams and prohibits road construction within Interface
Caution Areas.

600 The Services believe that the NFHCP does comply with the Washington
State Forest Practices rules for several reasons. First, the State rules
recognize the importance of plans developed to address particular
landscapes and the Washington State rules include explicit exceptions to
State rules where the species and functions are addressed through an
approved HCP. Thus, once the Services approve an HCP, it essentially
becomes de facto State rules. Second, the State rules allow any landowner
to submit an alternate plan for consideration by the State agencies. Such a
plan may achieve the same level of resource protection through less costly
means by tailoring the conservation measures to the needs of the land on a
site-specific basis. The NFHCP could qualify for such an approach. Lastly,
we believe that in a side-by-side comparison of the riparian prescriptions,
the NFHCP provides similar protection to the resources in question, without
taking into consideration additional conservation commitments in the
NFHCP.

The Services note the substantial improvement in State Forest Practices
Rules and Regulations within Washington State. These new rules are more
protective of aquatic resources than the previous rules, which were in effect
just 1 year ago. We agree with the commentor that the new rules will help
ensure better stream shading, cooler temperatures, more-stable stream
banks, and will provide more large woody debris than was provided
previously under state rules.

The Services do not believe that the new state rules will provide better
protection of fish-bearing waters than the NFHCP. Protection of fish-bearing
waters includes the buffers applied to fish-bearing waters as well as the
protection of the stream network upstream of those waters. The NFHCP
provides similar protection on west-side fish-bearing streams (no harvest
within the CMZ and on the first 75 feet outside CMZ with retention of the
70 largest trees per acre from 75 feet to 100 feet. The new state rules
would require no harvest in only the first 50 feet, and 61 of the largest trees
per acre out to 94 feet. Alternatively, the new rules could be met using an
80-foot no-harvest zone. The NFHCP would provide continuous buffers on
non-fish-bearing perennial streams, whereas the new state rules could
buffer as little as 50 percent of a non-fish-bearing perennial stream. The
NFHCP provides a minimum of 88 trees per acre within the buffers for the
first 500 feet upstream of fish-bearing streams when such streams
contribute more than 20 percent of the flow of the fish-bearing stream. The
NFHCP provides different levels of protection to stream reaches, but
provides buffers on all perennial streams. However, the new Washington
State rules will leave many reaches of headwater streams without any
buffer. Whether the buffered area will be merely 50 percent or substantially
exceed 50 percent will depend on the number of special sites requiring
buffers under the state rules and the percentage of the perennial non-fish-

C6-1
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bearing stream network that occurs within 500 feet of fish-bearing streams.
The Services believe that these factors will result in buffers along
substantially more than 50 percent of such streams, but will not achieve the
complete (continuous) buffering approach utilized in the NFHCP.

601 The Services do not believe the new forest practices rules in Washington
will necessarily provide greater protection. The commentor used some
comparison examples from eastern Washington. In some areas, the
Washington rules require the retention of a larger number of trees, while in
other areas, the NFHCP will provide more protection. Like the NFHCP, the
new rules may preclude harvest in many eastern Washington riparian areas
that do not currently have the required stocking level. In our evaluation of
examples common to the east side of the Cascade Mountains, it appears
that the real differences between the results obtained through the use of the
two strategies are likely much smaller than indicated by the language
contained in these strategies. In the example of H-9 riparian stands, (which
comprise about 57 percent of the harvestable riparian stands in eastern
Washington) and moderate slopes and site index, in a mixed conifer stand
along a small stream; the differences are quite small. Because of the
provisions for yarding corridors in the new rules, 5 trees can be cut in the
first 30 feet of a 250-foot long segment, compared with 4 trees in the first
25 feet of the same 250-foot segment under the NFHCP. Total harvest in
the first 50 feet is roughly equal: the NFHCP would allow harvest of an
additional 13 trees while retaining 88 trees per acre over 8 inches. Whereas
the new rules would allow the harvest of an additional 11 trees while
retaining 91 trees per acre over 8 inches. For a T-15 riparian stand, NFHCP
would retain 133 trees per acre over 8 inches in the first 50 feet and the
new rules would retain 148 such trees. Beyond the first 50 feet, the new
rules continue the requirement of 50 tree per acre for another 25 feet; while
the NFHCP incorporates “feathering” at 30 trees per acre for another
50 feet. The new rules have an ”outer zone” from 75 to 100 feet which may
or may not contain 10 trees per acre; whereas the NFHCP has an “interface
caution area” from 100 to 150 feet.

The commentor indicated that the new rules for eastern Washington require
a 90-foot wide riparian management zone (RMZ) outside the CMZ and
various levels of protection throughout both the CMZ and RMZ. The
comparison above interprets that the new rules would require a 100-foot
RMZ under the new rules and acknowledges the various levels of
protection provided in each zone. We disagree that the CMZ and first
30 feet under the new rules preclude removal of trees as the new rules
provide for yarding corridors. Additionally, while the new rules do specify
basal-area targets, they also contain minimum tree counts that could allow
harvest of trees down below the basal-area targets. We believe that the two
strategies (NFHCP and the new Washington State rules) are similar and will
depend on assumptions made during modeling (or on-the-ground, site-
specific situations encountered during implementation) as to which strategy
will retain greater numbers of trees. However, the Services believe these
strategies are very similar and provide sufficient protection to the resources.
Comparisons between the two strategies become more complicated when
considering the non-fish-bearing streams. Both strategies provide additional
protection to the lower 500 feet of major perennial non-fish-bearing
streams, but differ more markedly in the upstream reaches.

C6-2
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602 The Services believe the NFHCP riparian prescriptions provide a similar
level of protection as the emergency rule. There are provisions of the
NFHCP where riparian prescriptions provide greater protection than the
emergency rule, and provisions that provide less, but on the whole, the
level of protection is similar when based on comparison of buffers. The
NFHCP provides additional benefits such as addressing grazing, land-use
planning, and correction of problems caused by past activities on the
landscape by other land managers and agencies. The NFHCP reserves
additional flexibility for the future. For instance, the FWS does not propose
to offer Plum Creek any assurances with respect to amphibians or non-
salmonid fish under the NFHCP; whereas the Washington State rules are
based on an understanding that all fish and stream-breeding amphibians
are planned to be covered species and that regulatory assurances are
forthcoming.

C6-3

603 The NFHCP riparian prescriptions are similar to the FFR riparian
prescriptions, with each plan offering more or less protection in any given
area, depending on the forest or stream types. Both plans contain different
standards than those proposed or agreed to in other conservation plans,
and are a result of compromise, as pointed out in the comments. The
NMFS has prepared recommendations and proposals for development of
HCPs, however, these documents do not establish “standards” that must be
applied to subsequent HCPs. The criteria that guide the development of
riparian and other conservation standards are more stringent for federal
lands than the issuance criteria for incidental take permits on non-federal
lands. Also, HCPs may differ in specifics because of a variety of factors,
such as the species covered under the Permit, the level assurances or
financial remuneration provided to the Permit holder, and the unique
opportunities available to a specific landowner. See response 598.

E4-98,
E4-103

State Rules (NFHCP Commitment Rp1)
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604 As referenced in the DEIS, the FWS’ listing rule determination for bull trout
stated that current data (or lack of data) on effectiveness of existing state
forest practice rules do not allow the FWS to determine whether these rules
are adequate to remove threats to bull trout. It is unclear how these rules
contribute to conserving other Permit species. Inadequacy of state forest
practice rules was cited by NMFS in listing rules for salmon and steelhead
as a factor contributing to declines in anadromous fish.

The goal of the Services in helping Plum Creek develop their NFHCP is to
reduce the risk, or management uncertainty, associated with the adequacy
of existing state forest practice rules for conserving Permit species,
especially for a 30-year period. Because of these uncertainties, Plum Creek
will implement additional conservation commitments, as described in their
NFHCP, in exchange for a Permit. In general, the Services believe that
building additional NFHCP conservation commitments upon existing state
forest practice rules is a practical approach because (1) they provide some
baseline level of Permit species conservation, and (2) Plum Creek foresters

E1-31,
E4-196,
E11-26,
E12-3,
E13-6,
E17-19,
E17-20,
E24-8,
E5-11,

E5-13, E1-5
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and contractors are familiar with existing rules, and can implement such
rules, and additional measures that are consistent with the rules, most
successfully, as demonstrated by high BMP compliance audit rates. See
response 605.

The differences in effects between the No Action Alternative compared to
the other alternatives analyzed is provided in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. A table
describing and comparing effects among the four alternatives has been
added to help the reader better understand the analysis results and
conclusions. The Biological Opinion for the selected alternative will disclose
the amount of take expected from implementation of that alternative.

605 The state riparian rules for Idaho and Montana are chosen as a “starting
point” in those states because Plum Creek will be obligated to meet them,
even with an HCP, and because there has been large investments in logger
and forester training for those rules.

E1-32

606 Commitment Rp1 serves the purpose of setting the stage for the
supplemental commitments that follow as well as locking into the state rules
dated in the commitment as a floor. If Idaho or Montana, for instance,
should pass new rules that provide less conservation, the NFHCP will still
require the rules of the specified date to be used as a floor or a basis for the
supplements.

E5-15, E5-9

Adaptive Management
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607 The Services agree that difficult decisions must be made now to
implement adequate fish conservation. We also believe that sufficient
flexibilities should be available in the future to adapt management in those
instances where conservation commitments are inadequate.

B3-8

608 Thank you for your comments. Section 8, Adaptive Management and
Monitoring Commitments, of the NFHCP (see Volume I of these final
documents) has been revised to respond to a range of public comments
regarding the adequacy and level of detail associated with this particular
set of commitments. These revisions have been incorporated into
appropriate sections of this FEIS dealing with adaptive management and
monitoring. The Services believe these revisions will contribute to an
enhanced understanding of the effects of the NFHCP conservation
commitments on water quality, aquatic habitat, and fisheries, and will
provide a sound basis for responding to and implementing future adaptive
or corrective management actions if individual or cumulative adverse
effects result from the NFHCP.

C1-2, E4-80

609 We agree with the commentor’s characterization of adaptive management
risks and opportunities. See responses 77 and 78.

C1-22

610 Please see the response 631 regarding adaptive management and
monitoring commitments, and the response 803 regarding 303(d) listed
water bodies and their TMDL status. Also, the DEIS contained analyses of

D1-12
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the proposed 30-year Permit length and of shorter optional 10- and
20-year Permit lengths for each of the resource areas and for the
Preferred Alternative and each action alternative. These analyses
conclude that a 30-year Permit would generally provide greater benefits to
Permit species than either a 10- or 20-year Permit. In addition,
Section 1.5, Regulatory and Planning Framework, in Volume I of the DEIS,
describes other federal, state, and private conservation efforts in the
Project and Planning Areas. The extent and nature of these efforts,
together with the integrated effects of the NFHCP, were considered in
projecting the general magnitude and trend of cumulative effects on Permit
species in the 17-million-acre Planning Area.

611 See response 701 and 696. The NFHCP relies on the conservation
commitments and prescriptions. Adaptive management provides a
mechanism to improve the commitments if needed. Additionally,
Section 10.3 of the Implementing Agreement, allows the Services to
suspend or revoke Plum Creek’s Permit if there is significant and
unreconcilable disagreement over the need to adapt management to
ensure the NFHCP biological goals and ESA Permit issuance criteria are
met. Based on public comments, the Services believe that the DEIS did
not completely convey the flexibility provided by the Implementing
Agreement and adaptive management commitments together.

The commitments of the NFHCP were constructed using the best science
available and provide a reasonable level of certainty that biological goals
will be met. Ideally, the plan will be successful and no management
responses will be required. However, the Services believe that, should the
NFHCP not achieve the stated biological goals or continue to meet Permit
issuance criteria, we have the ability to ask Plum Creek to adapt
management to ensure goals and Permit issuance criteria are met. Should
Plum Creek refuse, and if the Services and Plum Creek cannot negotiate
an acceptable agreement, then Plum Creek or the Services have the
opportunity to terminate the agreement.

However, in order to provide Plum Creek some measure of regulatory
assurance in the face of such flexibility in the Implementing Agreement,
the adaptive management requires the Services and Plum Creek to
complete several review steps, and to then negotiate management
changes with the other party, before any Permit relinquishment,
suspension, or revocation decisions are made. These steps are intended
to serve as checks, or safety valves, on any premature actions by either
party to the agreement. The concern is that superfluous management
change will be sought from Plum Creek without careful evaluation and
documentation, and that the FWS might seek to terminate the Permit
prematurely and lose the broad array of conservation benefits of the
NFHCP. The Services believe they should use the same level of rigor to
push for management adaptation or consider Permit suspension or
revocation as was used to issue the Permit in the first place.

The adaptive management process seeks to balance power over future
management changes equally among the Services and Plum Creek.
Neither party has “veto power” over the other party’s decisions within the
adaptive management framework. For example, if a trigger is pulled, and
the Services demonstrate their belief the effects are “biologically relevant,”

E1-8, E1-18,
G3-8, E4-80,
E4-4, E12-5,
F5-6, F5-7,
F7-6, F7-7,

G1-12, E1-26,
E1-50, E4-44,

E4-227,
E4-245, E5-7,

E5-28,
E13-35, E4-41
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Plum Creek cannot summarily dismiss this assertion without risk of losing
their Permit. Both parties can also use the latest, best scientific data
available at any point during the process to inform their determinations of
changes to adaptive management triggers, and biological relevance and
causal linkage determinations. So even if Plum Creek’s Core Adaptive
Management Projects (CAMPs) fail to prove effective at measuring
impacts or benefits to Permit species and their habitat in any way, the
Services can ultimately use other scientific data to support arguments that
management must be adapted.

The goal of this approach to adaptive management and permitting
flexibility is to create an agreement where the challenge that both parties
face is how to maintain the creative partnership necessary to build the
NFHCP and Permit and continue to gain the associated benefits; not how
to get out of the agreement.

612 All components of the adaptive management approach, including the
proposed decision-making pathway and implementation framework, have
been disclosed completely in the DEIS and NFHCP. The Services and
Plum Creek have added some additional language to portions of the
adaptive management section of the NFHCP to better clarify issues in
response to comments received, including a more thorough description of
monitoring that will occur.

The CAMPs remain partially completed, and will not be fully completed
until 1 year after Permit issuance (see NFHCP commitment AM-1), so that
the first year’s data collection may be treated as a “pilot project” to better
guide development and implementation of the research. The Service and
Plum Creek will rely on opportunities allowed for under revisions to
adaptive management-6 and Section 8.3 of the Implementing Agreement
to solicit independent scientific review of the pilot CAMP studies when
revising them after year 1.

E1-19

613 See response 611. The Services agree with the characterization of risk in
adaptive management processes in general, and that some type of
monitoring and adaptive management feedback loop is of “fundamental
importance.”

The commentor’s characterization of the “burden of proof” being carried
entirely by the Services is inaccurate; the Services believe the burden of
proof that the NFHCP is properly functioning is shared equally between
the Services and Plum Creek The wording of commitment AM2 was
changed to clarify that a “mandatory collaborative management response”
is required throughout the entire adaptive management pathway, as well
as for changing triggers. It also references Section 10.3 of the
Implementing Agreement to further emphasize the shared nature of future
risk.

As the commentors pointed out elsewhere, completion of CAMP studies
and general data gathering to inform the adaptive management feedback
loop is more an iterative process than a static process. Because of this
concern that we share with the commentor, commitment AM-1 proposes to
treat CAMP studies as “pilot projects” through the first year of the Permit,
with more revisions made at that time. It should not be surprising, then,
that the CAMP studies as described in the DEIS and NFHCP are not more

E1-88, E4-80
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complete than they were. However, to address the relative incompleteness
of the CAMP studies, Plum Creek has provided more detail on CAMP
studies in the FEIS and NFHCP.

The FWS would be pleased to receive input from the commentors on how
to better design the adaptive management process in general. We
appreciate the criticisms, but hearing about all we did not achieve may not
be as helpful as hearing how we could achieve more. We have sought to
implement those changes we could identify as necessary based on this
and other comments. However, it is unclear to the FWS if there is more
opportunity to improve adaptive management beyond those changes
already made.

The Services acknowledge that “were the fundamental limitations
[described by the commentor] amenable to classical scientific resolution…
they would have been resolved long ago.” The Services do not believe that
this monitoring and adaptive management proposal is the “final answer” to
how adaptive management should be done. Because of this fact, the
Services have maintained their right to use other scientific information from
any other source to inform the need to adapt management.

We also acknowledge that “harmful change” is likely occurring with
implementation of the terms of the Permit. That’s why we’re issuing an
incidental take permit—to authorize those actions that will negatively
affect, or possibly take, Permit species. However, another key assumption
is that the minimization and mitigation measures committed to by Plum
Creek will result in a net improvement in Permit species habitat and allow
for recovery.

614 See responses 611 and 613. The Services acknowledge that there are a
host of assumptions and uncertainties upon which this, or any other
conservation plan, are based. The Services chose to move forward in this
creative partnership because the certainty of recovering listed species is
greater than it would be without such efforts. Recognizing the fact of
limited fish conservation resources, the Services have attempted to require
that the applicant focus monitoring and adaptive management efforts on
those uncertainties of greatest importance to success of the conservation
commitments. In an effort to account for other uncertainties not specifically
evaluated in CAMP studies, the Services can use scientific information
from any other source to inform the need to adapt management.

E1-89

615 The principle of “shifting resources to meet new demands” is a conceptual
approach that is designed to support the same concept of practicability in
modifying conservation measures as was applied in developing them. This
does not give Plum Creek any “hard assurance” but documents the intent
of an ongoing creative partnership. The NFHCP business goals are not
Plum Creek’s overall business goals, but are business considerations
specifically developed for the NFHCP to guide practicability.

E1-98

616 The sentence should say “relevance” instead of “significance.” It has been
changed in the final NFHCP.

E2-9

617 The NFHCP uses the best science available to establish relationships
between management activities and impacts to habitat and create
reasonable confidence in the conservation outcome of measures. The

E4-39
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Services agree, however, that full certainty is limited by the existing
science available. Because of this, the Services sought to include
provisions within the NFHCP to monitor plan effectiveness and allow
management to be adapted in the future. See response 611.

618 The Implementing Agreement, in Section 6.2, clearly invokes the
appropriate statutes reflecting the “No Surprises” rule. The Services
believe that the adaptive management provisions of the NFHCP allow for
increased or decreased conservation measures, as appropriate. As an
example of the former, if a 50 percent reduction in sediment delivery from
roads to streams is not achieved, then adaptive management will
necessarily result in more restrictive measures that will achieve this
NFHCP commitment. Plum Creek has committed to respond to changed
circumstances including fire, floods, and landslides, even if these events
are not related to land management activities. The Services do not think it
is feasible to define a specific response and timeline for the variety of
potential circumstances that could occur in the future. The adaptive
management process is included to address, in part, such situations. Any
perceived “veto power” that Plum Creek may have is equally balanced by
the Services’ ability to revoke the Permit(s) as identified in Section 6.2 of
the Implementing Agreement. Provisions of this section also apply to
unforeseen changing circumstances that are inconsistent with the
requirement to not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of Permit species. Finally, the implied procedural differences
between the I-90 and NFHCP approaches relative to unlisted species is a
direct result of adoption of the “No Surprises” rule. In order to provide
assurances for unlisted species under this provision, they must be
analyzed as if they were listed in the DEIS, NFHCP, and biological
opinion. Therefore, their subsequent listing under the ESA is not
considered a changed circumstance.

E4-59, E4-80

619 Required mitigation measures are defined in the NFHCP and evaluated
based upon the best available science. Provisions for change are provided
in the event the plan fails to meet the biological goals. If the Services and
Plum Creek did a good enough job in developing a successful
conservation plan, few changes should be expected.

E4-173,
E4-217,
E4-220

620 The FWS agrees that adaptive management should not be used in lieu of
up front commitments and experiments should be small in scope and
scale. Adaptive Management commitments in the NFHCP are but 6 of
56 commitments that address a broad range of conservation goals and
15 specific biological objectives. Design of adaptive management
experiments follows the scale of monitoring and evaluation used in
ICBEMP, FFR, Northwest Forest Plan, and other landscape-scale
management or research programs.

E4-219

621 Under a typical HCP, the commentor’s assertion about the flexibility for
Permit adjustment might be true. However, the flexibility provided by the
Implementing Agreement, in conjunction with the adaptive management
framework, provides the opportunity for a wide range of adjustments as
needed. See responses 355, 611, and 613.

E16-16

622 Adaptive management is ideally a two-way street and protects a business’
need for business certainty equally to the public’s need for conservation

E30-3, E2-6,
E4-49, E4-50,
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certainty. In practical application that is difficult to devise. This use of
habitat parameters as triggers means that the approach is one sided in
favor of increased conservation (that is, there are no triggers set to reduce
conservation). But the need to arguably demonstrate harm to the species
before requiring change is a difficult hurdle and ensures that the land-
owner will have the certainty that needed management change will be
science based and limited in scope to those areas or species only where
necessary.

E7-12, E14-6,
E4-223,

E8-10, E4-51,
E4-46

623 The Environmental Principles are described on pages 1-33 and 1-34,
Volume I, of the DEIS. Also, stream condition and fish habitat monitoring
would occur under the Legacy and Restoration commitments and the
Adaptive Management and Monitoring commitments listed in Table ES-2
of the DEIS and this FEIS.

F6-9

624 The best scientific data refers to results of recent, site-specific, and, where
available, peer-reviewed studies by researchers for those resources
affected by, or fields of science related to, the NFHCP. A trigger of
49 percent means that if sediment delivery from roads is not reduced by
49 percent as measured from the start of the Permit, the Services and
Plum Creek would agree to implement one of the actions listed in the
referenced text. Permit revocation and other terms and conditions of the
NFHCP are contained in Appendix A, Implementing Agreement, of the
FEIS.

F6-14

625 See response 611. We agree that our ability to measure forest manage-
ment effects on fish habitat accurately and in a timely manner is equivocal.
That is why, in addition to Plum Creek agreeing to make their best effort to
make such measurements, the Services and Plum Creek agree that any
party can use other outside data to inform the adaptive management
process.

The Services hope to do exactly as suggested; to build a better under-
standing of how to conserve fish while allowing for commercial forestry.
We anticipate that a sufficient range of management alternatives will be
available across the Planning Area, from the most conservative to the
most liberal riparian buffer prescriptions, to the broad array of other con-
servation commitments. Finally, we expect that, with this broad array of
commitments, the most conservative management treatments are applied
to those areas with the greatest likelihood of benefiting the most imperiled,
habitat sensitive Permit species (for example, widest riparian buffers
where spawning and rearing for Permit species occurs).

F13-4

Monitoring (NFHCP Commitment AM1)
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626 We agree with the commentor’s point, and have worked with Plum Creek
to ensure monitoring studies are designed to test for effectiveness of
conservation commitments (see revised NFHCP appendix AM-1).

C1-4
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627 While the initial CAMP study designs focused most research in a few
Demonstration Watersheds, the revised study designs call for sampling
watersheds across the Project Area. In addition, the revised CAMP studies
(included in the final NFHCP) provide additional detail on the procedures
for collecting biological data.

C1-9

628 Data collected in the CAMP studies will be collected throughout the Project
Area, not just in Tier 1 watersheds. This is clarified in the revised CAMP
study designs in the FEIS

C1-10

629 Fish will be monitored in the CAMP studies for use in making biological
relevance determinations should an effectiveness monitoring trigger be
tripped. Collection of these data will be clarified in revisions to the CAMP
study designs (see also responses 627 and 628). The Services welcome
external biological data collected by state agencies. These data can
complement Plum Creek data in making biological relevance
determinations should the adaptive management pathway be invoked.

C1-21, E4-58,
E4-68

630 See revised NFHCP Appendix AM-1. It describes in greater detail sample
size, sample location selection, and study design

The Services are concerned about NFHCP commitments that require
resources from agencies or organizations that are not signing parties to
the agreement because of the uncertainty of budgets and manpower
availability of those organizations. While Plum Creek is required to work
cooperatively under broader monitoring efforts to streamline the fulfilling of
a commitment, they will still be required to perform NFHCP monitoring if
others cannot participate.

Plum Creek and the Services have collaborated extensively with state
agencies, universities, and other experts in the design and development of
the NFHCP, including the adaptive management program. As exemplified
by Plum Creek’s Cascades HCP, which was approved in 1996,
collaboration continues into the implementation phase of the plan. For
example, some aspects of monitoring are being contracted to universities
for graduate research projects; the results of which get the benefit of
academic scrutiny and peer-reviewed publication. However, Plum Creek
cannot obligate the participation of organizations outside the company for
commitment of resources to fulfill its conservation obligations. Moreover,
delay encountered acquiring this participation from outside organizations
may delay implementation of studies and projects necessary to provide
information in a timely manner.

C2-30, D1-53,
E4-58, E4-68,

E14-7

631 Section 8 of the NFHCP, Adaptive Management and Monitoring
Commitments, has been revised to respond to a range of public comments
regarding the adequacy and level of detail associated with this particular
set of commitments. These revisions have been incorporated into
appropriate sections of this FEIS dealing with adaptive management and
monitoring. FWS believes these revisions will contribute to an enhanced
understanding of the effects of the NFHCP conservation commitments on
water quality, aquatic habitat, and fisheries, and will provide a sound basis
for responding to and implementing future adaptive or corrective
management actions if individual or cumulative adverse effects result from
the NFHCP.

D1-2, E4-80,
E4-70
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632 In response to comments and agency input, the adaptive management
Appendix AM-1 in the NFHCP was revised to put more emphasis on
extensive (dispersed) monitoring rather than intensive monitoring in
demonstration watersheds.

D1-43, E4-58,
E4-68

633 Plum Creek used the nomenclature for monitoring described in the
ICBEMP because it overlapped the NFHCP project area.

D1-44

634 Advice on the strategy of concentrating monitoring into representative
watersheds came from Dr. Carl Walters, an adaptive management expert.
However, in response to public comment, the NFHCP monitoring
approach has been changed to move away from the “demonstration
watershed” approach towards a more dispersed monitoring approach, with
a decreased component of concentrated monitoring.

To the extent that some monitoring must obviously be implemented site-
specifically, results will necessarily be extrapolated to other portions of the
Project Area. The NFHCP adaptive management strategy is designed to
operate on a multi-scale level with some topics such as sediment
approached at a road segment and watershed level and other topics such
as temperature evaluated at a reach or sub-basin level. Extrapolation of
monitoring results to other Planning Area basins is based on established
similarities of geomorphology and management practices. Change of
management within project areas can be effected not only by information
obtained in CAMPs but also by information obtained in individual
watersheds where operations will be implemented and evaluated. For
example, road sediment reductions and grazing lease revisions will be
evaluated at the project level. See response 664.

D1-45,
E2-23

635 Plum Creek has and will continue to seek the advice of the Services in the
placement of monitoring sites and location of the CAMPs in the Project
Area, including through and beyond the first year after Permit issuance
(see NFHCP commitment AM-1). Because of the large area envisioned for
this NFHCP, the adaptive management approach was developed at a
programmatic level with more details to be developed as the applicant and
agencies gained more experience and exposure in the Project Area. The
Services will continue to seek input from experts, including the EPA in
refining monitoring efforts, especially relative to Clean Water Act needs
that overlap spatially with Permit requirements.

D1-46, E4-58,
E4-68

636 An important design feature of the “dispersed monitoring” component is to
overlay this effort on project-level activities contemplated under the
approved NFHCP, which is the concern of this comment and was
developed in more detail as described under commitment AM-1 and the
“CAMP” studies. Also see response to 664.

D1-47, E4-58,
E4-68

637 The adaptive management component of the NFHCP was modified in
response to comments like EPA’s, and feedback from the Services.
Information from the CAMP studies will be used in the following ways: to
ascertain when “triggers” are exceeded; to modify triggers as necessary;
to inform decisions on the biological relevance of statistically significant
monitoring results; to aid in discerning the causal linkages between
monitoring results and NFHCP actions; and to help develop cooperative
management responses to address concerns.

D1-48, D1-59,
E4-58, E4-68
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638 We agree with commentor that levels of statistical significance need to be
displayed with as much detail as possible. Revisions to the appendix AM-1
provide this detail.

D1-51

639 More details about the design of CAMP #1 in Appendix AM-1 have been
included in the final NFHCP based on input from EPA, other agencies, and
the public. One aspect of CAMP #1 that has been designed in more detail
is a study to evaluate the downslope sediment travel distances from roads.
Beyond the use of CAMP #1 results for “triggers,” information derived from
the study will be used to inform other decisions on biological relevance,
causal linkages and cooperative management responses.

D1-56, E4-58,
E4-68

640 Plum Creek and the Services have completed many more details of the
monitoring plan, which are included in the final NFHCP. However, it is not
possible to specify where management activities will be completed on
Plum Creek land during the next 30 years. Selection of specific monitoring
locations will be dependent on coordination with operations personnel,
adjacent landowners and involved agencies to maximize coverage and
economies of scale. Coarse grained analysis of geologic types and the
scientific basis for aggregating riparian types and extrapolating to other
drainages can be found in NFHCP Technical Report #8, Synthesis of
Watershed Analysis and Ecoclassification at a River Basin Scale for the
Conservation and Management of Aquatic Ecosystems.

D1-60, E4-58,
E4-68

641 Additional detail on monitoring locations is provided in NFHCP
Appendix AM-1. However, the exact map locations are not known at this
time, and will not be finalized until after the first year of implementation of
the NFHCP. Also see responses 636 and 637.

D1-61, E4-58,
E4-68

642 The commentor suggests numerous parameters and measurements that
should be included in adaptive management monitoring and research. The
Services agree. Many of these parameters are indeed included. Nutrients
will be indirectly measured through sediment research (delivery and
instream conditions). Aquatic biota will likely be included in the grazing
research under CAMP #4, as will channel cross sections, streambank
stability and pool characteristics. Parameters selected for monitoring will
be those that most directly relate to habitat impacts potentially caused by
the covered activities. The Services will continue to seek input from other
experts, including EPA, in refining monitoring design consistent with
NFHCP commitment AM-1.

D1-62

643 See response 639. Plum Creek and the Services have revised the
monitoring strategy to address this concern where applicable and
appropriate.

D1-63

644 The Services agree that the integration of HCPs and TMDLs is a
worthwhile goal. Successful completion of either the HCP or TMDL
process individually will help promote the dialogue to make integration of
the other process possible. and will allow for development of monitoring
systems that will work for both. The Service seeks to continue to work with
EPA, both on a broader scale and specifically with this Permit to achieve
this goal. See responses 806 and 808.

D1-66

645 This comment addresses the range of topics addressed by the CAMP
studies. The strategic objective of the CAMP studies was to focus on the

E1-93
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primary biological objectives of the NFHCP: temperature, sediment and
instream wood for habitat as influenced by timber harvesting, road
construction and grazing, the three most important activities covered under
the Permit. There were many other threat factors that were cited as
contributing to the need to federally list the bull trout, but many of these
were not the primary focus of the HCP. The CAMP projects are designed
to evaluate and verify the improvement trends anticipated in the HCP and
displayed in the DEIS, as well as the habitat objectives displayed in Table
NFHCP8—1B. Comparison of CAMP projects to hatcheries is not accurate
because the NFHCP is based on habitat maintenance and improvement,
not fish population augmentation. Also, the NFHCP is more flexible in its
implementation, management and modification than a hatchery. The
NFHCP and attendant CAMP projects recognize that many factors could
affect the number of fish returning to a site. Counting fish is used as a site
specific indication of habitat use, not a comprehensive metric of NFHCP
success.

646 A better description of the procedures used to collect biological data is
incorporated into a revised NFHCP Appendix AM-1.

E1-94

647  The Services agree with this characterization of monitoring. E2-21

648 “Effectiveness monitoring” according to the document’s glossary is
“monitoring conducted to determine whether the conservation strategies
result in the anticipated strategies.” Validation monitoring is a subset of
effectiveness monitoring. Implementation monitoring is a tally of how much
of the conservation measure has been implemented.

E2-22

649 Selection of the CAMP study locations will be based on similarity of
geomorphological conditions and management activities that are
representative of the NFHCP. This approach is being used as advised by
experts in the field of adaptive management and monitoring as a means to
effectively use staff and technical resources while enhancing the utility of
information collected. Validation of LWD, sediment delivery and other
models and assumptions will be achieved with more dispersed monitoring
as described in Appendix AM-1.

E2-24, E4-58,
E4-68

650 See the revised NFHCP Appendix AM-1. For CAMPs, it includes a more
detailed discussion of sample size, how the data will be used to trip a
trigger, and descriptions of biological information that will be gathered for
“biological relevance” determinations.

E2-35, D1-40,
E2-51, E4-55

651 Commentor cites steep boulder substrate channels as examples of where
wood is not a major contributing factor for channel stability and thus is
more resilient to past management. This is precisely why CAMP #2 is
designed to focus Plum Creek’s monitoring efforts on those stream
segments (for example, CMZs and low gradient channels) where wood
has a more dramatic effect on stability and where NFHCP prescriptions
will be applied to match conservation effort with channel sensitivity.

E2-46

652 This concern was addressed in three ways during the preparation of the
NFHCP: first, pre-plan data and analysis (for example, temperature
monitoring and shade data) were gathered and used in the development of
the plan; second, state and federal agency information (for example,
ICEBMP) was consulted to obtain more perspective on existing conditions;

E2-47, B2-19



F-154 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

finally, the CAMP studies incorporate a BACI design (Before, After
Control-Impact) to better discern treatment effects from effects imposed by
other existing or external conditions, such as weather events.

653 For reasons the commentor points out, the Services are reluctant to
require basic research as a condition of Permit issuance and would prefer
that resources be expended for real conservation. However, because of
the opportunity provided in this agreement for cooperative management
responses and because of the willingness of the applicant, a limited
amount of basic research is included.

E2-50

654 Additional detail on monitoring has been added to the FEIS. See
response 671.

E4-62, E4-67,
E4-71

655 Plum Creek met with Services scientists, outside experts and other state
and federal biologists to evaluate and include where practicable the most
recent and relevant methodology for monitoring. Additional details are
provided in the CAMP descriptions found in AM-1.

E4-64, E4-69,
E4-67, E4-71

656 Extensive monitoring of population trends is conducted by numerous state
and federal agencies, tribes, and tribal organizations. Portions of this
monitoring occur in Plum Creek watersheds, providing a coarse
assessment of population trends on Plum Creek lands. All of this
information is available, and will be considered by the Services as
appropriate. Additionally, the NFHCP provides biological data in areas of
active experimentation and monitoring (CAMPs) as well as the Native Fish
Assemblages; the Services will also get extensive information on habitat
quality with validation studies on LWD, shade and sediment relationships
in the NFHCP project area. See response 337.

E4-77

657 The Services believe that a habitat conservation approach for fish on
private lands is an effective approach because “take” of native fish based
upon habitat modification is difficult to establish or quantify and population
levels vary because of a wide array of influences and threats other than
just Plum Creek actions. See response 672.

E4-78

658 The use of aquatic biota other than fish as monitoring indicators has been
considered and will likely be implemented as CAMP projects are refined in
consultation with the Services. Specifically, use of macroinvertebrates will
be considered in conjunction with grazing leases.

E4-135

659 See responses 654 and 655. EIS Section 4.6.5 discusses what is known
about the biology and limiting factors for 18 Permit species; habitat
changes in project area are discussed, described and modeled where
possible in EIS Section 4.6.5, and tech reports; applicants consult
ICEBMPs documentation to evaluate other assessments of ecosystem
changes. Monitoring strategies for the NFHCP will contribute to a broader
understanding of all these topics.

E4-212

660 Refer to table NFHCP 8-1B on DEIS page NFHCP 8-17 for display of
triggers, metrics, response and other adaptive management details.

E4-218,
E4-58, E4-68

661 The Services agreed with many of the comments, and the strategy has
been revised to include the following:

a) Use of demonstration watersheds have and will be discussed with

E5-87, E5-27,
E4-58, E4-68,

E5-10
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state and federal agencies prior to implementation. Subsequent
revisions to adaptive management CAMPs rely less on demonstration
watersheds and more on dispersed monitoring.

b) Plum Creek will not be monitoring fish populations at significant levels;
rather they will be monitoring habitat response variables (for example,
temperature) for significant changes.

c) Revisions to CAMP forthcoming will define statistical triggers where
applicable.

d) Services can insist that monitoring be done by outside parties but
cannot obligate others to do what the applicant must do under a
Permit. Several projects lend themselves to university sponsored
research and will completed in that manner if possible.

e) The Services agree that some response variables such as LWD have
long lag periods and CAMP revisions will adjust for these concerns.
Other variables such as temperature should be evident soon into the
Permit period. The process of using monitoring and CAMP data as
well as outside research to help inform decisions on biological
relevance, causal linkage and management response lessens
dependence on absolute statistical “significance” and accelerates
potential to make needed changes earlier.

f) Grazing operations are examined internally by PC personnel and
externally by third party auditor.

g) The term “severe” has been replaced with “not functioning properly as
defined in Lg1.

h) The biological assumption is that if we are adequately addressing risk
of high summertime temperatures in the Project Area, then through
these same mechanisms—increased vegetative cover over streams,
for example—we are likely addressing winter-time temperature risks.

i) The 49 percent sediment reduction figure was developed as an initial
objective for the Clean goal based on what Plum Creek thought they
could reasonably provide for sediment reduction across the Project
Area. Additional documentation for this figure can be found in
Technical Report #3. Whether such a level of sediment reduction will
be adequate to conserve Permit species across the project area will
be continually evaluated under Plum Creek’s monitoring commitments.

662 In general, resolution of monitoring data is the goal of the NFHCP, both
through Plum Creek’s monitoring, and through the use of all other scientific
data. However, there are 18 Planning Area basins in the HCP area. The
approach suggested by the commentor would take time and likely delay
implementation of conservation measures and the monitoring approach
that allows Plum Creek to begin monitoring implementation immediately
and helps inform decisions to be made by the Services on the efficacy of
the NFHCP; Results of the monitoring will be applied to specific
watersheds as they are identified to meet agreed upon criteria regarding
geomorphology, management activities, and other environmental and
operational considerations.

E7-10, E8-11,
E9-12
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663 The NFHCP contains numerous “milestones” for evaluating NFHCP
effectiveness. See the parameters and triggers in NFHCP Table 8-1, and
the CAMP study Appendix AM-1.

E10-8

664 The monitoring design been modified to obtain a broader sample, and
extrapolation of findings from references sites is explained in greater
detail. Costs for the monitoring will be borne by Plum Creek and they will
use a variety of methods to obtain the data including their staff, outside
consultants, university researchers, and agency assistance.

E18-8,
E22-7

665 Reporting monitoring results is a requirement of the NFHCP. If it is not
done, the NFHCP must be brought into compliance or the Permit may be
revoked.

E20-6,
E4-210,

E4-211, E14-7

666 The NFHCP will hold Plum Creek to a higher level of accountability with
more specific implementation and enforcement procedures than currently
exist under applicable state and federal law.

G1-4, E4-58,
E4-68

667 A monitoring plan to be funded and implemented by Plum Creek was
described in the DEIS. More detail has been included in the Final EIS (see
Administration and Adaptive Management commitments, and CAMP study
Appendix AM-1). The monitoring plan describes generally where and when
sampling will occur. The first year’s monitoring efforts will be treated as a
“pilot” project, with revisions made after the first year to ensure adequate
implementation. The large size of the land ownership creates challenges
for monitoring effects of the NFHCP. The monitoring plan relies on
stratification of the landscape to provide a representative sample of the
landscape that is statistically reliable. With this approach, a smaller
number of samples can be used to monitor effectiveness.

G2-4

668 See response 313. The FWS encourages participation by affected state
agencies in review of implementation and effectiveness of the NFHCP.

G5-5

669 See response 313. The Services agree that monitoring should include
more than just ensuring compliance with initial commitments.

G6-1

Triggers
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670 The NFHCP sediment reduction trigger is based upon the estimated
effectiveness of the sediment reduction measures that were negotiated.
This provides the Services with a quantity metric (that is, how much
conservation is achieved?) but does not answer the question of whether
that much conservation is adequate to prevent jeopardy. That information
was determined to be unavailable. Because the trigger is somewhat
arbitrary in terms of biological relevance, the Services reserved the
opportunity to acquire a change in the trigger metric if biological relevance
was shown to be a concern.

E1-77

671 More details on the CAMP designs are included in the revised NFHCP
Appendix AM-1. Knowledge of how the NFHCP is functioning and

E2-26
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information useful to making corrections is not limited solely to the CAMP
projects. For example, other commitments (for example, R8—Road
Inspections) require Plum Creek to continuously monitor conditions
extensively that might undercut the conservation objectives of the NFHCP.
Intensive monitoring of all 18 planning area basins in the project area is
not economically feasible. A sampling design was devised to include a
representative sample from all 18 basins, so that results of CAMP studies
can be extrapolated. The rationale for selection of the CAMP watersheds
(for example, representative geomorphology, etc.) were and will be
discussed with knowledgeable biologists before and after the first year’s
pilot project implementation phase. Also, the Services may use other
scientific information in evaluating whether the NFHCP continues to meet
Permit issuance criteria.

672 Habitat parameters were selected for triggers rather than fish populations
because factors beyond Plum Creek’s control might influence fish
populations. These should not be the basis for suspending no-surprises
assurances.

E2-42, E11-9,
E4-210

673 The “Implementation Framework” (table NFHCP 8-1B) has been modified
to include more specific requirements for mandatory management
responses so that the action plan will be accountable to a prescribed level
of compliance rather than merely “improved compliance.”

E5-34

674 Where existing science shows causal relationships between forest
management and changes in aquatic habitat, those relationships were
considered in the development of the original commitments and in setting
trigger levels. See response 696.

While the conceptual development of the adaptive management pathway
in the NFHCP describes statistical significance as a model, the use of
statistical significance differs depending upon the individual trigger and the
capabilities within the CAMP study designs. Statistical significance levels
and triggers can be adjusted over time.

E5-84

675 If a trigger is pulled, the adaptive management pathway specifies that a
causal relationship to Plum Creek activities be identified before a
management response is invoked. Large events outside of Plum Creek’s
control, such as fire, floods, and landslides are foreseeable circumstances
dealt with as “Changed Circumstances” under commitment adaptive
management-3.

E25-9

Timing
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676 The commentor raises a valid point about lag effects for both fish
populations and habitat response and recovery. The long-lived nature of
bull trout was one reason why the Permit period was proposed as 30 years
(roughly five bull trout generations) in order to evaluate the biological
impacts of the plan. Another feature of the adaptive management program
is the use of multiple year study periods and repeated monitoring

D1-57, E2-25
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timeframes throughout the 30-year Permit period to allow evaluation of
temporally sensitive monitoring trends. See Tables NFHCP 8-1A and 1B
for details by topic.

677 A trigger is calculated based on data collected over 5 years. This is neces-
sary because it is unlikely that a measurable response to management
could be detected over any shorter time frame. Then 3 months is allowed
to assemble the report. The timing specifications in the NFHCP then
specify the maximum amount of time allowed for development and imple-
mentation of a response. In many cases it is expected that a management
response could be applied within 6 months of the identification of a prob-
lem (i.e., the summer or fall after the 5-year report). See response 678.

E2-27, E34-4,
E4-49, E4-50,
E1-65, E8-10,
D1-54, E9-11,

E18-7

678 As described in response 677, there may be a time lag involved in identi-
fying a variance from expectations; however, the time lag in evaluating and
implementing a management response once a trigger is tripped is rela-
tively short (6 months to 2 years rather than the 7 years identified by the
commentor). Additionally, since the starting prescriptions were based upon
an estimate of effectiveness using the best science available, it is unlikely
that departures will be dramatic.

E2-28, D1-55,
E1-65, E8-10,
D1-54, E9-11,

E18-7

679 The time periods were developed by the Services and Plum Creek to allow
adequate time for the particular response. The Services believe that the
time periods specified in the NFHCP and Implementing Agreement provide
adequate time for the agencies to respond. See responses 677 and 319.

E4-225

Management Responses (NFHCP Commitment A2)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

680 We agree that determining causal linkages could be difficult. For this
reason, the Services and Plum Creek must mutually agree on whether
negative effects of the Permit are caused by Plum Creek actions. Failure
to come to agreement will result in the issue being elevated to dispute
resolution, or possibly Permit suspension or revocation.

C1-23

681 The NFHCP commitment AM2 has been revised to make it clear that the
determinations leading to a decision to adapt management are not hurdles
the Services must clear to convince Plum Creek to change. Rather they
are points of negotiation that must be mutually agreed to (see
response 680). The Services agree with the idea of encouraging Plum
Creek to make information available to outside scientists, and that the
Services should consider recommendations from outside scientists in
making adaptive management decisions. See changes to commit-
ment A-6, and to the Implementing Agreement Section 8.3.

C1-24

682 The Services agree that triggers for the entire Project Area are less
desirable than triggers established at finer scales. For this reason, the
Services and Plum Creek have (1) already included more site-specific trig-
gers for some metrics, and (2) included the opportunity to focus triggers
down to individual Planning Area basins where data exists to allow such
specificity.

C1-25
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683 The Services agree that adaptive management should not be used to
“make up for” weak up-front prescriptions. In fact, the Services have
sought to gain significant up-front conservation with adequate flexibility to
adapt management.

The Services believe that permittee should not be required to change
management unless there is some indication that conservation is inade-
quate. In the NFHCP, the Services can detect inadequacies either through
Plum Creek’s monitoring and adaptive management commitments, or
through the use of any other scientific information, including from the state.
The Services also believe that in order to ask a permittee to change
management they have to know what aspect of the permittee’s manage-
ment is in need of change, and what management actions are needed to
provide adequate conservation. The language of adaptive management-2
has been changed to reflect the fact that Plum Creek cannot dismiss the
Services’ request to adapt management without risking Permit suspension
or revocation. In other words, Plum Creek does not have “veto authority”
over decisions involving management adaptations, including causal
linkage and biological relevance determinations. See response 611.

C3-32

684 See responses 611 and 625. As part of a negotiated adaptation to Plum
Creek’s management actions under the NFHCP, it is their responsibility to
consider whether proposed management changes are economically feasi-
ble. The Services will work with Plum Creek and consider the NFHCP
business goals as a context while developing additional measures to en-
sure that the NFHCP biological goals are met (also see our response 369).
The consideration of economics does not relieve the burden of a manage-
ment response to correct a deficiency in meeting the NFHCP biological
goals.

E1-55

685 Plum Creek’s activities can impact fish because of their potential impact on
fish habitat. However, fish can be impacted by a variety of factors other
than habitat. Therefore, the Services agree that it is not appropriate to
measure success based upon those factors that cannot be influenced by
the applicant. The biological relevance determination is not a conflicting
standard but a nested standard that is required within a more rigorous
inquiry initiated by the tripping of a trigger. Collection of biological data is
included within the CAMPs that will be described more fully in the FEIS.
The Services may also use any available scientific information to inform
adaptive management.

E1-91, E11-9,
E1-92

686 See response 637. The Services retain the opportunity to approach Plum
Creek at any time monitoring data raises issues about HCP efficacy. The
Services agree that statistically insignificant changes in a habitat metric
can lead to biologically significant changes in fish populations. It is difficult
to practically incorporate management for such uncertainty into a
landscape-level management plan. However, the Services and Plum
Creek have tried to allow for such a contingency by allowing adjustments
to triggers that are determined to be set inadequately, and by allowing for
use of outside scientific information in making such decisions. Concerns
about delays in responses possible if the Services and Plum Creek cannot
agree are addressed under “mandatory collaborative management
response” (see NFHCP).

E1-95



F-160 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

687 The adaptive management provisions in the NFHCP are those that define
the specific conditions under which the incentive of “no-surprises” is
suspended. Therefore, if the HCP is unsuccessful at achieving biological
goals in one geological type but successful in another, the management
response is directed at correcting the failure. The Services do not intend to
suspend “no-surprises” where it cannot be shown that the plan is failing.

E1-96, E4-51,
E4-46

688 The NFHCP triggers are based upon identifying failures of meeting the
biological goals, not on identifying surpluses. These triggers identify
mandatory responses that increase conservation. The NFHCP does not
provide for any mandatory responses that reduce conservation. This
approach is a double standard, but it is in favor of increased conservation.

E1-97

689 Empirical observations are only one type of information used in
development of the NFHCP. Display and analysis of sediment data and
modeling output are found in the peer-reviewed Technical Report #3, while
additional analysis and model output are displayed in Section 4.6.6 of the
DEIS. Montana BMPs have been in place for nearly a decade and have
been instrumental in reducing “observed” instances of resource damage
(see Figure 4-6.2 page 4-154 of the DEIS).

Plum Creek and the Services felt it would be more credible and prudent to
interact and focus on the issue when it could be supported by data and
information that could not be specified at this time. The alternative is to
“hard-wire” decisions into the document, which may not make sense in
light of information and new research obtained in the future.

E1-101

690 Statistical significance is a useful and necessary step to initiating discus-
sions between the Services and Plum Creek regarding the interpretation
and application of monitoring data. However, “cross-pollination” of new
research and insights such as those offered in this comment have been
provided by including the provision that new research findings from other
sources outside the NFHCP, in addition to monitoring data, will help inform
decisions on trigger adequacy, biological relevance, causal linkage, and
management response.

E2-52, E4-58

691 The NFHCP does not limit the response that might be required by
economic criteria; the limitations are within the bounds of biological
relevance and causal linkage.

E4-61,
E4-126

692 See Table NFHCP 8-1B. Proactive management response is the goal of
NFHCP monitoring.

E4-214

693 If it is demonstrated that the NFHCP fails to meet biological goals, a
corrective management response is required (see Adaptive Management
section of NFHCP).

E4-222

694 Please see Table NFHCP 8-1B on DEIS page NFHCP8-17. E4-250

695 If it is demonstrated that the plan fails to meet biological goals, a corrective
management response is required (see Adaptive Management Section of
NFHCP).

E4-255

696 a) Pre-defined responses; It would be ideal to create an adaptive
management approach that leads to pre-defined responses. The

E5-35, B2-19,
F10-2, E4-58,
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Services and Plum Creek sought this approach initially, per guidance
from the Draft HCP handbook addendum. However, when consider-
ing proposals for such responses, we realized that, rather than being
based upon better science, they largely appeared to be punitive
defaults based upon existing science or no science. The prescriptions
specified at the outset of the plan are not guesses, they are based
upon the best available science. Changes to prescriptions should be
improvements and fine tuning based upon a better scientific under-
standing.

b) Biological relevance; The “science based triggers” chosen for the
NFHCP are measurable habitat parameters that should provide
meaningful feedback in a reasonable time. In some cases, there are
known and direct relationships to fish biology, but in others the link to
biology may be less direct, and a subsequent inquiry into biological
relevance is warranted. Using sediment as an example, instream
sediment levels have fairly well know relationships with fish biology,
but changes in these levels are not sensitive to changes in manage-
ment on a time frame that is useful for this agreement. Therefore,
sediment delivery from roads was used as an alternative. It has a
more direct linkage to road management but a less direct linkage to
fish biology. It provides meaningful feedback on a reasonable time-
frame at the risk of choosing a trigger level that is not as clearly
related to fish biology. Therefore, a subsequent inquiry into biological
relevance is warranted.

c) Preserving assurances; The adaptive management approach used in
the NFHCP seeks a balance between providing incentives to attract
and keep Plum Creek as a creative partner in providing conservation
for fish while preserving certainty of conservation at an acceptable
level. Because clear no-surprises assurances are eliminated by this
approach, Plum Creek is provided with another kind of assurance;
that changes to the plan will not be frivolous (i.e., that they will contain
a reasonable certainty of improving the ability of the plan to meet the
biological goals), that they will be based upon a high level of scientific
rigor, and that Plum Creek can work with the Services to negotiate
business-sensitive adjustments to changes designed to improve con-
servation. The plan is initiated with a large degree of certainty that
conservation will occur.

d) Determination of causal linkages; Continuing with the example of
sediment input to streams, it is not only important to determine if fine
sediment is continuing to enter streams at an excessive level, but
also if input is due to actions authorized under the NFHCP; monitor-
ing of roads and other upslope activities allows Plum Creek and the
Services to better "connect the dots" between changes observed
during monitoring and actions taken during implementation. For
example, the road sediment source may have been from a specific
drainage structure rather than due to surfacing problems on the road.
Moreover, monitoring the stream at different points and at different
times may indicate that unfavorable sediment input is caused by
unauthorized public use of a road system rather than forest manage-
ment operations that are the responsibility of Plum Creek. When
causal linkages are identified, management responses can be

F3-5, E5-85,
E4-221, E2-6,

E8-4, F3-2,
E4-49, E4-50,
E8-10, E7-6,
E4-53, E9-11
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created that resolve the problems discovered.

697 See responses 688 and 615. The only mandatory responses in the
Implementation Framework (table NFHCP 8-1B) are based on triggers that
might indicate a failure to meet biological goals. The “NFHCP Business
Goals” are cited to provide sideboards of practicability, similar to those
used in the development of the original commitments in the development
of management responses. No responses are mandated by a failure to
meet business goals. In this sense, adaptive management is “one-way” in
favor of meeting biological goals.

E5-83, E4-58

698 The causal linkage question only needs to be investigated when a trigger
is tripped. If the plan is successful because triggers are not tripped, then
difficult query into causal linkages is not required. This minimizes the
adaptive management process when it is not essential to the success of
the plan. Also, see responses 696 and 611.

E5-86

699 The NFHCP starts with measures whose impacts and benefits have been
evaluated using the best science available. While the Services expect
scientific understanding to be refined over time, we do not expect that
scientific understanding will advance sufficiently each 2 years to warrant
the expenditure of resources on reevaluation. Also, since triggers are
evaluated based upon the results of scientific study, 2 years is generally
too short to obtain an adequate number of samples to provide clear and
meaningful feedback. See response 678.

E10-7, D1-54,
E9-11, E18-7,
E4-51, E4-46

700 See responses 611, 246, and 77. The Services and Plum Creek do not
seek to try to identify occupied or unoccupied habitat for any of the Permit
species in the Project Area within their historic distribution, and
prescriptions will not vary in this manner.

E13-26

701 See response 611. The Services intend to use adaptive management
flexibility as a tool to fine-tune the balance between the assurance it
receives from the up-front conservation commitment from an applicant,
and the regulatory certainty of No Surprises assurances. The Services doe
not believe there are any “zero tolerance” triggers in the NFHCP. There
are triggers based on an observation of no statistically significant
difference in habitat conditions before and after forestry actions occur. This
does not equate to “no change” on the ground. It does equate to “no
significant change,” with significance defined in Plum Creek’s Core
Adaptive Management Project studies, agreed to up front by the Services
and Plum Creek. The intent is to ensure that, if there is significant change
in habitat conditions as a result of timber management actions, the
Services and Plum Creek can evaluate the effects of those changes and
jointly determine whether management should be adapted.

The Services believe that implementation of existing state BMPs reduces
potential negative effects of commercial forestry that might otherwise
occur. However, even with implementation of these BMPs, forestry actions
can still cause habitat degradation or inhibit recovery of impaired habitats,
to varying degrees, depending on the environmental setting and history of
development in a given area. HCPs are a tool to increase the certainty of
adequate conservation while providing the applicant with greater certainty
of a viable business opportunity.

E28-3, E4-4,
E12-5, E33-2
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The Services believe the NFHCP and proposed Permit offer regulatory
assurances to Plum Creek. We view this proposed NFHCP and the
regulatory assurances that would be associated with a Permit as allowing
Plum Creek the certainty that the Services cannot independently dictate
changes in forest management on their lands under the Endangered
Species Act. If the Services seek change in Plum Creek’s land
management techniques, we must engage in and complete a process that
has been agreed to by Plum Creek as part of the Permit.

702 The adaptive management part of the NFHCP has been revised to provide
greater certainty of outcomes for all parties. If assurances are not
satisfactory to Plum Creek, they can voluntarily refrain from concluding the
habitat conservation planning process and relinquish the Permit. See
response 611.

E29-3

703 See response 611. The Services do not believe that Plum Creek is
required to commit to “zero change” in habitat parameters as a result of
their management actions. Instead, Plum Creek is committing to no
significant change in habitat parameters from effects of their management
actions, as measured in Core Adaptive Management studies. If significant
change is observed, the Services and Plum Creek would then work
together to determine if, when and where management should be adapted.

The Services agree with the commentor that the level of scientific rigor that
should be required in a renegotiation of management commitments should
be comparable to that used in the original Permit issuance determination.

E32-7

Changed Circumstances (NFHCP Commitment AM3)
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704 Reasonably foreseeable circumstances such as forest fires, floods, or
landslides less than a specified size or magnitude are addressed in the
NFHCP and the DEIS. For these categories, the NFHCP either provides
specific conservation measures to minimize impacts from these events or
provides a planning framework for addressing impacts should they occur.
Effects to other resources are disclosed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS.

E4-199

705 The respondent asserts that additional natural and human-induced
changed circumstances should be addressed in the proposed NFHCP and
Implementing Agreement.

The response to American Lands (618), above, partially addresses this
response. To reiterate relative to the 500-year flood example suggested by
the respondent, if the adaptive management and dispute resolution
processes are unable to resolve a situation where the continued survival
and recovery of proposed Permit species is in question, then the Services
have the option of suspending or revoking the Permit and/or initiating
action through Section 9 of the ESA, as appropriate. However, it is likely
that an event of this magnitude would not be the sole result of Plum
Creek’s land management activities, or even the result of the combined
land management activities of all landowners in the Planning Area, the

E5-36, E5-29
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majority of which are beyond the control of Plum Creek. Absent immediate
threats to the continued survival and recovery of proposed Permit species,
it is in the best interests of Plum Creek, the Services, and the proposed
Permit species for all parties to work together to recover from any such
calamitous event with the conservation needs of the proposed Permit
species in mind. Relative to the respondents point that a large fire or
disease outbreak would result in increased road building or harvest levels
and should be included under changed circumstances, nothing in the
proposed NFHCP or Implementing Agreement suggests that road-related
commitments, sediment reduction commitments, water temperature
commitments, or riparian harvest commitments will be altered by such an
event.

706 The Services generally agree with this comment, but we believe that the
proposed response to changed circumstances in the NFHCP is
functionally similar to adaptive management. The Services and Plum
Creek developed changed circumstances to identify reasonably
foreseeable circumstances, including natural catastrophes, that normally
occur in the area, as required by the Habitat Conservation Plan
Assurances (“No Surprise”) Final Rule [FR 63(35):8859-8873]. In the case
of the NFHCP, changed circumstances were identified as forest fires,
floods, and landslides of a specified size or magnitude. The response,
should any changed circumstance occur, would be for Plum Creek and the
Services to develop and implement a management plan to minimize
effects to Permit species from the changed circumstance. Changed
circumstances are somewhat different than the NFHCP adaptive
management program in that they are intended to respond to foreseeable,
but not more routine or expected changes such as those envisioned under
adaptive management. However, fundamentally they are similar in that
both are intended to result in changes as a result of processes set up in
the NFHCP.

E5-37, E5-29

707 The requirement for a site-specific action plan is a requirement under AM3
that creates an opportunity to use new information available in the future
when developing a site-specific action plan. “No surprises” does not mean
that these plans will not be mandatory, it places upper bounds on the
types of responses that would be required under the HCP.

E10-10

708 The categories of changed circumstances that are identified in
conservation measure AM3 of the NFHCP are, in the opinion of the
Services, reasonably foreseeable. Should these circumstances occur
during the Permit period a management plan will be developed by Plum
Creek and the Services to address any impacts to Permit species. The
Services generally agree with the commentor that a 100-year flood event
should be considered a reasonably foreseeable circumstance, that is why
flood events between 25 and 100 years are considered changed
circumstances and would require a management plan be developed
should they occur. Should events occur such as forest fires, flooding, or
landslides that are greater in magnitude than those identified under
changed circumstances, or should other events occur, such that the
effects of further NFHCP implementation may affect Permit species in a
manner or to an extent not previously considered, the Services can
reinitiate Section 7 consultation, subject to the re-initiation criteria, to
ensure that the NFHCP is not appreciably reducing the likelihood of the

E15-6, E5-29
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survival and recovery of any Permit species. If the Services find that as a
result of further NFHCP implementation the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of a Permit species may be appreciably reduced, the Services
have the authority to revoke or suspend the Permit in whole or in part.
Nothing in the NFHCP or the Implementing Agreement would prevent the
Services from taking this action.

Sediment

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

709 Plum Creek and WDNR are currently completing a Watershed Analysis in
this drainage and treating road-related sediment issues on a project level
with remedial action; Additional monitoring and management activities in
the Ahtanum will be completed in a manner consistent with the watershed
analysis when it is approved. Plum Creek is open to cooperative
monitoring in the Ahtanum drainage with others for sediment and redd
counts.

C3-33

710 The description of this trigger has been clarified in the final NFHCP. The
intent of this trigger is to ensure that substantial reduction in sediment
delivery to Project Area streams occurs consistent with EIS effects
analysis projections. Instream triggers were not practical to employ
because of the complexities of how instream fine sediment levels are
affected by geology, geomorphology, channel type, and local climate.
While instream targets were not used as triggers to effect change, CAMP1
will investigate how sediment delivery reductions across the Project Area
translate to changes in fine sediment levels in spawning gravels, and will
inform future management adaptations.

D1-52

711 Table NFHCP8-1B, under the “Clean” biological goal, lists performance
metrics and associated triggers for eight implementation standards and
three effectiveness standards. The implementation metrics provide an
“early warning” metric based upon known relationships between manage-
ment actions and riparian function. The effectiveness metrics provide for a
process to consider improved understanding of those relationships.

E1-76,
E11-8

Temperature
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712 The temperature “trigger” referenced in this comment has been modified.
A “power analysis” to ensure that sampling will be rigorous enough to
detect difference at the alpha = 0.1 level will be incorporated in the
CAMP 3 design. Response to additional concerns raised in this comment
relative to temperature metrics being measured can be found under 713.

D1-50

713 A variety of temperature metrics can be calculated from the continuous
temperature data that will be collected in the Core Adaptive Management

E2-33, E2-40
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Project #3. Mean Weekly Average Temperature is used to trigger initiation
of the Adaptive management process. Once triggered, Mean Weekly
Maximum Temperature or other temperature information (e.g., diurnal flux,
starting temperature, species thermal requirements, etc.) will be used to
determine biological significance.

714 The FEIS provides a more detailed conceptual study design for CAMP #3.
This study design describes the sample size needed to achieve power of
at least 0.8. The Services recognize the additional rigor provided by a
multiple-year, pre-treatment, data-collection period.

E2-34

715 The temperature increase trigger is a measurement of reach scale effects
of an individual riparian timber harvest—a site-specific measurement of
“minimization” effectiveness. The DEIS concluded that, in combination with
riparian stand development in the majority of stream reach length that
remains unharvested, the watershed scale result will be a reduction in
stream temperatures.

E11-12,
C1-12, D1-35

716 The trigger for temperature at the reach scale associated with active
logging has been changed to accommodate measurement error and other
statistical artifacts. See revised Appendix AM-1.

E26-6

Native Fish Assemblages (NFHCP Commitment AM4)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

717 The list of NFAs was generated using the general biological criteria
described on page NFHCP 8-29 and then finalized by agreement. There-
fore, the commitment applies to the specific watersheds on the list rather
than to the criteria. This provides some certainty to Plum Creek that new
NFAs are not continually proposed. Determining the number of NFAs was
a policy decision and not based upon biological criteria.

E2-11

718 Making all streams in any Planning Area basin “Tier 1” would defeat the
dual purpose and need for this project. The intent of Tier 1 watersheds is
to focus conservation where it will provide the most benefit. In fact, the bull
trout population in the Swan River drainage is stronger than anywhere else
in the Project Area, so one might argue that additional Tier 1 protections
would be most productively applied elsewhere. Finally, Plum Creek has
agreed to allow for adding more Tier 1 watershed designations in the fu-
ture, should it be necessary or appropriate, so future Tier 1 designations
may be made.

G1-10

Grazing

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

719 Performance standards specified in grazing BMPs are intended to improve
habitat conditions over time in areas degraded by past management and

B2-17
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maintain proper functioning conditions where they already exist, regardless
of channel sensitivity. CAMP #4 will provide feedback on how well Plum
Creek’s Grazing BMPs (and other more restrictive management strategies)
lead to proper functioning conditions over time. In light of this research, the
performance standards could be modified in the future.

While fencing will be mandatory along severely impacted low gradient
perennial streams in Tier 1 watersheds and along Key Migratory Rivers,
fencing in any other biologically-important area could be implemented
based on mutual agreement between the Services and Plum Creek (See
NFHCP Commitment G-2).

720 While a more "channel-type-specific" approach for managing grazing (and
performance standards) could have been taken, Plum Creek felt that this
was beyond their capability to programmatically implement. In lieu of this,
performance standards were designed to be protective of all situations.
Adoption of a more customized approach could be taken in the future, as
part of a cooperative management response under adaptive management.

E2-5

721 The DEIS does not disclose the acres of riparian area grazed because that
information is not available. However, Table 4.6-3 summarizes, by Planning
Area basin, the acreage within grazing allotments and miles of stream
within grazing allotments. Additional detail on monitoring has been added in
the FEIS.

E5-21

Best Management Practices (NFHCP Commitment G1)

Response
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722 The NFHCP describes a programmatic approach for managing grazing
impacts on over 700,000 acres of Plum Creek land (over 100 individual
grazing leases). As such, the specific management actions for individual
watersheds (such as Ahtanum Creek) are not described. Section 4 of the
NFHCP would require that the Ahtanum Creek leaseholder(s) would be
required to do four things:

1) Prepare an annual Range Management Plan that is approved by the
Plum Creek lease administrator prior to turnout.

2) Where current riparian conditions in leased Project Area land in the
Ahtanum drainage are not in compliance with the performance
standards, the RMP must provide for steady improvement over time.

3) The leaseholder must monitor several sensitive locations on the lease
twice during the grazing season.

4) The leaseholder must submit an End of Year Report.

In addition, the fencing commitment (G-2) would also be implemented in
applicable locations.

C3-31

723 The grass utilization standard has been changed in the NFHCP per the
commentor’s suggestion. See also response to 724.

C4-1
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724 The “Performance Standards” in the NFHCP Appendix G-1 have been
modified to include some of the recommendations provided by the
commentor and to better represent them as a tool by which a trend can be
established. For the final document, performance standards are now called
“Environmental Trend Indicators” to better represent how they function in
the grazing BMPs. Rather than being used as an absolute bar for
compliance, they are used as an array of measurable indicators that
function as an objective method for quantifying improvement trends.

C5-1, C5-2,
D2-1

725 The annual Range Management Planning process described under the
grazing BMPs does not preclude a landowner from preparing a long-term
plan. Having a proper carrying capacity is a mandatory BMP and will be
determined through an allotment analysis or local experience with the
allotment.

D2-2

726 The grazing BMPs do not specifically prescribe a management response
for noxious weeds. This will vary from area to area based on local—usually
county—regulations.

D2-3

727 Effects from grazing-related erosion (via bank stability and riparian
compaction) were considered in Chapters 4.4 and 4.6 of the DEIS. The
NFHCP considers erosion from grazing through establishment of
performance standards for bank stability, riparian compaction, and grass
utilization. It also includes several BMPs targeted at reducing erosion and
sediment delivery to streams (e.g., salting away from streams). Regarding
adaptive management, grazing BMP triggers will be evaluated annually and
should compliance rates lead to a tripping of a trigger, Plum Creek will have
to develop an implement an action plan by the end of the next operating
season (see Table NFHCP8-1B and NFHCP Commitment AM1).

E1-73

728 See response 724. The stubble height must be maintained throughout the
growing season, not just be present at the end.

E3-2

729 This source of the illustration is the BLM. E3-3

730 Shrubs can exist in most riparian areas in grazing allotments in the Project
Area. However, there are some riparian/wetland habitat types where shrubs
are rare or non-existent (Hansen et al. 1995).

E3-4

731 The term “weed,” where it is used in the DEIS, is analogous to “noxious
weeds” as typically defined by state and federal agencies. A noxious weed
is an introduced species that is pervasive, difficult to control, and has
undesirable management or ecological effects.

E3-5

732 Mobile watering devices are a good idea that was incorporated as an
“Optional BMP” in the grazing BMPs. Practically speaking, this would
probably be difficult to implement in most leases because of the lack of
upland water sources.

E3-8

733 Decreasing duration of use is indeed an important component in improving
degraded conditions. This is captured through several BMPs (Season of
Use, Rotated Pastures, and Riding).

E3-9

734 Temporary fencing has been added as an “Optional BMP.” E3-10
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735 The Services or Plum Creek are not aware of locations in the Project Area
where overgrazing has promoted shrub communities. Local experience
suggests that overgrazing has the opposite effect.

E3-11

736 This type of restoration would only occur where shrubs have been excluded
due to grazing. Restoration would have to consider the ecological potential
of the site.

E3-12

737 It remains to be seen if season-long grazing under Plum Creek’s Grazing
BMPs will lead to improved conditions over time. Other techniques, such as
rest-rotation strategies, may have to be implemented to achieve the goals
of the NFHCP. CAMP #4 research will provide this feedback. Fencing of
any kind (permanent or temporary) is very difficult to use in the timbered
mountainous terrain of the Project Area.

E3-15

738 Text describing the “Rotated Pastures” BMP was modified to state that the
order in which pastures should be grazed should be periodically changed.

E3-16

739 Where performance standards are not being attained this could be a result
of the inherent capability of the site. As was discussed in the response 730,
site-based analysis could be undertaken to define potential.

E3-17

740 The performance standard for bank stability will require that conditions on
grazing leases must improve over time. CAMP #4 research will determine
the rate of recovery under the Grazing BMPs in comparison to complete
exclosure.

E4-142

741 See response 724 regarding performance standards. The 1/10th acre
monitoring area will occur in “weak link” or environmental sensitivity areas
so this should represent a worst-case measurement for leases.

E4-143

742 Without grazing BMPs, grass heights are often utilized to much less than
8 inches in height. While greater retention may be more beneficial, the
conservation benefit of this BMP is considered to be significant. See
response 724.

E4-144

743 It is agreed that this performance standard is somewhat subjective, but
justifiably so. Regarding the monitoring area, as with response 741, this
should represent a worst-case scenario. Impact to tree regeneration will be
visible whether the cause of damage was breakage or browsing.
Subsurface damage resulting from compaction will also result in visible
signs, although they will take longer to be evident. Should the 66-foot by
66-foot test area be determined to be too small for reliable results, the area
would be increased or additional test areas distributed within the allotment
to gain meaningful results.

E4-145

744 We agree with the commentor that shrubs can exist in most riparian areas
in the Project Area. There are some areas where they cannot, however.
See response 730. In many areas, beaver have been extirpated and this
has caused water levels to drop. The end results are some areas have
been left without the ability to support shrubs, even though they historically
had that capability.

E4-146
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745 Commentor is correct that the weed standard is not quantified. Plum Creek
has included this in the BMPs for purposes of identifying problems for
compliance with state and county noxious weed regulations. The Services
note that the areas currently being grazed have already been subject to
potential for weed introduction and in many cases may not seem as
“pristine” as the commentor has indicated. Non-native plant species are
quite common in many grazed riparian areas and the NFHCP would hope
to eventually reverse this condition, or at least stabilize the situation at a
reasonable level.

E4-147

746 Elimination of grazing was evaluated under the Simplified Prescriptions
Alternative, and actually promises slightly less conservation than an actively
managed approach to grazing on Plum Creek lands. While elimination of
grazing shows substantial gains in fish habitat protection, the gains are not
quite as dramatic as might be expected because of the difficulties in
management presented by the open range laws and also because of the
loss of participation by proactive ranchers. Also, an active grazing approach
can extend conservation benefits to other, adjacent properties not owned
by Plum Creek.

E4-150

747 Some modifications have been made to the grazing BMPs and monitoring
forms to improve gains that can be expected from this commitment (see
Range Management commitments and appendices in the NFHCP).

E4-151

748 See response 747. If application of BMPs more appropriately allocates
conservation costs of ranching to the business of ranching, then economics
(as opposed to regulation) can help to define where continued grazing is
appropriate and where it is not.

E4-152

749 Many of the grazing BMPs are mandatory (e.g., salting away from streams).
Other BMPs are included in a “tool box” that the leaseholder can draw from
to meet specific goals (e.g., improving trends in fish habitat quality). See
response 109 regarding take quantification.

E5-18

750 While historic timber harvest practices in some cases have resulted in
grass-dominated riparian areas, streamside prescriptions under the NFHCP
are not expected to do so because of the small fraction of the canopy that is
influenced by riparian harvest. Additionally, Performance Standards under
the BMPs require tree regeneration, allow only limited impacts on shrub
communities or bank stability.

E5-73

751 Commentor offers several suggestions on improving the grazing
performance standards that were addressed in revisions of the grazing
BMPs for the FEIS. Also, see response 724.

E5-78

Exclosures (NFHCP Commitment G2)

Response
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Number

752 The Services have suggested the possibility of a database that tracks
grazing improvements such as fences. Plum Creek is amenable to the idea
but is not prepared to commit to this at the current time.

C1-13
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753 As was discussed in the rationale for G-2, lower gradient streams were
selected for fencing because they tend to provide most fish habitat and tend
to be most sensitive to grazing disturbance. The fencing requirement was
prioritized for these areas to provide more accelerated recovery than what
would occur under normal grazing BMPs. Fencing is not precluded any
other location where it is deemed an appropriate management response. In
G-3, Plum Creek will be examining the incremental benefit of fencing over
other management strategies that could lead to a cooperative management
response under adaptive management in the future.

D1-32,
E2-30

754 Plum Creek would have 9 years to fully implement the grazing exclosure
commitment (G2). Practically speaking, to accomplish this goal they will not
be able to do all this work in Year 9 as commentor suggests. Plum Creek
will be annually reporting the amount of fencing completed (see Table
NFHCP7-1). The NFHCP Implementation Framework (Table NFHCP8-1B)
will also trigger a management response if less than 50 percent of areas in
need of fencing have not been fenced by 2005. However, Plum Creek will
attempt to address areas in most urgent need of fencing early in
implementation.

E4-148,
E5-19

755 Milestones are put in place in Table NFHCP8-1B to ensure that all fencing
does not wait until Year 9 (see response 754). NFHCP Commitment Lg1
(and G2) specifies a procedure for inventorying low gradient streams in
Tier 1 watersheds and along Key Migratory Rivers to identify areas that are
not functioning properly and in need of fencing. As a way to focus
resources, Tier 1 watersheds were preferentially selected for this
commitment. Fencing in Tier 2 lands is not precluded as a management
response under the grazing BMPs.

E5-80

756 The NFHCP does not preclude grazing in riparian areas (except where
exclosures are constructed in severely impacted areas under G2). The
performance standards guide the level of grazing that will support
attainment of the biological goals of the NFHCP.

The Services agree that grazing management, when done properly, can
often maintain or restore the riparian zone as well as provide adequate
quality and quantity forage for livestock use. We agree that all management
options, such as water access, fencing, and herd control, be considered.
Furthermore, various grazing regimes should be considered to ensure the
health of riparian vegetation, including rest rotation. The NFHCP endeavors
to have many management options available to grazing leaseholders to
meet the biological objectives of the Permit Species in concert with the
meeting the business goals of Plum Creek and grazing leaseholders.

E25-7
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757 The caption the commentor references in Figure ES-1 only summarizes
NFHCP Commitment G4. The detail of this commitment requires that the
status of vacant leases be evaluated and will not be re-leased unless two
conditions are met: 1) Plum Creek determines the lease area is suitable for
grazing from a riparian-management perspective; and 2) an onsite
assessment determines that substantially all riparian areas in the allotment
are meeting performance standards in Plum Creek’s Grazing BMPs. If
riparian areas are not functioning (as evidenced by non-attainment of
performance standards), the allotment will be rested until recovery occurs.

D1-29

758 Commitment G4 provides for retiring leases completely if riparian recovery
cannot be achieved and indefinitely until it is.

E4-149

Training (NFHCP Commitment G5)
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759 a. This commitment could be included within G1, but it is unclear what
additional conservation value that would provide. The number or
location of a commitment is less important to the Services than the
benefit it provides.

b. See responses 764 and 382.

E5-22

Monitoring

Response
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760 The grazing monitoring form has been changed in the NFHCP per the
commentor’s suggestion. See Appendix G1.

C4-2

761 As discussed in the Grazing BMPs, monitoring is to be targeted in
“Sensitive Riparian Areas” that have been identified as environmental
“weak links” in the Range Management Plan. In most cases, these will be
areas with actively eroding banks or are otherwise in poor functioning
condition as comment suggests.

C4-3

762 Presently, Plum Creek is hesitant to adopt a substantially different
monitoring form from the one they have been using for several years and is
incorporated in their BMPs. They believe their monitoring form is better
suited to the abilities of their leaseholders. However, they will explore the
possibility of using the Monitoring for Success approach with a few
leaseholders and if it works, they may expand its use.

D1-30
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763 The NFHCP implementation framework (Table NFHCP 8-1B) requires a
periodic third-party audit of compliance with the four Grazing leaseholder
requirements. One of these requirements is that there must be an
improving trend where Performance Standards are not met. The monitoring
documentation must be of suitable quality for the auditor to agree. If the
auditor concludes the information is insufficient (as described in Table
NFHCP 8-1B), Plum Creek will have to adapt management.

D1-31

764 The “self-monitoring” approach of requiring ranchers to perform their own
monitoring is desirable because it requires the operator to make field
assessments on their own, thereby connecting them to the desired
outcomes. This approach is nested within a broader approach to
monitoring, which includes the following:

•  Plum Creek approval of Range Management Plan that achieves
improving trend

•  Annual implementation reporting of Leaseholder Requirements

•  Validation each 5 years by external audit

•  Effectiveness monitoring of grazing BMPs (CAMP #4)

A description of this hierarchical approach has been added to the
Introductory narrative of NFHCP grazing, Section 4.

E2-29

765 Plum Creek will be preparing a field implementation manual for the NFHCP
within 3 months of permit issuance according to commitment A1. The
services agree that a photo guide would be useful to assist in monitoring
compaction/displacement levels and have encouraged Plum Creek to
include such a tool in the manual. Also, Plum Creek has indicated that they
intend to develop an audit form for the manual that will assist both internal
and external auditors in making more quantitative assessments of
performance metrics.

E3-1

766 Weak links in the allotment are defined by the Plum Creek lease
administrator and the leaseholder. In most cases, these are the most
severely impacted areas on the lease.

E3-6

767 As discussed in the Monitoring section of the grazing BMPs, monitoring is
to be conducted at “weak link” or sensitive locations in the lease rather than
trying to pick “average conditions.”

E3-7

768 The primary intent of leaseholder-based monitoring is to allow leaseholders
to make observations of conditions (pay attention) and adapt management
over time to improve conditions. The monitoring form was developed to be
something that Plum Creek leaseholders could realistically implement.
More sophisticated monitoring will be conducted in CAMP #4.

E3-13
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769 As simplistic as proper functioning condition monitoring is to range
management professionals, it is beyond the capabilities of Plum Creek
leaseholders to implement. The proper functioning condition protocols are
intended to be implemented by an interdisciplinary team of professionals.
Proper functioning condition monitoring would be conducted under the
CAMP #4 study.

E3-14

770 Leaseholder-based monitoring will be reviewed by a Plum Creek lease
administrator. It should be noted however that the primary value of
leaseholder-based monitoring is to force them to make observations about
conditions on the lease. Leaseholder training is provided under G5 and this
will include how to conduct monitoring. The grazing BMPs specify that
monitoring should be done in mid-July and just after the grazing season
ends (see Appendix G-1). Commentor suggests that spring monitoring be
conducted, but does not explain why. Monitoring is directed at sensitive
areas in the allotments or “weak links” per the BMPs. In most cases these
will be low-gradient stream reaches with unstable banks. Compliance
monitoring will take the form of internal and third party audits.

E5-79

771 Monitoring under NFHCP commitment G3 (AM1) will be conducted in a
framework of experimental management to evaluate the effectiveness of
various range management strategies. The study design for this CAMP will
be developed in consultation with local experts. Commentor’s suggestions
will be considered in the development of the study plan.

E5-81

772 Grazing BMP effectiveness monitoring will occur throughout the NFHCP
Project Area, not just in Demonstration Watersheds. Research will be
focused on the most heavily impacted areas.

E5-82

773 Plum Creek anticipates working with the University of Montana to develop a
monitoring approach to measure the effectiveness of the program. The
selection of meaningful triggers for this task is not aided readily by existing
literature. The parties agreed that there would be desirable benefit in
implementing the conservation measures now rather than later even though
a clear way of measuring the benefit has not yet been devised.

E11-13

774 In addition to lease-based monitoring, more detailed experimental research
will be undertaken in adaptive management (CAMP #4) to investigate the
effectiveness of the BMPs at improving fish habitat conditions over time.

F17-8

Land Use
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775 Thank you for you comments. Plum Creek's land use principles referred to
in your comment represent Commitment L1: Land Use Principles in the
proposed NFHCP.

C1-16
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776 The Services agree with the commentor’s concern over potential future
uses of sold lands. The land use planning commitments will improve the
chances of land transactions with conservation outcomes, such as
conservation easements.

D1-33

777 The NFHCP land use section provides incentives for lands sold from the
Project Area to be placed under a conservation easement. It also provides
incentives for transferring NFHCP obligations and Permit coverage to
willing buyers of Project Area lands.

E4-87

778 See response 795, paragraph a. The Services do not require that each
commitment carry an mathematically equal weight of conservation value or
evaluate them on that basis.

E7-11, E8-9

779 The Land Use Planning Commitments and their associated rationale are
described in detail in the NFHCP. These commitments are structured to
promote land transactions that create conservation opportunities and
benefits. Commitments L2, L3, and L4 are specifically directed at
conservation organization dispositions, conservation dispositions and the
sale of development rights, and restricted dispositions of land use
conservation areas. They provide alternative strategies for dealing with
critical conservation areas.

E13-17

780 Real estate development is not a covered activity under the NFHCP. See
responses 790 and 796.

E19-3

781 Section 4.8 discusses the impacts to land uses, including dispersed public
recreation, for each of the alternatives. If higher and better use (HBU) lands
are more likely to be sold to the federal government under the NFHCP, then
there may some risk to dispersed public recreation, but it is considered less
than the No Action alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, HBU lands
are more likely to be sold to developers and would ultimately affect
dispersed public recreation to a greater level.

E25-8

Land Use Principles (NFHCP Commitment L1)
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782 The Services and Plum Creek recognize that merely stating principles has
no substantive value that can be considered as conservation. Yet the
Services encouraged Plum Creek to include them as a commitment
because they state a philosophical predisposition to accomplishing land
transactions with conservation outcomes.

What qualifies as HBU is not a fixed list and is subject to change
continually. However, it is not difficult for prudent observers to reasonably
identify those lands that pose the greatest risk for land use changes.

This approach is an incentive-based approach rather than a prescriptive
based approach. Because the extended willingness of diverse parties is
often necessary to succeed in conservation sales, an incentive-based
approach is considered more effective.

E5-90
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783 See responses 785 and 790. The Services worked with Plum Creek
through a variety of detailed formulaic approaches to stratifying lands based
upon relative conservation values but concluded that the added complexity
did not increase the likelihood of success in obtaining successful
conservation sales.

C1-18, F2-3

784 The Services do not have the authority under the ESA to prohibit land sales
in any way. If the Services insisted that land sales be prohibited altogether
in an HCP, potential applicants with high valued real estate targeted for
disposition would either become disinterested in conservation planning or
would exclude those portions from their proposal, eliminating the potential
to minimize risk of impact to permit species from land sales by a permit
applicant. The Services view conservation risks associated with a sale of
land to the federal government because of potential future land uses as
lower than the risk associated with an unrestricted sale to a developer.

E4-171

785 The comment makes a good point, but it is important to consider how finely
stratified the proportionality approach should be in terms of effectiveness
and practicability. For instance, if only the conservation sales that benefit
streams receive a positive 1, should unrestricted land sales that warrant a
negative 1 be limited to those that may impact fish? The level of detail in
the programmatic approach was considered carefully in its development.
L2 has been reworded to more clearly include sales to state agencies that
have a specific conservation purpose.

E5-91,
E5-23,

C1-17, F2-3,
C1-19

Conservation Sales (NFHCP Commitment L3)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

786 Commitment L3 has been modified to specifically require that such a
conservation easement be created under the auspices of an established
land trust or organization for this purpose. Commitment L4 acknowledges
the reduced certainty of implementation of deed restrictions without the
requirement of an agreement with a land trust organization, but this
uncertainty is reflected in the less favorable proportionality score.

C1-20

787 L3 has been reworded to apply only to parcels on streams with a
demonstrated fisheries value, per commentor’s recommendation. The
density specifications are typical of what is often written into zoning
requirements or conservation easements and do not appear to be vague to
the Services. They do require just as stringent of a density requirement on
both sides of the stream, but the Services had not considered why a more
lenient standard might be developed for one side versus the other.

E5-92, E5-23
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Land Use Conservation Areas (NFHCP Commitment L4)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

788 L4 dispositions result in a negative proportionality factor when they occur in
Tier 1 watersheds along Key Migratory Rivers, recognizing some loss of
conservation certainty as compared to retaining those acres under the
NFHCP. But the negative score is less than that for an unrestricted sale,
recognizing greater conservation certainty for the L4 restricted parcels in
comparison to the unrestricted parcels. L4 restrictions have been modified
to be more restrictive.

C2-24, F2-9,
F2-10, F2-11,
F2-12, F2-13

789 L4 has been modified to incorporate additional restrictions such as a
prohibition on cultivated lawns in the CMZ and tree harvest within the Land
Use Conservation Area (LUCA). See response to 788.

L3 is designed to be a more protective option among land use planning
tools and results in a positive proportionality factor. Therefore, density
requirements and third party conservation easements have been used for
this commitment.

E5-93,
E5-23, F2-9,
F2-10, F2-11,
F2-12, F2-13

790 The LUCAs are designed to increase the likelihood that lands important for
fish will, if sold, be sold with a conservation outcome rather than to
developers. This approach will result in less development and greater
conservation certainty if lands are sold.

E18-9,
E9-10, F2-2,
F2-4, F17-9,

C1-19

791 Lands disposed of under L4 require deed restrictions placed prior to
disposition. See response 786.

F2-8

Neutral (NFHCP Commitment L5)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

792 L5 has been amended to state that covered lands that qualify for a neutral
rating will provide measures that benefit fish equally or better than the
NFHCP, in the judgement of the Services.

E5-94, E5-23

Exchange (NFHCP Commitment L8)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

793 Land exchanges in the Planning Area are relatively infrequent, difficult to
accomplish, and generally widely regarded as an important land use
planning tool. Additionally, when an exchange with the federal government
takes place, the transaction is subject to its own independent NEPA
process and ESA compliance intended to identify net impacts to the
environment.

L8 was designed with simplicity in mind and a broadly accurate scoring
system that would avoid disincentives to exchanging lands.

E5-95, E5-23
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Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

794 See response 793. For exchanges conducted with other entities that are
non-federal landowners and not subject to the NEPA analysis, the scoring
system favors fish habitat protection. For example, if Plum Creek gives up
1,000 acres in an exchange to an unrestricted situation (-1000 points) and
acquires 1,000 acres into the NFHCP (+500 points), the points show a net
loss of conservation certainty (-500 points). In reality, road upgrades and
other mitigation measures have been implemented under the NFHCP for
lands that were disposed and now must be implemented for lands acquired.
There is an increase of conservation certainty. The scoring system for
exchanges is conservative in favor of increased conservation certainty.

F2-7

Proportionality Balance (NFHCP Commitment L9)

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

795 a. Pre- versus post-sale conservation easements—Plum Creek and the
Services believe that if the option remains for Plum Creek to place
conservation easements in advance or to sell to a conservation buyer
who will place the easement after the transaction, that a greater
number of conservation sales will succeed. In some cases, a
conservation buyer is motivated by the tax incentives they will receive
when placing a conservation easement. This would not be allowed if
Plum Creek placed it in advance.

b. Purchasing timber from sold land—If Plum Creek is prohibited from
buying timber from lands sold with conservation easements, then there
is a greater likelihood that timber purchased elsewhere instead would
be harvested with fewer prescriptions. This prohibition could actually
create a reduced conservation certainty for the Services if it occurred in
areas with Permit species.

c. Proportionality factor accounting time frames—A 5-year accounting
cycle for this commitment is consistent with the major reporting period
described in A6. Timing flexibility also allows for the use of a wider
range of creative transactions and therefore increases the likelihood of
a larger number of successful conservation sales.

E5-96,
E5-24, F2-5

796 A straight “land sale cap” is common of other HCPs. The Services view the
proportionality approach of the NFHCP as a desirable innovation because it
preserves the incentive for Plum Creek to leave high value land within the
NFHCP Project Area and it improves the likelihood that lands sold will have
a positive conservation outcome for Permit species.

E13-21,
E9-10, F2-2,
F2-4, F17-9

797 See response 795, paragraph b. If land is sold unrestricted, it receives a
negative proportionality factor. Timber harvested from unrestricted land that
Plum Creek sold has no greater impact to fish than timber harvested from
unrestricted lands that Plum Creek never owned.

F2-6
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Legacy

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

798 The Services agree that Plum Creek’s participation in designating stream
resource maintenance flows would help native salmonids. However, the
Services prefer “in-kind” minimization and mitigation efforts (for example, fix
roads if roads are the problem), and do not feel that requiring such offsite
mitigation is sufficient for Permit issuance.

C2-23

799 Engineered habitat restoration projects are not intended to substitute for
habitat protection measures. Rather, these projects are anticipated to
improve, or rectify, localized impacts to habitat that have occurred as the
result of historic practices. All restoration projects will be carefully evaluated
for their probability of success before implementation and follow-through
monitoring to evaluate project efficacy will be conducted as a matter of
course. The Services did not value highly the potential benefits of these
conservation commitments because of the uncertainty of their
effectiveness. However, we encouraged Plum Creek to apply creatively
their ideas for restoring fish habitat where possible.

D1-34

800 The Services recognize that it will be difficult to measure success against a
known trigger under these commitments because potential restoration
projects are widely variable and expected results from likely treatments are
unknown. Therefore, including them did not explicitly change the Services'
expectations for conservation in other areas.

However, the Services are interested in acquiring the potential conservation
benefits of such commitments, particularly since these kinds of proactive
actions would be difficult to obtain through some other forum.

Some certainty for conservation was built into the commitments by
developing a specifically defined programmatic approach for determining
which sites would be candidates for restoration projects and by requiring
Services technical input into project design. The monitoring portion will not
only provide for continuous improvement adaptive management
opportunities within the NFHCP but will contribute to a more measurable
approach for future conservation strategies.

E4-138

801 The Services will work cooperatively with Plum Creek to participate
constructively in watershed planning efforts. Ultimately, non-participation by
Plum Creek could result in Permit non-compliance because of their stated
commitment to participate.

E17-12

802 Under the NFHCP, Plum Creek has committed (Lg8) to working with local
watershed groups wherever possible as a cooperator to promote healthy
riparian ecosystems for native fish. Plum Creek would participate with
neighbors and local groups to develop partnerships to work together in
watershed basins where conservation can extend beyond the boundaries of
Plum Creek’s ownership.

G5-3
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Clean Water Act

Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

803 Table 4.6-5 in the DEIS identifies those water bodies in Montana, Idaho,
and Washington within the Planning Area that support subpopulations of
the Columbia River population segment of bull trout and that also appear on
303(d) lists. These listed water bodies, as well as water bodies that pose a
water quality threat to bull trout, are noted under the column heading
"Water Quality" in Table 4.6-5. The source document for this table is
Klamath River and Columbia River Bull Trout Population Segments: Status
Summary and Supporting Documents Lists prepared by the Bull Trout
Listing Team, FWS (1998). In addition to this information, Section 4.4,
Water Quality and Contaminants, of this FEIS has been revised, using cur-
rent and readily available information from the EPA and the States of
Montana, Idaho, and Washington, to identify water quality limited [303(d)
listed] water bodies in the 1.7-million acre Project Area and the TMDL
priority of each. While the commentor requested information on the entire
Planning Area, we believe information on 303(d) listed water bodies in the
Project Area is most relevant and potentially most helpful in assessing con-
sistency between the ESA and Clean Water Act (CWA) since the Project
Area is where the NFHCP prescriptions would be implemented. Also, it is
noted that the draft and final EIS/NFHCP documents focus on an Incidental
Take Permit and Permit issuance criteria rather than CWA requirements.
The Services recognize that meeting ESA requirements through imple-
mentation of sound HCPs also may be helpful in meeting CWA and Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements.

D1-10, D1-71

804 States are obligated to complete TMDLs for 303(d) listed waters under the
CWA. The Services cannot hold Plum Creek accountable for obligations of
states, or under other laws. However, any information generated from
watershed scale TMDLs will be available to the Services to use in the
adaptive management framework, which includes a “re-opener” mechanism
through the cooperative or mandatory response pathways in AM-2.

D1-11

805 We interpret from the comment that a preferred approach would be for the
impact analysis to be performed at a specific, water-body level. While a
worthwhile goal, such detailed information does not exist for the majority of
the Planning Area, and would require significant additional expenditures of
time and effort to obtain. It was determined during scoping that a program-
matic approach would be used for assessing potential impacts, and that the
most appropriate scale of impact analysis would generally be at the basin
level rather than at individual water bodies. These decisions were reached
because of the extremely large size of the Project and Planning Areas that
requires the examination of effects at a scale covering millions of acres,
and because of the generic nature of many of the NFHCP management
prescriptions that would be implemented over broad areas within the
Project Area. The size and scale of a single map required for displaying
Planning Area Basins and Tier 1 watersheds allowed labeling of major
water bodies, but did not allow the depiction or certainly the labeling of
every waterbody within Planning Area basins. Where specific drainages
could be identified that have been adversely affected in the past and which
would benefit from site-specific management prescriptions aimed at im-
proving salmonid habitat, these drainages were named in the draft

D1-68
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Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

document and in this final document.

Regardless of scale, the overall focus of the NFHCP at the basin and
drainage levels is to improve habitat and water quality conditions for native
salmonids. These benefits would occur primarily within the Project Area,
with little observable adverse effects and possibly some slight benefits an-
ticipated in adjacent downstream Planning Area water bodies. We believe
that providing information for each specific water body in the Project and
Planning Areas would not have improved our understanding of the needs of
native salmonids that was necessary to perform this analysis; would not
have altered our assessment of the overall effects on native salmonids as
evaluated through the Four C’s of cold, clean, complex, and connected
water; and would not have caused us to reach different conclusions
regarding the relative benefits and limitations of the Preferred Alternative,
other action alternatives, and the No Action Alternative.

806 The NFHCP is a proposal aimed at meeting the conservation needs of
aquatic species pursuant to the requirements of the ESA. The Services and
EPA have been engaged in broader efforts to incorporate both ESA and
CWA standards and requirements in habitat conservation planning
activities. Currently, no specific provisions have been generated from these
efforts that can be incorporated into this NFHCP. However, the Services
and Plum Creek agree that ultimately, NFHCP conservation commitments
should contribute to achieving CWA goals. Plum Creek is aware of their
separate obligation under the CWA, and the fact that an ESA permit may or
may not meet future requirements of the CWA. Also see 809.

D1-69, E1-21

807 As stated in the response 803, Section 4.4, Water Quality and Contami-
nants, of this FEIS has been revised. Information was presented in the
DEIS and in this FEIS on 303(d) listed water bodies in the Planning Area
that support subpopulations of bull trout. The revision to Section 4.4 uses
current and readily available information from the EPA and the States of
Montana, Idaho, and Washington to identify water quality limited [303(d)
listed] water bodies in the 1.7-million acre Project Area and the TMDL
status of each. Where data were available, specific parameters resulting in
a 303(d) listing were identified, the magnitude and source of impairment
described, and the likely effects of the proposed NFHCP and alternatives
(which would be implemented within the Project Area) on these specific
parameters noted. The DEIS and this FEIS both conclude that compared to
existing conditions and the No Action Alternative, the proposed NFHCP and
other action alternatives would result in overall improvements in water
quality as measured through the Four C’s of cold, clean, complex, and con-
nected habitat. The Four C’s consist of numerous parameters contributing
to good water quality that were evaluated in these documents, including
those of temperature, sediment, nutrients (phosphorus), and aquatic habitat
that are listed in this comment. Overall expected improvement in the Four
C’s was determined to be somewhat greater under the proposed NFHCP
than other action alternatives. Expected water quality improvement under
the proposed NFHCP is not surprising since the prescriptions and conser-
vation commitments were specifically designed and refined through nego-
tiations between the Services and Plum Creek to accomplish this goal and
benefit native salmonids.

D1-70
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Response
Number Response

Comment
Number

808 The NFHCP is a proposal aimed at meeting the conservation needs of
aquatic species pursuant to the ESA. Although the Services and EPA have
been engaged in efforts to incorporate both ESA and CWA standards and
requirements in habitat conservation planning activities, these efforts have
not resulted in a satisfactory process to this point. Also see responses 806
and 809.

D1-72, E1-21

809 See response 365. HCPs are required to be approved and implemented
under the ESA and associated implementing regulations. While most of the
prescriptions and commitments within the NFHCP are designed to result in
improved water quality to provide for the enhanced conservation of
proposed Permit species, attainment of specific CWA standards is not a
requirement under the ESA, and is not within the authority of the Services.

E1-20,
E13-4.
E22-6,
E1-23,
E1-24

810 One of the factors to be evaluated in the Section 10 findings document is
whether the “take” being proposed is incidental to, and not the purpose of,
the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. The Services must make this
finding before issuing the Permit. Furthermore, should the Permit be issued,
it will be conditioned as follows: “The validity of this Permit is also
conditioned upon strict observance of all applicable foreign, state, local or
other federal law.” Should Plum Creek violate this condition, their Permit
would be subject to revocation or suspension. The Services understand
and will carry out its regulatory responsibilities with respect to the proposed
issuance of the Permit to Plum Creek.

E4-91

811 The respondent asserts that water quality standards for Oregon and
Washington are likely to adversely affect bull trout. As expressed in
responses 809 and others, the NFHCP is not linked to CWA requirements.

E4-121

812 HCPs are required to be approved and implemented under the ESA and
associated implementing regulations. While most of the prescriptions and
commitments within the NFHCP are designed to result in improved water
quality to provide for the enhanced conservation of proposed Permit
species, attainment of specific CWA standards is not a requirement under
the ESA, and is not within the authority of the Services.

E5-41

813 Please see the response 803 by the EPA. Also, the seven basins listed on
page 4-27 of the DEIS were identified specifically by FWS as having water
quality conditions that may threaten some subpopulations of bull trout. This
information was presented in Klamath River and Columbia River Bull Trout
Population Segments: Status Summary and Supporting Documents Lists
prepared by the Bull Trout Listing Team, FWS (1998). This FWS (1998)
document was the source of Table 4.6-5 in the DEIS, which shows water
quality in Whitefish Lake and Upper Whitefish Lake in the Flathead River
Basin as a threat to bull trout. While the FWS recognizes that meeting ESA
requirements through implementation of sound HCPs may also be helpful in
meeting CWA and TMDL requirements, and recognizing that the FWS and
EPA have been engaged in efforts to incorporate both ESA and CWA
standards and requirements in HCP planning activities, the EPA has no
authority relative to the approval of HCP planning activities under the ESA.

E11-6
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Response
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Comment
Number

814 There are several covered activities that are not specifically exempt from
wetland permitting under CWA Section 404(f). Should Plum Creek pursue
these activities (e.g., stream restoration), 404 permits would likely still be
required.

G3-3

F.3 Written Comments

The written comments are provided in this section as they were submitted to the Services. For a
list of the people and groups that provided comments, and the page number corresponding to
those comments, please see the Table of Contents at the beginning of this appendix. The
comments are identified on each letter, and these numbers correspond to responses in
Section F.2, Comment Response Matrix.
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Letter A1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

A1-1

Response

1
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Letter A2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

A2-1

Response

1
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Letter A3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

A3-1

Response

1
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Letter A4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

A4-1

Response

1
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Letter A5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

A5-1

Response

1
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B1-1

Response

96
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B1-2
B1-3

Response

2 
332
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B1-4
B1-5

Response

3
4
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B1-6
B1-7

Response

5
6
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B1-8
B1-9

Response

7
114
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B1-10
B1-11
B1-12
B1-13
B1-14
B1-15

Response

8
521
5, 14, 77
333
96
5
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Letter B1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-1

Response

97
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-2
B2-3
B2-4

Response

97
1
192
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-5

Response

413
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-6
B2-7

Response

378
473
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-8
B2-9

Response

474
408
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Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-10
B2-11

Response

385
492
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-12
B2-13

Response

56
537
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-14

B2-15
B2-16

Response

493, 509,
575, 580,
589
532
493
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-17
B2-18

Response

719
253
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B2-19

B2-20

Response

309, 652,
696
1
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter B2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter B2
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter B2
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter B3
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B3-1

Response

5, 208
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Letter B3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B3-2
B3-3
B3-4
B3-5
B3-6

Response

561
595
536
538
539
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Letter B3
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

B3-7

B3-8
B3-9

Response

373, 375,
377
607
97



F-216 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter B3
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response
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Letter C1
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C1-1
C1-2

Response

1
608
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 Letter C1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C1-3
C1-4
C1-5
C1-6
C1-7
C1-8

Response

115
626
470
443
389
390
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Letter C1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C1-9
C1-10
C1-11
C1-12
C1-13
C1-14

Response

627
628
549
323, 715
752
193
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Letter C1
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C1-15
C1-16
C1-17
C1-18

Response

1
775
785
783
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Letter C1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C1-19
C1-20
C1-21
C1-22
C1-23

Response

785, 790
786
629
609
680
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Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C1-24
C1-25

Response

681
682
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-1
C2-2
C2-3

Response

1
354
459
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Letter C2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-4
C2-5
C2-6
C2-7

Response

421
422
423
444
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Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-8
C2-9
C2-10
C2-11

Response

391
392
393
409
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Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-12
C2-13
C2-14
C2-15
C2-16

Response

410
467
454
437
594
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Letter C2
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-17
C2-18
C2-19
C2-20

Response

540
577
562
254
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Letter C2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-21
C2-22
C2-23

Response

488
9
798
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Letter C2
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See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-24
C2-25
C2-26

Response

788
334
116
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Letter C2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-27
C2-28
C2-29
C2-30
C2-31

Response

117
118
304
630
174
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Letter C2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C2-32

Response

10
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Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-1

Response

194
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Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-2
C3-3
C3-4
C3-5
C3-6
C3-7
C3-8

Response

208, 525
563
292
522
523
524
293
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Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-9
C3-10
C3-11
C3-12

Response

294
294
119. 295
195
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Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-13
C3-14
C3-15
C3-16

Response

596
597
598
599



F-236 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-17
C3-18
C3-19
C3-20
C3-21
C3-22

Response

550
591
539, 599
494
296
564



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-237

Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-23
C3-24
C3-25
C3-26
C3-27
C3-28
C3-29
C3-30

Response

565
578
424
412
460
425
443
394



F-238 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-31
C3-32
C3-33

Response

722
683
709



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-239

Letter C3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C3-34

Response

1



F-240 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C4-1

Response

723



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-241

Letter C4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-242 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C4-2
C4-3

Response

760
761



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-243

Letter C5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C5-1
C5-2

Response

724
724



F-244 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-245

Letter C5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-246 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-247

Letter C5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-248 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter C6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C6-1
C6-2

Response

600
601



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-249

Letter C6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

C6-3

Response

602



F-250 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

This page intentionally left blank.



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-251

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-1
D1-2

Response

1
631



F-252 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-3
D1-4
D1-5
D1-6

Response

316
495
246
369, 373,
375, 377



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-253

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-7
D1-8
D1-9
D1-10
D1-11

Response

316, 319
309
278
803
804



F-254 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-12

Response

610



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-255

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-256 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-257

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-13
D1-14

Response

1
120



F-258 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-15
D1-16
D1-17
D1-18

Response

247
233
255
175



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-259

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-19
D1-20

Response

176
369



F-260 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-21
D1-22
D1-23
D1-24

Response

219
220
225
525



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-261

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-25

Response

379



F-262 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-26

Response

414



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-263

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-27
D1-28

Response

426
566



F-264 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-265

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-29
D1-30
D1-31

Response

757
762
763



F-266 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-32
D1-33
D1-34

Response

753
776
799



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-267

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-35

Response

715



F-268 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-36
D1-37

D1-38
D1-39
D1-40

Response

310
313, 320,
328, 365
311
319
369, 650



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-269

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-41
D1-42
D1-43

Response

11
327
632



F-270 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-44
D1-45

Response

633
634



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-271

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-46
D1-47

Response

635
636



F-272 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-48
D1-49

Response

637
256



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-273

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-50
D1-51

Response

712
638



F-274 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-52
D1-53
D1-54

D1-55

Response

710
316, 630
677, 678,
699
678



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-275

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-56
D1-57
D1-58
D1-59

Response

639
676
312
637



F-276 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-60
D1-61
D1-62

Response

640
641
642



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-277

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-63
D1-64
D1-65

Response

643
312
414, 420



F-278 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-66
D1-67
D1-68

Response

644
281
805



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-279

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-69
D1-70
D1-71

Response

806
807
803



F-280 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D1-72
D1-73

Response

808
97



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-281

Letter D2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D2-1
D2-2
D2-3

Response

724
725
726



F-282 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter D2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-283

Letter D3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

D3-1

Response

1



F-284 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

This page intentionally left blank.



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-285

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-1

Response

1



F-286 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-2
E1-3
E1-4
E1-5
E1-6

Response

355
12
349
604
541



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-287

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-7
E1-8
E1-9

Response

241
611
335



F-288 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-10

Response

1, 255



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-289

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-11
E1-12
E1-13
E1-14
E1-15

E1-16

Response

105, 109
14
77
177
369, 373,
377
356, 371



F-290 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-17
E1-18

E1-19
E1-20
E1-21

Response

313
355, 361,
611
612
809
806, 808



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-291

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-22
E1-23
E1-24
E1-25

Response

13
809
809
445



F-292 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-293

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-26
E1-27
E1-28

Response

611
335
1



F-294 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-295

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-296 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-29
E1-30

Response

105
14



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-297

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-298 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-31

Response

604



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-299

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-32

Response

605



F-300 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-33
E1-34

Response

579
568



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-301

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-35
E1-36
E1-37

Response

539, 599
580
542



F-302 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-38
E1-39
E1-40

Response

543
544
545



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-303

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-41
E1-42
E1-43

Response

581
535
496



F-304 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-44
E1-45
E1-46
E1-47

Response

551
592
582
583



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-305

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-48
E1-49
E1-50
E1-51
E1-52

Response

584
585
611
497
498



F-306 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-53
E1-54
E1-55
E1-56
E1-57

Response

569
499
684
15
500



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-307

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-58
E1-59
E1-60
E1-61

Response

77
501
570
571



F-308 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-62
E1-63
E1-64
E1-65

Response

572
380
386
677, 678



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-309

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-66
E1-67
E1-68
E1-69
E1-70

Response

427
428
248
249
16



F-310 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-71
E1-72
E1-73
E1-74

Response

475
308
727
226



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-311

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-75
E1-76
E1-77

Response

429
711
670



F-312 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-78
E1-79
E1-80
E1-81
E1-82

Response

257
258
476
381
455



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-313

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-83
E1-84
E1-85

Response

395
396
178



F-314 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-86
E1-87

Response

281
179



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-315

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-88

Response

613



F-316 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-317

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-89

Response

614



F-318 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-90
E1-91
E1-92

Response

327
685
685



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-319

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-93
E1-94
E1-95

Response

645
646
686



F-320 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-96

Response

687



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-321

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-97
E1-98

Response

688
615



F-322 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-99
E1-100

Response

242
243



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-323

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-101

Response

689



F-324 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-102

Response

196



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-325

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-103
E1-104

Response

197
198



F-326 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-105
E1-106
E1-107
E1-108

Response

489
17
18
19



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-327

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E1-109
E1-110
E1-111

Response

377a
372
376, 377,
377a



F-328 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-329

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-330 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-331

Letter E1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-332 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-1

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-333

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-2
E2-3
E2-4
E2-5
E2-6

Response

121
1
1
720
622, 696



F-334 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-7
E2-8
E2-9

Response

198
297
616



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-335

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-10
E2-11
E2-12
E2-13
E2-14

Response

546
717
259
260
122



F-336 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-15
E2-16
E2-17
E2-18
E2-19
E2-20

Response

123
124
397
1
1
526



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-337

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-21
E2-22
E2-23
E2-24
E2-25
E2-26

Response

647
648
634
649
676
671



F-338 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-27
E2-28
E2-29
E2-30
E2-31

Response

677
678
764
753
246



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-339

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-32
E2-33
E2-34
E2-35
E2-36
E2-37
E2-38
E2-39

Response

573
713
714
650
180
11
305
300



F-340 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-40
E2-41
E2-42
E2-43
E2-44

Response

713
526, 527
672
254
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-341

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-45
E2-46
E2-47
E2-48
E2-49

Response

1
651
652
586
500, 587



F-342 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E2-50
E2-51
E2-52

Response

653
650
690



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-343

Letter E2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-344 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-345

Letter E3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E3-1
E3-2
E3-3
E3-4
E3-5
E3-6
E3-7
E3-8
E3-9
E3-10

Response

765
728
729
730
731
766
767
732
733
734



F-346 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E3-11
E3-12
E3-13
E3-14
E3-15
E3-16
E3-17

Response

735
736
768
769
737
414, 738
739



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-347

Letter E3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-348 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-1

Response

20



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-349

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-2
E4-3
E4-4

E4-5

Response

1
21
355, 361,
611, 701
22



F-350 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-6
E4-7
E4-8
E4-9

Response

21
23
285
93



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-351

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-10
E4-11

Response

60
244



F-352 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-12

Response

199



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-353

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-13
E4-14

Response

335
335



F-354 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-15

E4-16
E4-17
E4-17a

Response

373, 375,
377
335
208
336



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-355

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-18
E4-19

Response

227
350



F-356 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-20
E4-21

Response

234
24



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-357

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-22
E4-23
E4-24

Response

230
221
25



F-358 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-359

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-360 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-25

Response

283



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-361

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-26

Response

283



F-362 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-27
E4-28
E4-29

Response

181
26, 220
351



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-363

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-30

Response

373



F-364 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-365

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-366 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-367

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-31

Response

373



F-368 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-32

E4-33
E4-34
E4-35

Response

373, 375,
377
370
246, 352
125



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-369

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-36

Response

337



F-370 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-37
E4-38

Response

181
26



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-371

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-39
E4-40
E4-41

Response

617
208
208, 278,
327, 611



F-372 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-42
E4-43

Response

327
27



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-373

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-44
E4-45
E4-46

Response

611
338
622, 687,
699



F-374 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-47

Response

200



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-375

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-48
E4-49

Response

208
622, 677,
696



F-376 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-377

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-50

E4-51

E4-52

Response

622, 677,
696
334, 622,
687, 699
327



F-378 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-53

E4-54
E4-55

Response

334, 567,
696
327
650



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-379

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-56
E4-57
E4-58

Response

201
281, 443
105, 629,
630, 632,
635, 636,
637, 639,
640, 641,
649, 660,
661, 666,
690, 696,
697



F-380 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-59

Response

618



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-381

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-382 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-60

Response

202



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-383

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-61

Response

691



F-384 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-62
E4-63

Response

654
301



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-385

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-64
E4-65

Response

655
28



F-386 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-66

E4-67
E4-68

E4-69
E4-70

Response

332, 333,
334, 335,
337, 339,
340, 341,
342
654, 655
629, 630,
632, 635,
636, 637,
639, 640,
641, 649,
660, 661,
666
655
631



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-387

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-71
E4-72
E4-73
E4-74
E4-75

Response

654, 655
29
309, 319
317, 543
316



F-388 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-76
E4-77
E4-78
E4-79

Response

316
656
657
301



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-389

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-80

E4-81
E4-82

Response

608, 611,
613, 618,
631
362
362, 368



F-390 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-83
E4-84

Response

363
327



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-391

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-85
E4-86

Response

286
286



F-392 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-87
E4-88
E4-89

Response

777
328
329



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-393

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-90

Response

279



F-394 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-91
E4-92

Response

810
30



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-395

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-93
E4-94
E4-95
E4-96

Response

14, 77
181
106
208



F-396 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-97
E4-98
E4-99
E4-100

Response

208
603
31
502



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-397

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-101
E4-102
E4-103
E4-104

Response

32
32
603
552



F-398 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-105
E4-106
E4-107

Response

552
553
533



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-399

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-108
E4-109
E4-110

E4-111

Response

503
222
92, 514.
534
33



F-400 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-112

E4-113
E4-114
E4-115
E4-116
E4-117

Response

379, 414,
418
415
416
461
442
398



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-401

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-118
E4-119
E4-120
E4-121
E4-122
E4-123

Response

302
411
77
811
14, 92, 246
14, 92, 246



F-402 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-124
E4-125
E4-126
E4-127

Response

339
504
691
250



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-403

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-128
E4-129
E4-130
E4-131
E4-132

Response

126
554
252
477
127



F-404 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-133
E4-134
E4-135
E4-136
E4-137
E4-138

Response

128
485
658
129
34
800



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-405

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-139

Response

35



F-406 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-140

Response

94



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-407

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-141

Response

223



F-408 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-142

Response

740



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-409

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-143
E4-144
E4-145
E4-146
E4-147
E4-148
E4-149

Response

741
742
743
744
745
754
758



F-410 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-150
E4-151
E4-152

Response

746
747
748



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-411

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-153
E4-154

Response

368
182



F-412 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-155
E4-156
E4-157
E4-158

Response

374
46, 278
208
309, 319



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-413

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-159
E4-160
E4-161
E4-162

Response

107
357
246
36



F-414 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-163
E4-164
E4-165
E4-166

Response

130
377
283
373, 375



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-415

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-167
E4-168
E4-169

Response

272
352
208, 352



F-416 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-170

E4-171
E4-172
E4-173

Response

77, 112,
352
784
131
619



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-417

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-174
E4-175
E4-176
E4-177

Response

287
37
183
273



F-418 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-178
E4-179
E4-180
E4-181

Response

505
274
183
183



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-419

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-182
E4-183
E4-184
E4-185

Response

203
275
275
377



F-420 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-186
E4-187
E4-188
E4-189
E4-190

Response

132
235
506
340
246



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-421

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-191
E4-192
E4-193
E4-194

Response

38
204
133
205



F-422 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-195
E4-196
E4-197
E4-198
E4-199
E4-200

Response

125, 221
604
134
335
704
206



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-423

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-201
E4-202
E4-203
E4-204
E4-205
E4-206

Response

135
39
39
207
136
95



F-424 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-207
E4-208
E4-209

E4-210
E4-211

Response

137
111
373, 375,
377
665, 672
665



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-425

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-212
E4-213

E4-214
E4-215

E4-216
E4-217
E4-218

Response

659
309, 311,
323
692
304, 307,
310,
281
619
660



F-426 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-219
E4-220
E4-221

Response

620
619
696



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-427

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-222
E4-223
E4-224
E4-225
E4-226

Response

693
622
40
679
364



F-428 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-227
E4-228
E4-229
E4-230

Response

611
365
288
289



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-429

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-231
E4-232
E4-233
E4-234
E4-235
E4-236

Response

314
330
363
366
202
367



F-430 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-237
E4-238
E4-239
E4-240
E4-241
E4-242
E4-243
E4-244

Response

327
41
92, 246
138
315
46, 208
46
290



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-431

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-245
E4-246
E4-247
E4-248
E4-249
E4-250
E4-251
E4-252
E4-253
E4-254
E4-255
E4-256
E4-257
E4-258

Response

611
199
109
109
42
694
342
246
109, 290
287
695
108
46
43



F-432 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-259

Response

139



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-433

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-260

Response

184



F-434 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-261
E4-262
E4-263
E4-264
E4-265

Response

184
140
44
141
97



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-435

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-266
E4-267

Response

142
143



F-436 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-437

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-438 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-268

Response

144



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-439

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-440 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-269
E4-270
E4-271

Response

145
146
45



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-441

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E4-272
E4-273
E4-274
E4-275

Response

147
148
149
150



F-442 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-443

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-444 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-445

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-446 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-447

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-448 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-449

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-450 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-451

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-452 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-453

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-454 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-455

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-456 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-457

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-458 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-459

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-460 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-461

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-462 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-463

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-464 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-465

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-466 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-467

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-468 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-469

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-470 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-471

Letter E4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-472 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-1
E5-2
E5-3

Response

46
1
90



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-473

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-4
E5-5
E5-6
E5-7
E5-8
E5-9

E5-10

Response

109
177
369, 375
611
208
268, 382,
463, 606
661



F-474 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-11
E5-12
E5-13

Response

604
462
604



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-475

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-476 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-477

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-478 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-479

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-14

Response

382



F-480 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-15

Response

606



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-481

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-16
E5-17
E5-18
E5-19
E5-20
E5-21

Response

382
593
749
754
382
721



F-482 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-22
E5-23

E5-24
E5-25

Response

759
785, 787,
789, 792,
793
795
382



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-483

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-26
E5-27
E5-28

Response

47
661
611



F-484 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-29

Response

705, 706,
708



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-485

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-486 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-30

Response

109



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-487

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-31

Response

185



F-488 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-489

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-32

Response

375



F-490 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-33

Response

331



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-491

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-492 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-34

Response

673



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-493

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-35

Response

696



F-494 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-495

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-496 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-36

Response

705



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-497

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-37
E5-38

Response

706
208



F-498 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-499

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-500 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-39

Response

316



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-501

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-502 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-40
E5-41
E5-42
E5-43
E5-44

Response

268
812
463
464
98



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-503

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-45

Response

208, 525



F-504 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-46
E5-47

Response

465
430



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-505

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-48

Response

431



F-506 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-49
E5-50

Response

399
478



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-507

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-51
E5-52
E5-53

Response

430
466
432



F-508 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-54
E5-55

Response

446
430



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-509

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-56

E5-57

Response

397, 407,
411
447



F-510 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-58
E5-59

Response

448
400



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-511

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-60
E5-61

Response

456
479



F-512 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-62
E5-63
E5-64

Response

471
457
438



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-513

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-65
E5-66

Response

468
469



F-514 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-67

Response

387



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-515

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-68
E5-69

Response

507
587



F-516 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-70

Response

508



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-517

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-71
E5-72

Response

574
520



F-518 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-73
E5-74

Response

750
509



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-519

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-520 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-521

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-522 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-75
E5-76

Response

555
594



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-523

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-77
E5-78

Response

588
751



F-524 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-79
E5-80

Response

770
755



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-525

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-81

Response

771



F-526 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-82
E5-83

Response

772
697



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-527

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-84
E5-85
E5-86
E5-87

Response

674
696
698
661



F-528 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-529

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-530 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-531

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-532 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-533

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-534 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-535

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-536 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-88

Response

589



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-537

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-538 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-89

Response

575



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-539

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-540 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-90
E5-91

Response

782
785



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-541

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-92
E5-93

Response

787
789



F-542 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E5-94
E5-95
E5-96

Response

792
793
795



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-543

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-544 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-545

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-546 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-547

Letter E6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E6-1

Response

1



F-548 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E6-2
E6-3
E6-4

Response

464
317
171



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-549

Letter E7
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E7-1
E7-2
E7-3
E7-4
E7-5
E7-6

E7-7

Response

110
1
90
109
177
369, 373,
375, 377,
696
318



F-550 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E7
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E7-8
E7-9
E7-10
E7-11
E7-12

Response

208
430
662
778
622



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-551

Letter E8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E8-1
E8-2
E8-3
E8-4

Response

1
105, 109
177
109, 369,
373, 375,
377, 696



F-552 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E8-5
E8-6
E8-7
E8-8

Response

316, 317
208
500, 587
430



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-553

Letter E8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E8-9
E8-10

E8-11
E8-12

Response

778
64, 622,
677, 678,
696
662
1



F-554 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-555

Letter E9
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E9-1
E9-2
E9-3
E9-4
E9-5
E9-6
E9-7

Response

280
298
1
105, 109
177
316
208



F-556 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E9
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E9-8
E9-9
E9-10
E9-11

E9-12

Response

497, 504
430
790, 796
677, 678,
696, 699
662



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-557

Letter E9
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E9-13

Response

1



F-558 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E10-1
E10-2

Response

1
209



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-559

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E10-3
E10-4

Response

109
210



F-560 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E10-5

Response

261



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-561

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E10-6
E10-7

Response

567
699



F-562 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E10-8
E10-9
E10-10

Response

663
306
707



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-563

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E10-11

Response

48



F-564 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-565

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-566 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-567

Letter E10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-568 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-1
E11-2

Response

172
376



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-569

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-3
E11-4

Response

186
105, 109



F-570 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-5
E11-6

Response

231
813



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-571

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-7
E11-8

E11-9

Response

567
32, 552,
711
672, 685



F-572 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-10

Response

319



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-573

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-11
E11-12
E11-13
E11-14
E11-15

Response

472
715
773
341
208



F-574 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-16
E11-17
E11-18

Response

112
358
32, 552



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-575

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-19
E11-20
E11-21
E11-22

Response

151
152
210
303



F-576 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E11-23
E11-24
E11-25
E11-26

Response

153
480
547
604



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-577

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-578 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E12-1
E12-2
E12-3
E12-4
E12-5

Response

1, 270
86
604
49
355, 361,
611, 701



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-579

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E12-6
E12-7

Response

359
50



F-580 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-581

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-582 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E12-8
E12-9

Response

32, 552
187



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-583

Letter E12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E12-10

Response

1



F-584 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E13-1
E13-2
E13-3

Response

234
246
154



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-585

Letter E13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E13-4
E13-5
E13-6
E13-7
E13-8
E13-9
E13-10
E13-11

Response

809
90
604
51
77
481
481
482



F-586 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E13-12
E13-13
E13-14
E13-15
E13-16
E13-17
E13-18
E13-19
E13-20

Response

155
188
173
1
414
779
113
52
111



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-587

Letter E13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E13-21
E13-22
E13-23
E13-24
E13-25
E13-26
E13-27
E13-28
E13-29
E13-30

Response

796
439
483
251
433
700
510
417
1
320



F-588 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E13-31
E13-32

E13-33
E13-34
E13-35
E13-36
E13-37
E13-38

Response

105, 109
109, 375,
377
208
511
611
1
90
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-589

Letter E13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-590 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E14
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E14-1
E14-2
E14-3
E14-4
E14-5
E14-6
E14-7

Response

105, 109
534
252
211
418
622
319, 630,
665



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-591

Letter E14
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E14-8
E14-9
E14-10

Response

590
281
53



F-592 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-593

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-594 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-1
E15-2

Response

105, 109
105, 109



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-595

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-3

Response

228



F-596 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-4

Response

377



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-597

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-5
E15-6

Response

291
708



F-598 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-7

Response

212



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-599

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-8

Response

54



F-600 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E15-9

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-601

Letter E16
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E16-1
E16-2
E16-3
E16-4

Response

1
56
189
156



F-602 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E16
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E16-5
E16-6
E16-7
E16-8
E16-9
E16-10

Response

1
321
157
512
92, 246
513



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-603

Letter E16
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E16-11
E16-12
E16-13
E16-14
E16-15

Response

334, 342
55
109
14, 77, 246
360



F-604 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E16
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E16-16
E16-17
E16-18
E16-19
E16-20

Response

621
322
224
278
361



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-605

Letter E16
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E16-21
E16-22

Response

46
271



F-606 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-1

Response

262



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-607

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-2
E17-3
E17-4
E17-5

Response

263
262
262
262



F-608 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-6
E17-7
E17-8

Response

262
158
159



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-609

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-9
E17-10

Response

236
264



F-610 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-11
E17-12
E17-13
E17-14

Response

262
801
160
237



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-611

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-15
E17-16
E17-17
E17-18
E17-19

Response

238
239
239
240
604



F-612 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E17-20
E17-21
E17-22
E17-23

Response

604
99
14, 77
161



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-613

Letter E18
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E18-1
E18-2

E18-3
E18-4
E18-5

Response

105, 109
140, 373,
376
514
162
208



F-614 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E18
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E18-6
E18-7

E18-8
E18-9
E18-10
E18-11
E18-12

Response

419
677, 678,
699
664
790
323
500, 587
281



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-615

Letter E18
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E18-13

Response

1



F-616 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E19
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E19-1
E19-2

Response

1
140, 373,
375, 377



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-617

Letter E19
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-618 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E19
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E19-3

Response

780



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-619

Letter E19
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E19-4

Response

190



F-620 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E19
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E19-5
E19-6

Response

57
163



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-621

Letter E20
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E20-1
E20-2
E20-3

Response

1
58
12, 46



F-622 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E20
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E20-4
E20-5
E20-6
E20-7
E20-8

Response

342
32, 552
665
246
46



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-623

Letter E21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-624 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E21-1
E21-2

Response

1
208



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-625

Letter E21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E21-3

Response

213



F-626 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E21-4
E21-5

Response

484
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-627

Letter E21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E21-6
E21-7

Response

214
1



F-628 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E22
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E22-1

Response

370



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-629

Letter E22
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E22-2
E22-3
E22-4
E22-5
E22-6
E22-7

Response

245
59
353
191
809
664



F-630 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E22
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E22-8
E22-9

Response

232
14, 77



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-631

Letter E23
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E23-1
E23-2

Response

60
21



F-632 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E23
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E23-3
E23-4
E23-5
E23-6

Response

21
61, 77
61
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-633

Letter E24
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E24-1
E24-2

Response

1
62



F-634 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E24
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E24-3
E24-4
E24-5
E24-6

Response

62
90
515
548



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-635

Letter E24
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E24-7
E24-8
E24-9
E24-10

Response

556
604
383
449



F-636 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E24
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E24-11

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-637

Letter E25
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E25-1
E25-2

Response

1
100



F-638 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E25
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E25-3
E25-4
E25-5
E25-6

Response

450
557
307
491



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-639

Letter E25
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E25-7
E25-8
E25-9

Response

756
781
675



F-640 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E26
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E26-1
E26-2

Response

1
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-641

Letter E26
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E26-3
E26-4
E26-5

Response

552, 557
516
451



F-642 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E26
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E26-6
E26-7
E26-8

Response

716
63
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-643

Letter E27
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E27-1

Response

1



F-644 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E28
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E28-1
E28-2
E28-3
E28-4

Response

1
90
701
516



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-645

Letter E28
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E28-5
E28-6

Response

229
558



F-646 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E29
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E29-1
E29-2

Response

1
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-647

Letter E29
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E29-3
E29-4

Response

702
1



F-648 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E30
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E30-1
E30-2
E30-3

Response

64
383
622



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-649

Letter E31
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E31-1
E31-2
E31-3
E31-4

Response

65
384
66
1



F-650 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E32
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E32-1

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-651

Letter E32
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E32-2

Response

67



F-652 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E32
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E32-3
E32-4
E32-5

Response

559
90
516



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-653

Letter E32
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E32-6
E32-7

Response

68
703



F-654 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E33
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E33-1
E33-2

Response

440
701



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-655

Letter E34
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E34-1
E34-2
E34-3
E34-4

Response

1
324
527
677



F-656 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter E34
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

E34-5
E34-6
E34-7
E34-8

Response

265
434
446
452



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-657

Letter F1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F1-1
F1-2

Response

401
402



F-658 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F1-3
F1-4
F1-5

Response

403
404
405



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-659

Letter F1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F1-6
F1-7

Response

406
1



F-660 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F2-1
F2-2
F2-3
F2-4
F2-5
F2-6

Response

1
790, 796
783. 785
790, 796
795
797



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-661

Letter F2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F2-7
F2-8
F2-9
F2-10
F2-11
F2-12
F2-13
F2-14

Response

794
791
788, 789
788, 789
788, 789
788, 789
788, 789
1



F-662 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F3-1
F3-2

F3-3
F3-4

Response

184
369, 377,
696, 
233
343



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-663

Letter F3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F3-5
F3-6
F3-7
F3-8

Response

472, 696
344
246
112



F-664 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F4-1
F4-2
F4-3
F4-4
F4-5

Response

517
252, 485
420
281
14, 77, 246



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-665

Letter F5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F5-1
F5-2
F5-3
F5-4
F5-5
F5-6
F5-7
F5-8
F5-9

Response

109
517
266
215
413, 414
611
313, 611
278, 281
69



F-666 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F5-10

F5-11

Response

476, 477,
533
358



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-667

Letter F6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F6-1
F6-2
F6-3
F6-4
F6-5

Response

216
21
164
217
70



F-668 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F6-6
F6-7
F6-8

Response

529
347
71



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-669

Letter F6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F6-9
F6-10
F6-11
F6-12
F6-13
F6-14
F6-15

Response

623
282
72
165
166
624
73



F-670 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-671

Letter F7
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F7-1
F7-2
F7-3
F7-4
F7-5
F7-6
F7-7
F7-8
F7-9
F7-10
F7-11

Response

109
517
252
218
413, 414
611
313, 611
325
500, 587
281
53, 69



F-672 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F7
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F7-12

Response

358



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-673

Letter F8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F8-1
F8-2

Response

1
407



F-674 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F8-3

Response

530



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-675

Letter F8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F8-4

Response

167



F-676 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F8-5

Response

458



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-677

Letter F8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F8-6
F8-7

Response

77, 525
167



F-678 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F8
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-679

Letter F9
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F9-1
F9-2
F9-3
F9-4

Response

317, 319
517
331
1



F-680 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F9
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-681

Letter F10
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F10-1
F10-2

F10-3
F10-4
F10-5

Response

105, 109
369, 377,
696
317, 319
518
74



F-682 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F11-1
F11-2
F11-3
F11-4
F11-5

Response

1
46, 77
80
184
168



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-683

Letter F11
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F11-6
F11-7

Response

75
76



F-684 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F12
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F12-1
F12-2
F12-3

Response

46, 77
519
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-685

Letter F13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F13-1
F13-2
F13-3

Response

1
77
78



F-686 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F13-4
F13-5

Response

625
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-687

Letter F13
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



F-688 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F14
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F14-1

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-689

Letter F15
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F15-1
F15-2
F15-3

Response

79
80
299



F-690 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F16
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F16-1
F16-2
F16-3
F16-4

Response

1
1
81
82



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-691

Letter F17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F17-1
F17-2
F17-3

Response

1
435
433, 434



F-692 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F17-4
F17-5
F17-6
F17-7
F17-8
F17-9

Response

436
443, 446
453
388
774
790, 796



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-693

Letter F17
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F17-10

Response

528



F-694 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F18
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F18-1
F18-2
F18-3

Response

1
83
313



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-695

Letter F19
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F19-1
F19-2
F19-3
F19-4
F19-5
F19-6

Response

1
1
313
85
348
85



F-696 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F20
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F20-1
F20-2
F20-3

Response

1
84
208



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-697

Letter F21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F21-1
F21-2
F21-3
F21-4

Response

1
85
276
576



F-698 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F21
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment Response



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-699

Letter F22
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F22-1
F22-2
F22-3

Response

1
86
87



F-700 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F23
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F23-1
F23-2

Response

168
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-701

Letter F24
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F24-1
F24-2
F24-3

Response

77, 181
1
88



F-702 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F25
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F25-1
F25-2
F25-3
F25-4

Response

89
345
441
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-703

Letter F26
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F26-1
F26-2
F26-3

Response

1
1
54



F-704 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F27
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F27-1
F27-2

Response

168
1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-705

Letter F28
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F28-1

Response

53



F-706 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F29
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F29-1

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-707

Letter F30
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F30-1

Response

1



F-708 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter F31
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F31-1

Response

1



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-709

Letter F32
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

F32-1

Response

1



F-710 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

This page intentionally left blank.



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-711

Letter G1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G1-1
G1-2
G1-3
G1-4
G1-5
G1-6
G1-7
G1-8
G1-9
G1-10
G1-11
G1-12
G1-13
G1-14

Response

90
313
313
666
324
208
101
269
169
718
442
611
531
346



F-712 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter G1
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G1-15

Response

208



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-713

Letter G2
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G2-1
G2-2
G2-3
G2-4
G2-5
G2-6

Response

102
277
490
667
103
104



F-714 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter G3
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G3-1
G3-2
G3-3
G3-4
G3-5
G3-6
G3-7
G3-8
G3-9
G3-10

Response

1
313
814
170
313
90
91
611
284
355



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-715

Letter G4
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G4-1
G4-2
G4-3

Response

485
486
487



F-716 APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS

Letter G5
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G5-1
G5-2
G5-3
G5-4
G5-5
G5-6
G5-7

Response

326
92
802
267
668
83
313



APPENDIX F: PUBLIC COMMENTS F-717

Letter G6
Responses

See Response to
Comment Table or click
on link provided below.

Comment

G6-1

Response

669
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