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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL

Simpson Timber Company (""Simpson™) owns and manages approximately 287,000 acres of
commercial timberland in Washington (Figure 1). To date, its forest management practices have
not been seriously constrained by restrictions imposed under the Endangered Species Act (as
amended, the "ESA™). However, in the face of an increasing number of petitions filed under the
ESA to classify various species of fish as "threatened" or "endangered", Simpson has elected to
engage the National Marine Fisheries Service ("NMFS") and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
("USFWS") in conservation planning efforts on approximately 91 percent of its Washington
timberland holdings.

The following plan has been prepared with the assistance of NMFS and USFWS, among others
(see Appendix H), and is intended to satisfy the requirements of Section 10 of the ESA. Based
upon the commitments reflected in this plan, Simpson expects to receive an incidental take permit
("I'TP™) for all fish, amphibian, and wildlife species designated in Tables 1 and 2. Such a permit
should allow Simpson to avoid the uncertainty inherent in the current regulatory climate and
should afford Simpson with a continued opportunity to harvest timber resources from its lands.
An even flow of timber resources is essential to the viability of Simpson's manufacturing
facilities and the economic health of the surrounding communities located in the vicinity of
Shelton, Washington.

1.2 CORPORATE PHILOSOPHY

Simpson is a privately held company with a long tradition of responsible resource stewardship
and citizenship. The foundation of Simpson's success is the management of its fee-owned
timberlands and related businesses spread across Washington, Oregon and California. While
these lands are private, Simpson understands that events, natural or otherwise, that occur on its
property can have impacts that extend beyond the boundaries of its ownership. Through the
application of research and sound science, Simpson is committed to understanding these impacts
and, where practical, mitigating any significant consequences resulting from its management
activities.

As a forest products company, Simpson's business is of a long-term nature. Given that this is the
character of the business, a stable operating and regulatory environment is critical. While
Simpson's Washington operations are not now seriously constrained by the limitations of the
ESA, Simpson views this Habitat Conservation Plan ("HCP" or "Plan™) as a vehicle for
accelerating the arrival of regulatory stability.

The process of developing this plan encompassed business, legal, scientific, regulatory, political
and ideological issues and tradeoffs. There were no quick or simple solutions to the many
difficult issues addressed in this plan. The process of developing the particular prescriptions
identified below was a time-consuming and highly iterative process involving countless internal
corporate discussions as well as substantial input from state and federal agencies, local Indian
Tribes, environmental groups and other interested parties. Simpson believes that the resulting
plan, while costly to develop and costly to implement, is the best possible approach for dealing
with the complex web of issues surrounding the management of its property in a manner that
leads to constructive results for the company, its community and the environment.

Smpson Habitat Conservation Plan 1
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

Figure 1. Initial Plan Area and vicinity.

Note: thisfigureisavailable for viewing as a separate file.

Smpson Habitat Conservation Plan 2



SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

Simpson believes that implementation of the plan should yield the following benefits:

e The resource base, from a scientific perspective, is placed on an improving trend line as a
result of Simpson's conservation practices.

e Simpson's activities will yield a net benefit to a wide range of listed and sensitive fish and
other wildlife species.

o With greater certainty, Simpson will be able to operate in an economically rewarding manner.

o Simpson will be able to continue to harvest its timber on a long-term sustainable basis, which
will yield positive results for the company and for the communities dependent upon Simpson
for jobs and economic health.

e All of Simpson's actions will be consistent with Simpson's overall commitment to responsible
stewardship.

1.3 GOAL OF PLAN

The following HCP has been designed to: (1) minimize and mitigate any incidental take of the
covered species described herein which may occur as a result of Simpson's forest land
management, and (2) to ensure that any such taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of
the survival and recovery of such species in the wild. Implementation of the complementary suite
of conservation measures described below will meet and actually exceed these requirements, by
contributing to the maintenance and development of intact, ecologically connected, and naturally
functioning aquatic and riparian ecosystems.

14 SPECIESADDRESSED IN THE PLAN

Upon signing, the HCP and the ITP provide immediate ESA coverage for a discrete list of fish,
amphibians, and wildlife. These species are listed in Table 1 and Table 2.

14.1 Aquatic Dependent Species

Thirty aquatic species have been specifically identified for ESA coverage and conservation under
provisions of this HCP. The aquatic species list is composed of species that are either entirely
dependent on aquatic habitat or closely associated with the margins of channels and riparian
habitats for all or a portion of their life. This list is not all-inclusive for aquatic species within the
Plan Area and there were various reasons for including or excluding particular species from the
list. For about one half of the species, there is an expectation that they may, if they have not
already, come under ESA conservation status. These species include all of the salmonids, the
stream breeding amphibians, the VVan Dyke’s salamander, two species of lamprey and the western
toad. Several other species are on the list due to anomalous regional or Plan Area distributions or
because there has been conservation concern voiced by state agencies or Indian Tribes. Species in
this category include the Olympic mudminnow, threespine stickleback, longnose dace and the
reticulate, riffle and shorthead sculpin. The other species on the list are generally cosmopolitan in
their distribution and are included because their coverage demonstrates expected conservation
results that may apply to other species for which no explicit analysis is provided.

Smpson Habitat Conservation Plan 3



SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

The Plan Area encompasses multiple evolutionarily significant units (“ESU”) for all salmonid
species; thus a single species may benefit from conservation and recovery efforts for other salmon
ESUs. For example the status of Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia chum does not warrant their
listing, whereas the Hood Canal summer run chum are listed as threatened. Likewise, Puget
Sound chinook are listed as threatened, but the NMFS Status Review for chinook concluded that
the Washington Coastal ESU did not warrant listing. Status reviews are complete for all salmonid
species within the Plan Area except Dolly varden. Status reviews for steelhead, coho, and pink
salmon resulted in candidate status for coho in the Plan Area but no special status for steelhead or
pink salmon. In total, 13 of the 30 species listed in Table 1 have been recognized for special
conservation and recovery status by state or federal agencies in the Pacific Northwest.

1.4.2 Wildlife Species

Simpson's management prescriptions also will directly benefit 21 wildlife species (identified in
Table 2) that are not included in the aquatic species associations of Table 1. Species that rely on
snags to meet a majority of their nesting requirements are grouped together separately in Table 2,
according to three snag size class requirements. These classes are defined as: Class 1: 8.0-14.0
inches DBH; Class 2: 14.1-20.0 inches DBH; and Class 3: >20 inches DBH.

Federally listed endangered species do not inhabit the Plan Area; however, three wildlife species
listed as threatened by the USFWS potentially exist in the Plan Area: the marbled murrelet, the
bald eagle and the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis). Simpson is requesting an ESA
Section 10 Incidental Take Permit for the marbled murrelet and bald eagle. No incidental take of
the Northern Spotted Owl is requested as part of this HCP.

Conservation measures have not been specifically included in this HCP to protect northern
spotted owl habitat and no incidental take of the northern spotted owl is requested as part of this
HCP. However, Simpson will protect the spotted owl by following state and federal regulations.
Current state regulations require landowners to protect the best 70 acres of nesting and foraging
habitat centered around northern spotted owl nest sites during the nesting season. Timber harvest,
yarding and road building are not allowed within these areas unless surveys show that spotted
owls no longer are nesting in these sites.
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

Table 1. Aquatic and riparian dependent species addressed by the Simpson HCP.

Species

Federal®
Status

State
Status

Headwater Species Association

Torrent salamander (Rhyacotriton olympicus)

FSC

SM

Tailed frog (Ascaphus truei)

FSC

SM

Cope’s giant salamander (Dicamptodon copei)

SM

Western redback salamander (Plethodon vehiculum)

Steep Tributary Species Association

Cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki clarki)

FPT

Shorthead sculpin (Cottus confusus)

Van Dyke’s salamander (Plethodon vandykei)

FSC

SC

Flat Tributary Species Association

Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

FC

Chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta)

FT

Riffle sculpin (Cottus gulosus)

Coast Range sculpin (Cottus aleuticus)

Reticulate sculpin (Cottus perplexus)

Speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus)

Brook lamprey (Lampetra richardsoni)

M ainstem Species Association

Chinook salmon (Oncor hynchus tshawytscha)

FT

Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss)

Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha)

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

FT

Dolly varden (Salvelinus malma)

Torrent sculpin (Cottus rotheus)

Longnose dace (Rhinichthys cataractae)

Pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentatus)

FSC

River lamprey (Lampetra ayresi)

FSC

Western toad (Bufo boreas)

FSC

L entic Species Association

Prickly sculpin (Cottus asper)

Olympic mudminnow (Novumbra hubbsi)

SC

Threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus acul eatus)

Northwestern salamander (Ambystoma gracile)

Long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum)

Red-legged frog (Rana aurora)

Federal Status Codes:

FE - Federally Endangered

FT- Federally Threatened

FC - Federal Candidate

FSC - Federal Species of Concern
FPT — Federal Proposed Threatened

! Indicated for ESUs within the Plan Area only.

State Status Codes:

SE - State Endangered

ST - State Threatened
SC - State Candidate

SS - State Sensitive

SG - State Game Species of Concern

SM - State Monitor
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Table 2. Wildlife species addressed by the Simpson HCP.

Species Federal State

Status Status
Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmor atus) FT ST
Bald eagle (Haliaetus leucocephalus) FT ST
Harlequin duck (Histrionicus histrionicus) FSC SG
Band-tailed pigeon (Columba fasciata) SG
Roosevelt elk (Cervus elaphus Roosevelti) SG

Class 1 Snag Dependent Species
Downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens)
Black-capped chickadee (Parus atripcapillus)

Class 2 Snag Dependent Species
Western bluebird (Salia mexicana) SM
Purple martin (Progne subis) SC
Chestnut-backed chickadee (Parus rufescans)
Red-breasted sapsucker (Sphyrapicus ruber)
Tree swallow (Tachycineta bicolor)
Violet-green swallow (Tachycineta thalassina)
Hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus)

Western screech owl (Otus kennicottii)
Northern pigmy owl (Glaucidium gnoma)
Northern saw-whet owl (Aegolius acadicus)
Northern flicker (Colaptes auratus)

Class 3 Snag Dependent Species

Pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) SC
Wood duck (Aix sponsa) SG
Common merganser (Mergus merganser) SG

Note: Shag dependent species are grouped according to similar snag requirements —
Class 1: 8.0-14.0 inches DBH; Class 2 14.1-20.0 inches DBH; Class 3: >20.0 inches DBH.

Federal Status Codes: State Status Codes:
FE - Federally Endangered SE - State Endangered
FT- Federally Threatened ST - State Threatened
FC - Federal Candidate SC - State Candidate
FSC - Federal Species of Concern SS - State Sensitive

SG - State Game Species of Concern
SM - State Monitor
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15 ACTIVITIES

Activities to be covered by the HCP and the ITP include most aspects of Simpson’s forest
practices and related land management. This HCP and the ITP are also intended to cover certain
monitoring activities and the conduct of related scientific experiments in the Plan Area.

Activities covered by this plan include all aspects of mechanized timber harvest, log
transportation, road construction, maintenance and decommissioning, site preparation and slash
abatement, tree planting, fertilization, silvicultural thinning, experimental silviculture, wildfire
suppression, stream restoration, research and monitoring pursuant to Section 9 of the HCP,
management and harvest of minor forest products and vertebrate control. During the plan period
Simpson will apply pesticides in the Plan Area as needed to control vegetation and organisms that
may suppress or inhibit tree growth. All pesticides will be applied in accordance with applicable
regulations of the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) and applicable laws of the state of
Washington. The application of pesticides is not a covered activity under the ITP because the
USFWS and the NMFS do not grant Incidental Take Permits for pesticide applications; those
activities are covered by incidental take statements issued in connection with Section 7
consultations between the USFWS and/or the NMFS and the EPA.

Covered activities include the following:

Mechanized Timber Harvest: Management of lands for commercial timber production.
Simpson intends to manage its lands, outside of conservation areas, primarily using clearcut
harvest methods with an average rotation age of 40-50 years. Specific activities included
within this description include: stream typing and classification (using electro-fishing
equipment in accordance with guidelines of the WDFW and endorsed by the Services), unit
layout, felling of timber, bucking of timber and yarding of timber with ground, tower, or
aerial logging systems.

L og Transportation: Transportation of logs to mills in Shelton vicinity via road and
railroad.

Road Construction, Maintenance, and Decommissioning: Construction, maintenance and
decommissioning of roads. Simpson will construct roads as needed for its commercial timber
production and associated land management. Roads will be constructed and maintained
according to standards described in this HCP. Examples of specific activities include the
surfacing of roads, the clearing and maintenance culverts, the decommissioning of certain
roads and the closing of certain roads to motor vehicle access.

Site Preparation and Slash Abatement: Scarification and burning of slash in accordance
with applicable laws for the state of Washington in management units harvested by clear
cutting.

Tree Planting: Planting of trees. Simpson will typically plant 250-400 trees per acre within
18 months following harvest.

Fertilization: Fertilization of trees to accelerate growth in accordance with applicable laws
for the state of Washington. Typically, Simpson will fertilize certain timber stands within the
plan area up to two times between ages 15 and 40 with the application of approximately 440
pounds of nitrogenous pelletized fertilizer per acre.

Simpson Habitat Conservation Plan 7
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Silvicultural Thinning: Thinning in some or all of the timber stands in the plan area prior
to clearcut harvest, including, commercial thinning and pre-commercial thinning in stands
younger than 30 years old.

Experimental Silviculture: Conducting experimental silvicultural practices such as
implementing alternative forest management methods for some units, practicing uneven-
aged management, engaging in partial cutting and seed tree management, feathering mature
leave trees along outer edges of riparian forest buffers; manipulating various stands to speed
conversion of hardwood riparian stands to conifer and creating snags via blasting or cutting
methods.

Wildfire Suppression: Prevention and suppression of wildfires consistent with Washington
State Department of Natural Resources fire suppression plans.

Stream Restoration: Establishment of a limited number of pilot projects to pursue
alternative approaches to stream restoration.

Resear ch and Monitoring: Conduct of research and monitoring pursuant to Section 9 of
this HCP.

Minor Forest Products Management and Harvest: Permitting the harvest of minor forest
products from the plan area. Such products could include, among others: firewood, salal,
ferns and mushrooms. The following defines the scope of current and potential future minor
forest products permits.

Type of Minor Forest Acres of Area Permitted in 1997 Estimated Potential Range of Acres
Product Permitted Each Year of the HCP Period
Firewood 4,200 acres 4,000 to 5,000 acres per year
Floral Brush 61,000 acres 50,000 to 60,000 acres per year
Mushrooms 3,000 acres per year 2,000 to 7,000 acres
Ferns 400 acres Unknown

Vertebrate Control: Engaging in vertebrate control as necessary to control damage to
plantation seedlings. Currently such control is limited to mountain beavers and no other
vertebrate control is currently anticipated.

Notwithstanding the foregoing to the contrary, however, until completion of all required
consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 470(f), "Covered
Activities" shall not include any activity that but for the ITP would constitute unlawful take of a
Covered Species and that will adversely affect a Designated Historic Resource. As used in this
definition, “Designated Historic Resource” means any site, building, structure, or object located
within the Plan Area (2) that is included in the National Register of Historic Places or (b) that is
(i) specifically identified in a writing received by Simpson prior to the conduct of its activity from
either Service or from any Interested Party and (ii) is eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. As used herein, “Interested Party” means the Washington State
Historic Preservation Officer, each Indian Tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to
sites, buildings, structures, or objects that may be affected by the activity and each other
“consulting party” under 36 CFR 8800.2. The Services may elect to conduct phased consultations
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by subregions within the Plan Area under 16 U.S.C. 8 470(f) and consultation will be deemed to
have been completed prior to any Simpson activity if the Services’ obligations to consult with
respect to the subregion where such activity is to be conducted has been completed.

16 TeErRmMOF THEHCP

This HCP has a 50-year term expiring on the 50th anniversary of the date on which the first ITP
is issued hereunder. All species in Table 1 and Table 2 are covered for the term of the plan. The
IA describes certain circumstances under which the HCP may be terminated earlier, as well as
provisions permitting Simpson to extend the term of the HCP for an additional fifty years.

Simpson Habitat Conservation Plan 9
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2 CHARACTERISTICSOF THE PLAN AREA

2.1 PLANAREA

Simpson proposes to manage approximately 261,575 acres of its Washington properties pursuant
to this HCP. The Plan Area extends into the southern foothills of the Olympic mountains and
across the Wynoochee River valley to the City of Aberdeen’s Wishkah watershed. Adjacent lands
are owned to the north by the U.S. Forest Service ("USFS"), to the west by the City of Aberdeen
and Weyerhaeuser, to the south by Weyerhaeuser, Port Blakely Tree Farms, L.P., other smaller
private owners, and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”), and to the
east by numerous small land owners (Figure 2).

During the HCP period Simpson may make simple fee purchases of lands within the area
encompassed by the HCP boundary (Figure 1)° Simpson may add lands to the HCP via the HCP
minor amendment process, described in the 1A. All conditions of this plan also would apply to the
new lands added to the HCP by Simpson. Simpson’s management on these lands also would
receive ITP coverage, in accordance with the provisions of the HCP and associated
Implementation Agreement.

2.2 LANDSCAPE STRATIFICATION

At a fundamental level, ecosystem structure and dynamics are influenced by geologic settings,
climatic factors and their interaction. Any site specific, science-based approach to landscape
management must account for these essential influences because they are largely responsible for
much of the natural variation in habitat types at various spatial and temporal scales. This variation
in habitat type directly controls the distribution of species and biological communities and has a
strong linkage to their response to disturbances. At least as important, from a land use
perspective, is the way in which these fundamental influences shape the sensitivity of a landscape
to land use type and intensity.

The influences of the geologic setting and associated physical processes on the Plan Area aquatic
habitats have been captured by stratifying the landscape into “lithotopo units” (“LTU") (areas of
similar lithology and topography) after the general concept of Montgomery (1997). A second
level of stratification consists of classifying stream segments of the channel network within each
LTU. Since the Plan Area is highly variable with respect to rock type and geologic history, the
LTU stratification seems especially well suited for this landscape.

2 In the future, the Plan Area may be changed by the addition or deletion of properties as further described
in Section 12 of this HCP and as specified in the Implementation Agreement (“1A”).
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SECTION 2: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PLAN AREA

Figure 2. Ownership map

Note: this figure is available for viewing as a separate file.
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2.2.1 Lithotopo Units

The Plan Area has been divided into five LTUs: (1) Alpine Glacial (“AGL"), (2) Crescent Islands
(*CIS”), (3) Crescent Uplands (“CUP”), (4) Recessional Outwash Plain (“ROP"), and

(5) Sedimentary Inner Gorges (“SIG”) (Figure 3). Geology, geological history, and topographic
relief determined lithotopo unit boundaries. The delineation of these areas represents a finer scale
stratification of the regional landscape than has previously been proposed (see for example
Omernik 1987), and divides the Simpson properties into areas that share similar erosional and
channel forming processes. This level of stratification is critical to understanding the productivity
of the Plan Area streams, their response to historical logging practices and natural disturbances,
their habitat response over time, and their sensitivity to current logging operations.

2.2.1.1 Alpine Glacial

The Alpine Glacial LTU (8.5 percent of the Plan Area) is the land west of the divide between the
West Fork Satsop River and Schafer Creek and north of Carter Creek, encompassing the
Wynoochee River and its tributaries, exclusive of those segments that lie in the CUP. Glacial
deposits of gravels, sands, silts, and clays native to the Olympic Mountains are prevalent in this
unit. Some of these deposits are highly cemented, and where they occur in stream banks are
resistant to erosion, often maintaining a vertical or an undercut slope. Sediment is delivered to
channels in this unit through gradual bank erosion and shallow rapid landsliding of accumulated
soils on steep side slopes where channels cut through terraces of the ancient Wynoochee River.
Channels with connections to steeper headwaters in the CUP receive sediment and wood from
catastrophic processes (mass wasting and debris torrents) common to that LTU. In stream
segments whose banks are composed of resistant glacial till, recruitment of woody debris from
on-site is principally through windthrow or shallow-rapid landslides rather than bank
undercutting and channel migration.

2.2.1.2 Crescent Islands

The Crescent Islands LTU (11.8 percent of the Plan Area) is the area directly to the south and
west of Shelton encompassing the watersheds of Mill Creek above Lake Isabella, Kennedy and
Skookum Creeks and parts of Goldsborough, Wildcat and Cloquallum Creeks. Principal
topographic features of this unit are the basalt “islands” around and between which flow low
gradient, gravel rich stream systems. These islands were overridden by the continental ice sheets
as evidenced by the glacial drift overlying their slopes. The thickness of these non-native deposits
thins with increasing elevation. Recessional melt pathways were established through this area as
the glacial meltwater flowed initially to the south, exiting through the Chehalis River and Grays
Harbor. Significant deposits of unconsolidated sand and gravel characterize present day channel
banks and lower terraces. The ample supply of foreign granitic gravels makes these low gradient
channels excellent spawning habitat for chum salmon, and their low gradient pool riffle channel
bed morphology makes them very productive for coho salmon. However, the unconsolidated
character of their stream banks makes them susceptible to inputs of fine sediments through bank
erosion. Large woody debris is recruited relatively quickly along moderate to large channels
through bank undercutting and channel migration.
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SECTION 2: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PLAN AREA

Figure 3. Lithotopo units

Note: this figure is available for viewing as a separate file.
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2.2.1.3 Crescent Uplands

The Crescent Uplands LTU (10.7 percent of the Plan Area) is an area of the southern Olympic
foothills composed of massive basalt and breccia rock types. This unit runs across the northern
tier of Simpson's ownership and also encompasses portions of the adjoining USFS lands. The
headwaters of Bingham, Dry Bed, and Rabbit Creeks are in this unit, as are Vance Creek, the
South Fork of the Skokomish River and its tributaries, the headwaters of the Middle and West
Forks of the Satsop River, and parts of the upper Wynoochee River and its tributaries. The
dominant sediment delivery processes in this unit are debris torrents and shallow rapid landslides.
The CUP landscape is highly dissected, resulting in high drainage density and a high degree of
connectivity between the logging road system and the channel network. Woody debris recruits to
the channel mainly through catastrophic processes with some addition of individual trees or small
groups from localized streamside slope failures. These catastrophic log recruitment processes, in
combination with the highly confined channels, can result in large valley logjams. Runoff
patterns tend to be rapid due to the shallow nature of soils and underlying bedrock. Much of this
LTU lies at elevations that make the occurrence of rain on snow (“ROS”) events more likely.

2.2.1.4 Recessional Outwash Plain

The Recessional Outwash Plain LTU (44.9 percent of the Plan Area) encompasses the extensive
area of low relief extending from Mason Lake, north and east of Shelton, to the area west of
Shelton, south of the CUP, and east of the SIG. This unit was formed by repeated advances of
continental ice sheets and resultant recessional outwash during the Pleistocene period. Its soils are
rich in sediments (stratified gravels, sands, silts and clays) foreign to the Olympic Peninsula.
Channels flowing across this unit have flat slopes and abundant gravel deposits stored in the
channel bed and banks. For streams originating on the ROP, sediment and wood are only
delivered via localized bank undercutting as no channel connection to steep headwater areas
exists. In some parts of this unit, infiltration of rain is affected by impermeable glacial tills and as
a result stream stage may rise and fall quickly in response to winter storms in spite of their
otherwise low energy regime. In more southerly areas and especially to the west and along the
Olympic Mountain front, channels are prone to intermittency. Ground water sources maintain
strong flow in other major tributaries of the ROP (e.g. Stillwater River, Bingham and Decker
Creeks).

2.2.1.5 Sedimentary Inner Gorges

The Sedimentary Inner Gorges LTU (24.1 percent of the Plan Area) comprises the area to the
west of the divide between Decker Creek and the Middle Fork of the Satsop River and the divide
between the Schafer and the West Fork of the Satsop River and south of the CUP. This unit
extends south into Satsop River tributaries (Cook Creek) and cuts west in the Carter Creek basin
south of the contact with the Olympic glacial outwash. Marine siltstones, mudstones, and
sandstone characterize the lithology of the SIG. Soils are deep and highly erodible and the
channel network is deeply incised. The entrenched nature of the channel network is the dominant
characteristic of streams in this unit. Significant sediment delivery processes in this unit include
massive deep-seated landslides of many ages, inner gorge side slope failures, (especially in the
mudstone and siltstone reaches of the channel network), and shallow rapid failures of the channel
side slopes in the sandstone channel segments. A unique feature of the bedrock in this unit is the
unusually high rate of weathering as a result of desiccation and exfoliation in the summer and
calving of side slopes from freezing and thawing and fluvial erosion in the winter. Woody debris
recruits to the channel network in this unit catastrophically through side slope failures in the inner
gorges and deep-seated landslides. Single tree recruitment as a result of bank recession also is a
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significant contributor of wood to the channel system from lower floodplains and terraces where
they occur within inner gorge settings. The deep soils and weathered bedrock of this unit retain
water well resulting in many small perennial channels.

2.2.2  Stream Classification Systems

Regulators and physical scientists have developed numerous schemes to classify channels. In the
Pacific Northwest the primary purpose for most of these systems has been to create a
management framework for the application of riparian rules and regulations. These systems all
have some basis in physical science, but they have largely been driven by arbitrary distinctions
such as the presence or absence of salmonid fishes. Consequently regulatory focus and
management guidelines have been established based on site level attributes rather than watershed
and reach level processes. Recent work in this area has described entire channel networks from a
process perspective (Montgomery and Buffington 1997). These new approaches have opened the
way for the development of more sophisticated classification schemes that explicitly
acknowledge the longitudinal and hillslope connections within channel networks in forested
landscapes.

2.2.2.1 Washington Forest Practices Stream Types

The Washington State Forest Practices Act has 6 stream types (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 9). Type 9 is the
designation for non-typed stream segments. These stream segments often occur at the tip of the
channel network and field verification usually determines them to be Type 4 or 5. Stream Types
1-3 have fish, Types 4 and 5 do not. Simpson has identified 1,394 miles of stream in the Plan
Avrea, all segments of which have a DNR stream type assigned to them in Simpson’s geographic
information system (“GIS”). Stream types have been verified through the latest data available
(Quinault Indian Nation and Simpson Timber Co. unpublished data).

2.2.2.2 HCP Channel Classification Scheme

The approach to stream classification adopted by the HCP principally follows the process-based
approach of Montgomery and Buffington (1997) and borrows from the Washington State
Watershed Analysis method by grouping channel segments of similar confinement into what
could loosely be referred to as “physical response classes.” However, the HCP approach differs in
that it explicitly addresses geology (and therefore the character of bed and bank materials)
through stratification by LTU. The purpose of classifying the channel network is to facilitate the
following four activities: (1) grouping channel segments by dominant physical processes and
ecological roles, (2) assigning riparian strategies that reflect important riparian forest functions in
different landscape settings, (3) mapping biological resources through Simpson’s GIS, and

(4) facilitating the allocation of channel assessment and monitoring resources.

Channel width, the degree of channel confinement, and channel bed morphology were used to
classify each channel segment. Field surveys were conducted to identify the basic channel classes
and then each segment was assigned a class through the GIS using a combination of the following
variables: DNR stream type, geology, LTU, and channel slope. The GIS stream segment database
has over 8,200 records, each one identifying a separate segment. Channel class names are
constructed of the LTU acronym followed by alphanumeric characters. The letters indicate the
lithology (C = Crescent formation basalt, L = Lincoln formation siltstones and mudstones,

M = Montesano formation sandstone, Qa = alluvial sediments, Qc = deposits of continental
glaciers, and Qo = deposits of Olympic alpine glaciers) and the number refers to the relative basin
area typical of the channel class, however no direct correspondence exists between the number
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and channel order as described by Strahler (1957). After the initial class assignments were made,
maps were produced on which corrections were made based on field familiarity with the area and
additional field verifications. This process resulted in 49 different channel classes for the Plan
Area. Mileage for each channel class and the percentage of the class by DNR stream type is listed
below in Table 3.

Even though many of these size/confinement/bed morphology classes may occur in multiple
LTUs, the LTU helps describe physical channel processes and ecological roles. Since these
conditions represent very different conservation opportunities, these channels are assigned a
different channel class. For example, in the CUP there are small, highly confined, forced step pool
channels. In the SIG small, highly confined, forced step pool channels also exist. However, the
physical response to management in these channels and the ecological roles they fill are very
different due to their occurrence in different geology, topography, elevation and hydrologic
Zones.

Simpson's channel classification approach facilitates the mapping of the biological communities
in the Plan Area. In this way it is a practical tool for describing the motivation behind the
conservation approaches and prescriptions. Some of the biological associations are very strong.
For example the SIG-L4 channel segments are important for steelhead spawning and rearing.
They are also virtually the only segments that support riverine breeding western toads. Similarly
the CUP-C1 channel class is the principal habitat of the Olympic torrent salamander while SIG-
L2 channels often support isolated (above waterfalls) populations of riffle sculpin. The channel
classification system also provides a convenient framework for assigning riparian prescriptions,
evaluating riparian forest functions, managing stream habitat data, and understanding the
longitudinal linkages in the channel network.

2.3 BioLocicAL CONTEXT
2.3.1 Aquatic Species

Attached as Appendix A are brief descriptions of the habitat requirements and distribution in the
Plan Area for the 30 aquatic dependent species covered by the Plan. Species have been grouped
by “associations” that represent groups of species occupying similar reach or segment levels of
the channel network. This grouping facilitates the association of species with such landscape
features as the dominant hillslope and channel processes that are associated with different reaches
of the channel network and as such provides insight into the formative processes for their
habitats. Since management prescriptions are targeted at forest management activities that often
upset the natural balances of these processes the grouping also establishes a linkage between
species associations and management prescriptions. Similar microhabitats of the same channel
class may be used by members of a species association for completion of different life history
requirements. For example, in some of the mainstem rivers of the Plan Area, western toads use
the same slackwater habitat for breeding as juvenile steelhead and coho during the colonization
phase of their early stream residence. These habitats are created by the same physical processes
and support several species but in different ways.

2.3.2  Wildlife Species

Appendix A also includes brief descriptions of habitat requirements and surveys conducted within
the Plan Area for wildlife species addressed by this HCP (Table 2).
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Table 3. Miles of each channel class by current DNR stream type.

DNR Stream Type (miles)

Channel Class| Class Character ClassMiles 1 2 3 4 5 9
AGL-Qab Lg, UC, PR 12.7 125 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AGL-Qo1 Sm, HC, SP{/SP 61.3 0.0 0.5 10.4 7.6 24.6 18.2
AGL-Qo2 Sm, MC-UC, PR; 225 0.0 0.0 7.9 35 3.7 7.4
AGL-Qo3 Sm, HC, PR;/SP; 7.3 0.0 0.4 25 2.0 0.4 2.0
AGL-Qo4 Md, UC, PR;/PB 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.1
AGL-Qo05 Md, HC, PR; 8.8 0.0 0.9 7.4 0.4 0.0 0.0
AGL-Qo06 Md, HC-MC, PR¢/PB 13.6 1.2 7.4 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AGL-Qo7 Lg, HC, PR/PB 3.7 3.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
AGL-Qo08 Lg, HC, SP/PB 5.2 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cis-C1 Sm, HC, SPs 83.9 0.0 0.0 5.0 2.8 24.4 51.7
CIS-C5 Md, MC-UC, PR¢/PB 1.7 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
CIS-Qcl Sm, HC, SP; 33.3 0.0 0.0 1.0 15 8.8 22.1
CIS-Qc2 Sm, MC-UC, PR 28.0 0.4 0.1 8.5 3.0 4.4 11.6
CIS-Qc3 Md, UC, PR¢/PR 16.8 6.3 9.7 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
CUP-C1 Sm, HC, Cas/BD 199.9 0.0 0.0 1.7 55.6 74.1 68.6
CUP-C2 Sm, HC, SP/Cas 22.9 0.0 0.0 3.3 17.6 2.0 0.0
CUP-C3 Sm, HC, SP4/SP 24.5 0.0 0.4 11.2 10.6 2.1 0.3
CUP-C4 Md, HC, SP/BD 4.9 0.5 0.1 4.2 0.1 0.0 0.0
CUP-C5 Md, MC, SP,/PB 35 0.6 0.1 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
CUP-C6 Md, HC, SP/PB 3.6 2.8 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.0
CUP-C8 Lg, HC, SP/PB 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROP-C7 Md, UC, BR/PB/PRs 9.4 0.0 1.0 7.8 0.2 0.0 0.5
ROP-Qa7 Lg, UC, BR 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROP-Qcl Sm, UC, PR¢ 167.3 0.0 2.4 33.9 32.5 36.7 61.8
ROP-Qc2 Sm, HC, PR; /SPs 103.4 0.0 0.1 8.4 14.4 21.3 59.2
ROP-Qc3 Md, UC, PR¢/PR 44.2 18.8| 134 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.3
ROP-Qc4 Md, HC, PB/PR; 9.1 0.8 1.1 7.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROP-Qc5 Md, HC, PB/PR¢ 12.1 10.8 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROP-Qc6 Md, UC, PR 9.5 9.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROP-Qc7 Lg, MC, PR/BR 15.2 14.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
ROP-Qc8 Lg, MC, PR/PB 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SIG-L1 Sm, HC, SPs¢ 160.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 6.5 57.7 87.8
SIG-L.2 Sm, MC,PR{/PR 38.5 0.0 0.3 15.3 8.2 6.2 8.5
SIG-L3 Md, HC, SP¢/BD 6.3 0.0 0.5 5.0 0.7 0.2 0.0
SIG-L4 Lg, HC, PR/PB 24.2 22.8 15 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SIG-M1 Sm, HC, SP;¢ 67.8 0.0 0.0 3.9 4.8 33.3 25.8
SIG-M2 Sm, MC, PRs 18.5 0.0 0.0 7.7 4.9 4.1 1.8
SIG-M3 Md, HC, BD /PR 9.6 0.0 0.0 7.2 1.8 0.6 0.0
SIG-M4 Md, MC, BD/PR; 6.0 1.1 1.4 35 0.0 0.0 0.0
SIG-M5 Lg, HC, PR/PB 15.1 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SIG-M6 Md, UC, PR 2.3 0.0 0.9 1.4 0.1 0.0 0.0
SIG-Qab Lg, UC, PR 11.3 11.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SIG-Qcl Sm, HC, SP; 12.8 0.0 0.0 1.7 2.4 6.6 2.1
SIG-Qc2 Sm, MC-UC, PR; 8.9 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.4 33 2.0
SIG-Qc3 Md, MC-UC, PR¢ 9.1 1.2 1.1 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.5
SIG-Qol Sm, HC, SP4/SP 38.3 0.0 0.0 2.6 5.7 16.7 13.3
SIG-Qo2 Sm, MC-UC, PR 19.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 4.4 3.0 1.4
SIG-Qo3 Md, HC, PR{/SP; 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.2 0.0 0.0
SIG-Qo4 Md, MC, PR{/PB 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 1397.8 150.8 45.0 226.3 193.8 334.1 447.9
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3 MANAGEMENT AND REGULATORY CONTEXT FOR THE HCP

3.1 MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES ADJACENT TO THE PLAN AREA

Simpson’s HCP is only one of several management, planning, and regulatory tools governing forest
practices in southern Olympic Peninsula, Washington. Washington State has adopted Forest Practice
Rules identifying "Best Management Practices" (“BMPs”) required for forest practices within the State.
These BMPs are generally applicable to all forest operations. In addition, both Port Blakely Tree Farms,
L.P. and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources have prepared habitat conservation plans
governing harvests on forestlands in the vicinity of this HCP. The forestlands immediately to the north of
Simpson's Plan Area are owned and managed by the USFS in accordance with the 1994 Northwest
Forest Plan". The longitudinal connections via the major north-south trending river valleys provide
substantive physical interactions and habitat connectivity between the Federal properties and the Plan
Area.

This HCP generally consists of a contiguous block of Simpson land surrounded by a matrix of lands
owned by federal, state, tribes, large timber companies and small private landowners. Figure 2 identifies
these ownerships and their juxtaposition to the Plan Area. Any assessment of the impact of Simpson’s
proposed management activities on fish and wildlife in the Plan Area must be made in the context of a
broader analysis of the impacts resulting from this mosaic of ownership and land management practices.
The following provides a general overview of the land ownership pattern and their percentage of total
lands within five miles of the HCP boundary.

Northern Boundary: Olympic National Forest (95%); City of Tacoma (3%); small landowners (2%).

Western Boundary: Weyerhaeuser (32%); Rayonier (30%); John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance (15%);
Olympic National Forest (10%); City of Aberdeen (5%); Port Blakely Tree Farms L.P. (3%); Mason
County (2%); small landowners (2%); and Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (1%).

Southern Boundary: Weyerhaeuser (35%); Washington State Department of Natural Resources (25%);
Port Blakely Tree Farms L.P. (20%); and small landowners (20%).

Eastern Boundary: Small landowners (95%); and Skokomish Tribe (5%).

3.2 MANAGEMENT DESCRIPTION

The following are brief descriptions of management practices implemented by the primary landowners
adjacent to the Plan Area.

3.2.1  Olympic National Forest

The Hood Canal Ranger District of Olympic National Forest (ONF) makes up a majority of the land
ownership adjoining the HCP northern boundary. A majority of that land was clearcut harvested from
1973 to 1985, and those lands currently consist of timber stands approximately 10-20 years of age. Some
relatively small blocks and corridors (less than 200 acres) of old-age forests (greater than 100 years old)
are present in the Canyon, Satsop and Wynoochee River drainages. Currently about 40% of the South
Fork Skokomish basin is either old-age forest or alpine vegetation. The following identifies and describes
the future management proposed for the ONF.

In connection with management of these lands, Simpson has recently commenced litigation against the
United States of America in the United States Court of Federal Claims under Case No. 00-198C and in
the United States District Court for the Western District of Washington at Tacoma under Case No. C00-
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5207-RJB. In the action pending in Federal District Court, Simpson has asked the court for an order
compelling specific performance of the Cooperative Agreement for the Management of the Participating
Forest Properties in the Shelton Cooperative Sustained Yield Unit entered into between Simpson and the
United States in 1946. Should this case result in certain actions that would alter the land allocations and
management described below, this would be considered a changed circumstance and certain provisions of
this HCP could be changed as outlined in Appendix F.

3.2.1.1 Land Management Allocations

There are two Land Management Allocations on ONF lands, within ten miles of the HCP boundary:
Adaptive Management Areas (AMA) and Late-seral Reserves (LSR) (Figure 4).

Adaptive Management Areas (AMA) AMAs consist of approximately 60 percent of the ONF lands within
ten miles of the HCP northern boundary. Land management in AMAs is directed at developing and
testing innovative approaches to forest stand and landscape level management while also working
towards ecological and economic objectives. Management in these areas includes developing or restoring
forest and stream habitat complexity by using silvicultural practices, such as long harvest rotations and
partial retention.

Late-Seral Reserves (LSRs) - LSRs consist of approximately 40 percent of the ONF lands within ten
miles of the HCP northern boundary. Management in these areas protects and enhances old-growth and
other late-successional forest communities. Most forest harvest actions are restricted from these lands,
although some forest thinning and limited road building may occur.

3.2.1.2 Key Watersheds

Four Key Watersheds have also been identified by the ONF in areas within ten miles of the northern HCP
boundary: Wynoochee, West Fork Satsop, Canyon River and South Fork Skokomish River. These
watersheds have: 1) habitat for potentially threatened species or stocks of anadromous salmonids or other
threatened fish; or 2) greater than six square miles with high-quality water and fish habitat. Some
Simpson lands are included within the Wynoochee and South Fork Skokomish Key Watersheds due to the
high level of concern for water quality and native fish (Figure 4). These private land inclusions are
advisory only, and they do not carry regulatory restrictions for private landowners.

Key Watersheds are not a land management allocation. However, management within these areas must be
directed at meeting the nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) principles, as defined in the Northwest
Forest Plan (USDA and USDI 1994).

Those principles are:

1. Maintain and restore the distribution, diversity, and complexity of watershed and landscape-scale
features to ensure protection of aquatic systems to which species, populations and communities are
uniquely adapted.

2. Maintain and restore spatial and temporal connectivity within and between watersheds. Lateral,
longitudinal, and drainage network connections including flood plains, wetlands, upslope areas
headwater tributaries, and intact refugia.

3. Maintain and restore the physical integrity of aquatic systems, including shorelines, banks, and
bottom configurations.
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4. Maintain and restore water quality necessary to support healthy riparian, aquatic and wetland
ecosystems. Water quality must remain within the range that maintains the biological, physical, and
chemical integrity of the system and benefits survival, growth, reproduction, and migration of
individuals comprising aquatic and riparian communities.

5. Maintain and restore the sediment regime under which aquatic ecosystems evolved. Elements include
timing, volume, rate, and character of sediment input, storage and transport.

6. Maintain and restore in-stream flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian, aquatic, and wetland
habitats and to retain patterns of sediment, nutrient, and wood routing. The timing, magnitude,
duration, and spatial distribution of peak high and low flows must be protected.

7. Maintain and restore the timing, variability, and duration of flood plain inundation and water table
elevation in meadows and wetlands.

8. Maintain and restore species composition and structural diversity of plant communities in riparian
areas and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, nutrient filtering,
appropriate rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, channel migration, and to supply amounts and
distributions of coarse woody debris sufficient to sustain physical complexity and stability.

9. Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed populations of native plant, invertebrate, and
vertebrate riparian-dependent species.

3.2.1.3 Watershed Restoration

The Forest Service South Fork Skokomish Watershed Analysis Team has identified many watershed
restoration projects. This team found approximately 2,500 management-related erosion features (600
mass wasting and 1,900 surface erosion) in the watershed, and 85 to 90 percent of these are road related.
Since 1991 the Hood Canal Ranger District has been actively involved with watershed restoration projects
on Forest Service lands in the South Fork Skokomish watershed, primarily in the following drainages:
LeBar Creek; Brown Creek; Vance Creek and Rock Creek. The District has completed 150 miles of road
decommissioning, which included: removing unstable landings and sidecast materials; removing culverts;
reestablishing stream channels; installing cross ditches; and modifying road beds to resemble original
contours. They also have completed 80 miles of road stabilization, which included removing unstable
landings and side cast material; modifying road prisms to resemble the original contours; and planting
trees, shrubs and grasses on those sites. The District also has stabilized approximately 1,250 acres of
unstable slopes by using a variety of techniques including revegetating, installing fiber matting and
terracing slopes. The Hood Canal District has proposed further projects in the Cedar and Vance Creek
drainages, which consist of 34 miles of road decommissioning; 39 miles of road stabilization, 250 acres
of soil bioengineering; and planting approximately 70,000 trees. The District has also proposed
decommissioning 2.9 miles of roads in the Wynoochee River drainage.

3.2.1.4 Critical Habitat

In addition to the above management categories, critical habitat has been proposed or designated for two
federally listed species by the USFWS within the region. Portions of ONF immediately north of the Plan
Area have been designated as critical habitat for the northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet. Critical
habitat for both species generally follows LSR boundaries with some minor differences.
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Figure 4. Olympic National Forest land management designations.

Note: this figure is available for viewing as a separate file.
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3.2.2 Timber Companies

A large portion of lands adjacent to the western and southern boundaries of the Plan Area are owned and
managed by three large timber companies: Port Blakely Tree Farms, L.P., Weyerhaeuser, and Rayonier
Timberlands Operating Company. Weyerhaeuser and Rayonier manage a majority of their forestlands
with 40-60 year clearcut harvest rotations and even-age reforestation. Port Blakely manages their lands in
much the same manner; however, they have longer harvest rotations of 70-80 years for some of their
stands.

Port Blakely obtained a Section 10 ESA HCP for approximately 7,500 acres of the Robert B. Eddy Tree
farm, located approximately 18 miles south of the Plan Area. The Port Blakely HCP covers 7 amphibian,
16 bird, and 9 mammal species, in addition to an unlisted species agreement covering other wildlife
species that may become listed in the future.

Under Port Blakely’'s HCP, they will harvest approximately 6,386 acres of mature second growth. In
addition, approximately 2,000 acres will be commercially thinned and about 70 percent of planted third-
growth stands will be commercially thinned. Port Blakely will apply silvicultural prescriptions in the form
of commercial thinning and wildlife leave-tree retention to maintain and develop wildlife habitats over the
life of the plan. They will thin some forests to accelerate development of characteristics associated with
late-successional habitats. In addition, the rate-of-harvest will be a variable rotation length to develop and
maintain a wider range of successional stages across the Plan Area. Currently most of the tree farm is in
50-60 year old stands which will be converted to a more even distribution of stands 20-50 years old by the
end of the plan period.

3.2.3  Washington Department of Natural Resources

The Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is trustee of 2.1 million acres of forestlands in
Washington. A portion of those lands are within ten miles of the southwestern corner of the Plan Area,
within the Capitol State Forest. These lands and most other DNR forest lands are managed under a
Section 10 ESA HCP issued in 1997. DNR’s HCP management addresses all species currently listed: the
northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, grizzly bear, gray wolf, Aleutian Canada Goose, Columbian
white-tailed deer, bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and Oregon silverspot butterfly. DNR’s management
includes provisions to protect murrelet habitat, spotted owl habitat, riparian corridors and special habitat
types such as caves, talus fields, and large, structurally unique trees and snags.

3.2.4 Small Private Landowners

Small landowners within ten miles of the Plan Area implement a wide range of forest and land
management practices. A majority of these lands are managed with clearcut harvest and even-aged
regeneration silviculture. A small percentage of these lands are managed with selective tree harvest or, in
some cases, forest retention/conservation, particularly where forests are desired for residential areas. In
general, these small landowners have not implemented conservation plans; however, they are obligated to
follow relevant State forest practices regulations. Washington State Forest Practice rules identify BMPs
required for forest practices within the state, and these BMPs are generally applicable to all forest
operations on private lands. In addition, a matrix of small (typically less than 80 acres) private landowners
are interspersed within the Plan Area. These small parcels of private lands consist of small farms,
residential areas, and forest lands. These forestlands also are managed according to Washington State
Forest Practice Regulations.
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3.2.5 City of Aberdeen Watershed

The City of Aberdeen owns a small portion of land within the Aberdeen Watershed adjoining the
northwestern portion of the Plan Area. This watershed also incorporates approximately 1,500 acres of
Simpson lands. Simpson manages its lands in the watershed in a manner that is consistent with the City of
Aberdeen watershed needs. City of Aberdeen and Simpson representatives work together to arrive at
agreeable management approaches to: road construction; road maintenance and use; timing of timber
harvest; and road access. The management prescriptions outlined in Section 5 of this Plan are not
inconsistent with the terms of the Aberdeen agreement.

3.2.6  Tribal Lands

The Skokomish and Squaxin Indian Reservations are located within the Plan Area. These lands are set
aside for the exclusive use and benefit of Indian peoples pursuant to treaties, statutes, and executive
orders. These reservations are governed by sovereign tribal governments, which have the right to regulate
resources within their reservations, including fish and wildlife species. The Skokomish Tribe has some
lands adjoining the northeastern portion of the Plan Area, and some of those lands are managed with
clearcut silviculture and even-aged reforestation.

3.2.7  City of Tacoma

The City of Tacoma operates two hydroelectric facilities within 1-2 miles of the HCP boundary. The
Wynoochee Reservoir is located near the northwestern corner of the Plan Area and the Cushman
Reservoir is located near the northeastern corner of the Plan Area. Both of these hydroelectric projects
have lake drawdown periods. The Wynoochee project diverts water from the stream system
approximately 2,500 feet from the dam to the power plant tailrace. The Cushman project diverts flows
from the North Fork Skokomish River through a 2.5-mile tunnel that empties into Hood Canal
immediately below the Cushman power plant. Both of these dams were constructed without fish passage
structures. Mitigation measures including the trucking of fish from below the Wynoochee Dam and
release into the upper reservoir allows for some anadromous fish migration. Negotiations are ongoing
between the Skokomish Tribe, City of Tacoma, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
involving the North Fork Skokomish River minimum flow standards and mitigation for impacts resulting
from those hydroelectric facilities.

3.2.8 Olympic National Park

One of the largest landowners on the Olympic Peninsula is the Olympic National Park, located in the
interior of the Olympic Peninsula (within ten miles of the Plan Area). On its lands, the National Park
Service is mandated to “conserve the scenery and natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein, and
to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such means as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” The National Park Service is mandated to promote
the conservation of all federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species within the park or
their critical habitats. Conservation of species and habitats within ONP plays a significant role in the
sustainability of many wildlife and fish populations in the Olympic Peninsula Region.
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3.3 RELATIONSHIP OF THE HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN TO THE CLEAN WATER ACT

The prescriptions outlined in this Habitat Conservation Plan serve to address issues and concerns related
to the Clean Water Act (CWA). To that end EPA and the Washington State Department of Ecology
(DOE) have prepared a draft TMDL technical assessment report to address CWA concerns (attached to
this document as Appendix G). These include ensuring compliance with State of Washington water
guality standards. Water quality standards include numeric criteria, narrative criteria, characteristic uses
and State antidegradation provisions. These standards are established at levels to ensure that a given
waterbody (streams, lakes, wetlands, marine areas, etc.) supports its existing and designated characteristic
uses. Uses may include but are not limited to: water supply; stock watering; salmonid migration, rearing,
and harvesting; wildlife habitat; recreation; and commerce and navigation. Numeric limits are set for
pollutants such as temperature, fine sediment and toxics while narrative criteria are established to protect
against diminishment of aquatic habitat suitability for salmonids.

It is the intent of the conservation program outlined in this HCP to address water quality concerns in two
ways: 1) improve water quality in areas where it currently is in poor condition due to management related
causes, and 2) maintain water quality in areas where it currently is in good condition through application
of protective management strategies.

(1) 303(d) Listed Water Bodies - The CWA requires that water quality problems be identified where they
occur. Simpson plans to initiate actions to understand the cause and effect relationships and promote
recovery of elevated temperatures on the three stream segments currently listed on the State’s 303d list of
impaired water bodies. As outlined in the following sections, a monitoring plan will be developed to track
the status and trends of stream temperatures and the effectiveness of recovery efforts.

(2) Anti-degradation - The CWA also requires that water quality standards include appropriate provisions
to prevent additional, incremental damage to water quality and aquatic resources. This “anti-degradation”
standard may be achieved by development and compliance with best management practices or related
actions that are demonstrably effective in altering stream or watershed processes that control the
expression of water quality. Simpson has developed a set of proposed forestry management practices
(described in Section 5) that are keyed to the particular characteristics of their diverse landscape, and
address the most probable mechanism that may place public resources at risk. These proposed practices
go beyond current forest practices, and as such, present a more reliable basis for protection of current and
future water quality and water resource integrity.

The ultimate effectiveness of Simpson’s management prescriptions and the level and timeliness of plan
implementation will be tracked through an ongoing provision for monitoring associated with this HCP.
Information resulting from this monitoring program will provide the necessary feedback, at pre-defined
points, to judge the adequacy of the plan, as a means of implementing the TMDL, and may be used to
trigger changes (through adaptive management, see Section 10) in prescribed management actions.

3.4 CONTRIBUTION OF THE HCP TO REGIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION

3.4.1 Listed Species

3.4.1.1 Chinook Salmon (Puget Sound ESU)

This ESU is inclusive of all Hood Canal and Puget Sound rivers and independent tributaries, including
some in the eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca. Of streams within the Plan Area, the Skokomish River has
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always been the largest contributor and continues in that role today, although most of the production from
the Skokomish is now of hatchery origin. The smaller tributary streams of Totten and Skookum Inlets and
Oakland Bay historically were never more than a very small percentage of the overall ESU production
and today, after decades of hatchery management in South Puget Sound and resultant poor wild
escapements, can only be described as a minor remnant. The role of Plan Area streams in the recovery of
this ESU must be considered a minor one based on the impacts of previous management and the relatively
small production potential relative to the entire ESU. Locally, however, Plan Area streams represent
dispersed production within the ESU and may be culturally valued for Tribal fishing. No special
characteristics of runs in this ESU are documented for Plan Area streams and production is not
remarkable from any other biological perspective.

3.4.1.2 Chum Salmon (Hood Canal Summer Run ESU)

The Hood Canal summer chum ESU is comprised of many small-population segments from the rivers and
independent tributaries of Hood Canal. Production of summer chum occurs in the lower ends of streams
in the ESU because the fish arrive on relatively low flows in the early fall. Most of the production of
summer chum in the South Fork Skokomish River is expected to occur downstream of the Plan Area.
Plan Area activities have been conditioned to minimize downstream sediment effects. The Plan Area
channel network will support recovery of this ESU principally through the production generated from the
mainstem of the South Fork Skokomish River and any of its lower tributaries that may provide suitable
habitat. This contribution will be roughly proportional to the occurrence of the habitat distribution within
the ESU and is otherwise unremarkable.

3.4.1.3 Bull trout (Coastal Washington and Puget Sound population segment)

It is unlikely that the Plan Area will make a significant contribution to regional conservation or recovery
of bull trout due to the restricted nature of their distribution in the Plan Area and the character of Plan
Area streams. The principal aggregations of bull trout that connect to Plan Area channels are in the
mainstem South Fork Skokomish River and the anadromous segments of its major tributaries (USFS
unpublished data 1998). Little information exists that would pertain to the upper reaches of the
Wynoochee and the several forks of the Satsop River, but data collected by the same team of USFS
personnel did not find this species in surveys done in these segments.

Electrofishing surveys conducted by Simpson in small headwater streams indicate no presence of bull
trout above anadromous blockages. These surveys did document coastal cutthroat trout and riffle sculpin.
It does not appear that bull trout exist in isolation above waterfalls in the Plan Area. This conclusion
coincides with the results of the USFS surveys related above. Regional conservation of bull trout will
primarily be supported by river segments in the upper South Fork Skokomish and the North Fork
Skokomish above Lake Cushman. In both cases, habitat comes under substantial protection of the USFS
and the ONP.

3.4.1.4 Marbled Murrelet

The Washington, Oregon, and California marbled murrelet population segment was federally listed as
threatened in September 1992 due to the substantial loss and modification of nesting (older forest) habitat
and mortality from net fisheries and oil spills (USFWS 1997). This species had been identified by the
USFWS as a recovery priority 3 species with high degree of threat and high recovery potential. The
interim objective of the 1997 marbled murrelet recovery plan is to stabilize population size at or near
current levels by: (1) maintaining and/or increasing productivity of the population as reflected by changes
in total population size, the adult: juvenile ratio, and nesting success by maintaining and/or increasing
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marine and terrestrial habitat; and by (2) removing and/or minimizing threats to survivorship, including
mortality from gill-net fisheries and oil spills (USFWS 1997).

The Plan Area currently has approximately 1,138 acres of highly fragmented habitat that potentially may
be used by murrelets for nesting. Although this habitat is highly fragmented, some of it could provide a
small but valuable contribution to the Pacific Northwest murrelet recovery goals.

3.4.15 BaldEagle

The Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan was developed in 1986 to help guide restoration efforts in
Washington and six other states. Goals of this recovery plan included: 1) a minimum of 800 nesting pairs;
2) average reproductive rate of 1.0 fledged young per pair, with a nesting success rate per occupied site of
not less than 65 percent; 3) attainment of breeding population goals in at least 80 percent of the
management zones; and 4) stable or increasing wintering populations.

Bald eagles have nested in the Plan Area in the past and some winter communal roosting has occurred at
one site. This type of use provides a valuable, albeit small, contribution to the overall conservation of this
species recovery in the Pacific Northwest.

3.4.2  Species Proposed for Listing

3.4.2.1 Coastal Cutthroat trout (Southwestern Washington / Columbia River ESU)

Coastal cutthroat trout use a variety of habitat types and have an especially diverse repertoire of life
histories. Consequently they are widespread within the Plan Area and occur in the smallest of perennial
streams, a variety of wetland types and larger mainstems of appropriate character. The Plan Area will
contribute significantly to the regional conservation of this species because Plan Area aquatic habitat is so
diverse and the species apparently is adapted to use nearly all these different habitat types. Both overall
numbers and life history diversity will be preserved and benefited by their use of the Plan Area. The
Stillwater River is of especially high importance to this species and lies in the core of the Plan Area.
Local residents report that this particular population segment has been especially hard hit by illegal
nighttime bait fishing. However, the freshwater habitat is in excellent condition and should remain so
under HCP management. Some native resident populations occur in the Plan Area above bedrock
cascades and waterfalls and represent a small but valuable diversity in the regional conservation context.

3.4.3 Candidate Species for Listing

3.4.3.1 Coho Salmon (Puget Sound / Straight of Georgia ESU)

Plan Area streams represent a very small contribution for the conservation of this ESU, however locally
they are capable of providing a dispersed production component. Harvest and hatchery management in
the past has led to relatively poor wild coho returns to the independent tributaries that constitute the
principal Plan Area production opportunity. However, habitat in these low gradient tributaries appears to
be capable of producing coho in good numbers provided the escapement is satisfactory. No remarkable
stock characteristics have been identified for runs in the Plan Area and it is unlikely that the aquatic
habitat potential is any greater than its occurrence in the overall habitat base for the ESU.

3.4.3.2 Coho Salmon (Lower Columbia River / Southwest Washington ESU)

The Plan Area can contribute significantly but not uniformly to conservation of this cono ESU. The West
and Middle Fork Satsop Rivers and the Canyon River do not have a significant tributary network within
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the Plan Area for the production of coho salmon and their mainstems are not particularly conducive
because of relatively severe confinement within inner gorges of SIG LTU. The Wynoochee River and
several of its larger tributaries and the East Fork of the Satsop River system including the Stillwater
branch are the primary coho production areas in the Plan Area for this ESU. These streams are as efficient
as any at producing coho in the region and can form the core of a coho strong hold in the southern
Olympics. Even though there has been significant hatchery intervention in the ESU in the past, the Satsop
River maintains a relatively large and late running stock that is somewhat unique in an otherwise
homogeneous group of coastal coho.

3.4.3.3 Pacific lamprey

Pacific lamprey are widely distributed along the coast of North America and breed in freshwater. The
ammocoetes live in silt deposits of back eddies along river margins and migrate to the ocean between
ages 4-6 where they are parasitic on fish. Plan Area mainstem rivers provide spawning and rearing
habitat, as do all other coastal rivers. Nothing remarkable about the Plan Area would suggest a particular
value over other areas in the region for this species.

3.4.3.4 River lamprey

River lamprey are widely distributed along the coast of North America and breed in freshwater, having a
life history similar to the Pacific lamprey. They are also parasitic on fish as adults in the marine
environment. Plan Area mainstem rivers provide spawning and rearing habitat, as do all other coastal
rivers. Nothing remarkable about the Plan Area would suggest a particular value over other areas in the
region for this species.

3.4.4  Unlisted Species (no ESA petition or determined unwarranted after status review complete)

3.4.4.1 Chinook salmon (Pacific Coast ESU)

Mainstem rivers and their larger tributaries support spawning by chinook salmon but there is nothing out
of the ordinary about individuals occupying the Plan Area. The Plan Area will contribute to the regional
conservation of this species proportionate to the habitat available to them. Nothing unique or remarkable
exists about them with perhaps the exception of spring chinook on the Wynoochee and the South Fork
Skokomish Rivers. These two runs may have been relatively small historically and have been all but
extirpated today. The dam has affected the run in the Wynoochee and the run in the south Fork
Skokomish began declining in the late 1950’s from unknown causes. The Plan Area potentially could
support relatively unique runs in these two areas when the limiting factors that have been responsible for
their decline are eliminated.

3.4.4.2 Chum salmon (Pacific Coast ESU)

The East Fork Satsop River and its tributaries could make a significant contribution to the coastal chum
ESU. Productive side-channel, tributary and mainstem habitats within the Plan Area are especially
favorable. However, other factors such as run timing and body size are not remarkable and contribute
nothing out of the ordinary to the ESU.

3.4.4.3 Cutthroat trout (Puget Sound ESU)

The small independent tributaries of the Plan Area in this ESU could make a solid contribution to regional
conservation of the species but are not especially noteworthy. Habitat in these tributaries is somewhat less
complex and there are fewer interconnecting wetlands than in the Stillwater/ East Fork Satsop systems.
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Consequently the life histories that are likely to be encountered may not be as variable as those in some
other Plan Area streams. Their worth will be proportional to their occurrence in the ESU.

3.4.4.4 Dolly varden

The contribution of the Plan Area to Dolly varden conservation will be minimal. There does not appear to
be any distribution within the smaller tributary network comprising the bulk of channel miles and only in
the South Fork Skokomish River do there appear to be very many native char.

3.4.45 Pink salmon (Odd year ESU)

Pink salmon were never widespread in the Plan Area and it is unlikely that they will ever be a common
species again. Populations in the Skokomish basin were apparently fairly significant at one time but have
been depressed since the 1950’s. Regional conservation will be primarily supported by tributaries of
Hood Canal and Puget Sound substantially to the north of the Plan Area.

3.4.4.6 Steelhead trout (Washington Coast ESU)

Steelhead trout are supported by mainstem rivers and the larger tributaries of many Plan Area streams.
The West Fork Satsop River has a relatively large bodied and late running wild run that represents a
reasonably different and important local stock. Aside from that run, Plan Area streams and stocks are not
noteworthy or remarkable.

3.4.4.7 Steelhead trout (Puget Sound ESU)

Nothing unique or remarkable about the fish or the habitat exists for steelhead in this ESU in the Plan
Area. The contribution of Plan Area streams to steelhead production in this ESU may only be especially
distinguished by the South Fork Skokomish River, which has excellent habitat above the canyon, and in
the North Fork above its confluence with the South Fork. Production has been reasonably strong in these
areas in the recent past and is expected to continue under HCP management.

3.4.4.8 Torrent salamander

The Olympic torrent salamander is known only from the Olympic Peninsula, the genus having been split
into four distinct groups in 1992. The Plan Area lies at the southern edge of the northernmost group of
these seep salamanders. This species occurs only in the small steep colluvial tributaries of the upper
channel network and does not appear to exist outside the CUP in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
complementary in its support of this animal as the bulk of the range exists in the Olympic National Park
where no management of its forest and stream habitat will occur.

3.4.4.9 Tailed frog

Tailed frog occur from southern British Columbia to northern California on the Pacific Coast, in the
Cascades of Washington and Oregon and in the Blue Mountains of Oregon and further into Idaho and
Montana. This species does not occur continuously across the Plan Area and several streams in the CIS
support this species. These populations are isolated from the other more commonly occurring populations
in the CUP and northern SIG and AGL and may represent unigue relict populations between the Olympic
foothills and the Black Hills to the south. Aside from these populations the Plan Area does not appear to
represent a unique conservation opportunity for this species.
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3.4.4.10 Cope’s giant salamander

Cope’s giant salamanders occur in southern British Columbia, throughout the Olympic Peninsula and
southwest Washington and into northern Oregon. In the Plan Area they are broadly distributed with the
highest densities occurring in small headwater streams of the CUP and the AGL. This species is the most
cosmopolitan of the stream breeding amphibians and the Plan Area only represents one of many relatively
common conservation opportunities within the species range.

3.4.4.11 Western redback salamander

Western redback salamander occur from southern British Columbia to southern Oregon and west to the
Cascade crest. In the Plan Area they occur with regularity in all LTUs and are common in riparian
settings under rotting wood and in loose talus. There is nothing special about individuals in the Plan Area
that is remarkable and the Plan Area is only one of many forested opportunities for the conservation of
this species.

3.4.4.12 Shorthead sculpin

The shorthead sculpin typically occurs at higher elevations than any of the other cottid species. In the Plan
Avreas it has a very limited distribution in some headwater streams of the CUP and the AGL. Due to its
limited distribution in the Plan Area there is only a minor conservation opportunity. The populations in
the Plan Area probably represent the southern most on the Olympic Peninsula and may be of interest in
that context but are not otherwise remarkable.

3.4.4.13 Van Dyke’s salamander

Van Dyke’s salamanders have a distribution that is split into three parts, the Olympic Peninsula, the
Willapa Hills and the southern Cascades of Washington. It is relatively uncommon in the Plan Area and
only the northern most edge of the Plan Area is within its range. The Plan Area represents a small but
significant opportunity for conservation of the species southern range on the Olympic Peninsula.

3.4.4.14 Riffle sculpin

The riffle sculpin occurs in a wide variety of coastal streams in Washington, Oregon and northern
California. In the Plan Area this species is distributed in all LTUs and across a variety of habitat types
even occurring as isolated populations above waterfalls. Isolated sculpin populations are not unique to the
Plan Area but do represent locally interesting occurrences. This is the only remarkable feature of riffle
sculpin in the Plan Area.

3.4.4.15 Coast range sculpin

The coast range sculpin occurs from southern California to the Aleutian Islands. There is nothing
remarkable or unique about Plan Area populations or their habitat.

3.4.4.16 Reticulate sculpin

The reticulate sculpin occurs from southern Oregon to northern Puget Sound. There is nothing remarkable
or unique about Plan Area populations or their habitat.
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3.4.4.17 Speckled dace

The speckled dace is found west of the continental divide in North America and is common in
Washington state. It is found more in tributaries and sometimes in riverine ponds and wetland channel
segments than the longnose dace, which prefers the larger rivers. The Plan Area is not remarkable in the
regional conservation context for this species.

3.4.4.18 Brook lamprey

The brook lamprey is widely distributed along the coast of North America and is found inland up the
Columbia River to the lower Yakima River. It spends its entire life in freshwater and can be found in a
number of low gradient channel classes in the Plan Area. Our surveys have documented its occurrence
above waterfalls and bedrock cascades and it appears to be most common in the SIG. However, based on
its widespread distribution there does not seem to be anything particularly remarkable or noteworthy
about populations in the Plan Area. The streams of the SIG are rich in fine sediments that appear to be
excellent habitat for this species and may represent an above average conservation opportunity.

3.4.4.19 Torrent sculpin

Torrent sculpin are found north into British Columbia from the mid Oregon coast and interior to
northwestern Montana. This species prefers larger swifter streams and is common in such habitats throughout
the Plan Area. From a regional conservation perspective there is nothing remarkable about populations or
individuals in the Plan Area.

3.4.4.20 Longnose dace

Longnose dace are widely distributed in North America. In the Plan Area they are found in the mainstem
rivers where the juveniles are found in late summer in shallow open habitats along the river margin. The
adults show a preference for fast riffle habitats. Aside from these observations little is known about their use
of the Plan Area but nothing in the literature suggests the Plan Area would be of exceptional value to their
conservation.

3.4.4.21 Western toad

The western toad has disappeared from many of its previous breeding localities in the Puget Sound area.
Several riverine breeding populations occur in the Plan Area and appear to be strong and may be relatively
unique in their occurrence and breeding phenology. The populations in the Plan Area are an important group
of animals and constitute a unique regional conservation opportunity for this species.

3.4.4.22 Prickly sculpin

The prickly sculpin is distributed broadly along the coast of North America. Although there is some variation
in appearance and taxonomic traits over its range there is nothing remarkable about Plan Area individuals.
The distribution of this species in the Plan Area is restricted to some wetlands and low velocity, sluggish
streams and does not represent a unique or disproportionately important regional conservation opportunity.

3.4.4.23 Olympic mudminnow

The Olympic mudminnow is regionally important because it only occurs on the Olympic Peninsula. The Plan
Area populations occur in isolated wetlands or sluggish streams with considerable aquatic vegetation and a
muck substrate. The occurrence of this species in the Plan Area represents an important segment of an
otherwise limited range.
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3.4.4.24 Threespine stickleback

The threespine stickleback is a widely distributed fish and tolerates both marine and freshwater
environments. In the Plan Area it is found in wetlands and sluggish streams and is sometimes found in
isolated wetlands that have only intermittent connections to the channel network. This species shows
considerable phenotypic variation across its range and the populations of the Plan Area are of interest but
unknown importance owing to their isolation. However, Plan Area populations are not critical to regional
conservation of this species.

3.4.4.25 Northwestern salamander

Northwestern salamanders exist west of the Cascade Mountains from western British Columbia to northern
California. This species requires lentic habitat for breeding which makes the wetland complexes of the Plan
Area an especially valuable regional conservation asset; however, no remarkable traits of this species are
represented by individuals in the Plan Area.

3.4.4.26 Long-toed salamander

Long-toed salamander are broadly distributed throughout the region extending from southeast Alaska into
northern California and west to Montana. Two subspecies exist and the Plan Area supports the one
representative of the country to the west of the Cascade Mountains. This species requires lentic habitat for
breeding which makes the wetland complexes of the Plan Area an especially valuable regional conservation
asset; however, no remarkable traits of this species are represented by individuals in the Plan Area.

3.4.4.27 Red-legged frog

The red-legged frog occurs from southwestern British Columbia into northern California and as far upstream
in the Columbia Basin as the White Salmon River. This species is nearly ubiquitous in the Plan Area and is
quite abundant. There is nothing about the Plan Area population segment that is remarkable but the relatively
high density of wetlands in the Plan Area provide an excellent anchor for the mid-latitudes of this species
range.

3.4.4.28 Harlequin Duck

Harlequin ducks use large and medium sized, fast flowing rivers in the Plan Area for breeding, nesting and
rearing of young from April to September of each year. Harlequin duck populations in the Puget Sound
Basin, and Western Washington as a whole, appear to be healthy and stable, whereas populations east of
Washington have declined during recent years (refer to Appendix A for further details). The Plan Area
contains some high quality river ecosystems used by this species for reproduction. Continued availability of
that high quality habitat will contribute to sustaining a healthy harlequin population in Western Washington.

3.4.4.29 Band-tailed Pigeon

Annual censuses of the band-tailed pigeons in Western Washington have shown that this population has
significantly declined during at least the last 10 years (refer to Appendix A for further details). This decline is
possibly due to a combination of the following factors: 1) winter habitat loss and degradation;

2) spring/summer habitat loss and degradation; and 3) over hunting. At this time it is difficult to tell how
much of a contribution the Plan Area provides to the conservation of this species; however, the Plan Area is
known to support at least a small portion of this population.

3.4.4.30 Roosevelt Elk

Roosevelt elk populations in the Plan Area, and in western Washington, are not at this time in jeopardy and
the population appears to be viable over the long-term. Additionally, this species is not considered a federal
species of concern, and the WDFW has identified it as a game species. However, within the Plan Area, the
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management of this species is of concern due to: (1) populations below ecological carrying capacity and
possibly below harvestable carrying capacity; (2) the species is important to Tribes for hunting; and (3) the
species is important to the public for hunting. This HCP will help maintain and potentially increase the
existing populations of Roosevelt elk in the Plan Area.

3.4.4.31 Snag Dependent Bird Species

The HCP addresses 15 bird species (Table 2) that rely on snags for nesting, and some of those species rely on
snags as sources of forage. These species currently are not federally listed, although five species have been
identified as Washington State Species of Concern or Monitor Species (western bluebird, purple martin,
Pileated woodpecker, wood duck and common merganser). A majority of the low elevation forests in western
Washington have been harvested at least once, and these forestlands generally have lower quantity and
quality of snags for these snag species as compared with historical levels. However, the Plan Area, along
with neighboring forest lands, may contribute to the overall long-term survival of these populations in
western Washington.
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4 RESOURCE GOALSAND OBJECTIVES

The term “resource objectives or biological objectives” has been used in landscape and conservation
planning processes to describe objective criteria that can be used to judge the success of the plan in
meeting its stated purpose. In this general context, the term has been used to identify specific resources
such as the condition or amount of particular habitat types, or even the distribution or density of animals
of a particular species. Discussions about the utility of different objectives and their units of measure
continue within management and regulatory circles. The purpose of this Section is to build a specific
context for using the term “resource objectives” in this Plan, thereby avoiding any confusion on the
subject that may be caused by more general external references.

41 “PRESCRIPTION” VERSUS“ OUTCOME” BASED CONSERVATION PLANNING

A lack of specific biological objectives in some HCPs has been a cause for criticism of the habitat
conservation planning process (e.g. see Kareiva et. al. 1999). This concern has led some to make a
distinction between plans that are considered “prescription” versus “outcome” based. Recent changes in
USFWS policies on HCPs seek to address this point. Prescription based plans assume that the
management prescriptions implemented by the plan will accomplish the goals or objectives and make no
explicit commitment to adjust practices should this not bear out. Perhaps more importantly, could be the
lack of a commitment to monitor the outcome so that the results might never be known. Outcome based
plans on the other hand explicitly identify measurable resource objectives (sometimes referred to as
performance standards or targets) and also make allowances for adjustments to the prescriptions based on
information to be obtained through monitoring. In an outcome based plan, if monitoring indicates the
resource objectives have not been met within a specified time frame, management prescriptions are
adjusted until the desired result is achieved. This process has come to be known as “adaptive
management” (Holling 1978, Lee 1993). Consequently it has been argued that a plan which commits only
to implementing the management prescriptions provides less certainty in the protection of biological
resources, and falls short of the fundamental expectations of adaptive management and desired outcomes
of the ESA.

Conversely, an outcome based plan will provide a landowner with little or no regulatory stability. In
effect, the landowner is asked to do whatever it takes at whatever the cost to achieve preset desired
outcomes. Since securing “regulatory stability” is often a landowner’s primary goal in entering into an
HCP, a strict outcome based approach may result in few, if any, landowners willing to proceed with an
HCP. This is particularly true since an outcome based approach often suffers from insufficient scientific
knowledge to set the “targets” with certainty. Moreover, the ultimate desired outcomes, i.e. enhanced
populations of fish or other animals, will often be determined by factors beyond the control of any
landowner. No matter what the landowner does and how much it spends the “target” may not be
achievable.

Simpson’s HCP attempts to steer a middle course between these two approaches. While it identifies
measurable resource objectives and a monitoring program to track the outcome of management
prescriptions, it caps its obligation to make adjustments to the initial set of prescriptions in terms of limits
on the incurrence of additional costs and contributions of additional land. Simpson fully expects that the
resource objectives will be achieved through implementation of the initial management prescriptions and
that the outcome will be determined through monitoring. However, allowances have been made for
adjusting the prescriptions as information becomes available through the monitoring program. Limitations
on adjustments to the prescriptions are fully described in Section 10, Adaptive Management.
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4.2 DESIRABLE ATTRIBUTES OF RESOURCE OBJECTIVES

Although the concept of setting “hard wired” resource objectives to judge success or trigger adjustments
in management prescriptions is seductively simple, its execution in the world of industrial forestry,
spanning a spatially and temporally variable landscape, is not. If the resource objectives are based on
misguided assumptions or unrealistic expectations of how forested watersheds and channel networks
function, they will frustrate land managers and resource advocates alike. Since most of the resources of
the monitoring and research program of this HCP will be directed toward determining the status of the
resource objectives, their measurement must provide not only information on the true condition and
expected trends of the resources, but also on the efficacy of the management prescriptions.

There are some fundamental differences between how resource objectives can be set between terrestrial
and aquatic systems. In mature terrestrial landscapes habitat is changing slowly (with the exception of
catastrophic fires and wind storms), while riverine systems, because of the dynamic nature of flowing
water, are constantly changing to local and distant inputs of wood, water, and sediment. In addition, the
impacts of covered activities on terrestrial systems are direct (e.g. all the trees are cut down), while the
impacts of covered activities on aquatic systems are almost always indirect through alteration of the
character or quantity of watershed inputs. Therefore the units that are used to define terrestrial resource
objectives may be quite different from those used for aquatic habitats (e.g. number of acres of forested
habitat preserved or the number of snags present per unit area of remaining forest).

Aquatic resource objectives should lie as far up the chain of physical or ecological cause and effect as
possible (i.e. physically or relationally close to source area material inputs). Unless this is done, it may be
impossible to associate observed conditions with causes because cumulative effects or legacy effects of
past practices may obscure proximate relationships. Ideally the resource objectives should be described in
a currency that operates as an early warning system of impending ecosystem damage rather than an after
the fact confirmation of unintended consequence or undesirable change. Moreover, information gained
from monitoring the status of resource objectives must be capable of discriminating between
unintelligible variance around a variable and a real signal of adverse change. For example, making
assumptions about the ideal number of pools, their spacing and depth, or about the ideal number of pieces
of large woody debris —and applying these “targets” in a blanket fashion to streams across the landscape,
will do little to reflect inherent versus induced variability, nor address what factors are responsible for the
present conditions.

4.3 THE CASE FOR ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE OBJECTIVES

Considerable knowledge about how watersheds function in forested landscapes of the Pacific Northwest
has been accumulated over the last two decades (Naiman and Bilby 1998). Watersheds and channel
networks are highly variable, responding to random and highly improbable natural disturbance events that
operate on overlapping scales of space and time. These patterns make prediction of habitat condition at
any given point in time or space very problematic. Therefore, the very nature of aquatic and riparian
systems renders them incompatible with the traditional “engineering standards” model of evaluation
based on narrow tolerances of condition or state. Nevertheless there remains a legitimate need to set some
kind of standard to reinforce the traditional approach to resource protection that is based only on
implementation of best management practices (“BMPs”).

4.3.1 Animal Distribution or Density

Perhaps the most problematic resource objective from Simpson’s position is one that would be cast in
terms of animal distribution or density. Depending on the particular species, many factors outside
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Simpson’s control and in fact outside the Plan Area strongly influence the distribution and density of
aquatic vertebrates and indeed some terrestrial wildlife species. Perhaps the most extreme example of this
situation is that of animals that migrate great distances. For example, the inter-annual abundance of adult
Pacific salmon is controlled by multiple fisheries, natural marine predators, and variable ocean
productivity, all of which operate entirely outside Simpson’s sphere of influence. A resource objective
constructed around the number of adult spawners would do little to measure the adequacy of Simpson’s
management prescriptions.

The density of fry and smolts in freshwater are likewise not useful because they are a function of
complicated stock productivity relationships that include parent stock size, numerous habitat factors, and
inter-annual variation of regional and local weather. Our ability to actually enumerate juveniles is
imperfect, as is our ability to determine survival to specific life history stages such as egg to fry survival.
For all these reasons the distribution and density of aquatic vertebrates are problematic units of
measurement for resource objectives. For some terrestrial wildlife species that have relatively small home
ranges, whose distribution within the Plan Area is known and whose habitat requirements are reasonably
well-described, some measure of distribution or relative abundance may be more appropriate. However,
even in these cases there remain questions about how competition or predation may affect density or
distribution within a community context.

4.3.2 In-channel Conditions

A partial, but inadequate, solution to the standards dilemma is the application or comparison of reference
conditions from unmanaged streams to similar managed settings (Peterson et. al. 1992, Woodsmith and
Buffington 1996). Inherent variability in the expression of common instream habitat variables (such as
residual pool depths, size and distribution of large wood debris) even in unmanaged wilderness streams
confounds our ability to establish firm “target” values (Ralph et al. 1994, Rhodes et al. 1994, McCullough
et al. 1996, Bauer and Ralph 1999). This approach tends to require the application of such a large range of
values that it becomes difficult to establish compliance or deviance from the reference standard.

However, used in concert with local knowledge about upslope and riparian conditions, in-channel indices
do provide a useful suite of interpretive variables. The combined information may be used to strengthen
an understanding of likely trends of aquatic habitat condition as long as they are viewed in the proper
longitudinal and watershed context. This latter role may be fulfilled by implementing a stream habitat
assessment program to collect these data for use with a more focused monitoring program directed at
upslope and riparian conditions near the source of the watershed inputs.

4.3.3 Watershed Inputs

The wealth of new information about riverine systems has led to some major paradigm shifts about their
management that represent substantial challenges to our contemporary framework of water resource
protection and our regulatory institutions (Magnusun et. al. 1996). The most significant of these changes
is a shift away from trying to protect aquatic habitats with reach or site level conditioning of land use
activities, to a focus on protection of aquatic habitats through management of watershed and channel
network processes (Montgomery et. al., 1995). These processes are the “engines” that drive the
expression of instream and riparian conditions that define the stream’s productive capacity in any given
year. This logic suggests that while in-channel indicators of habitat condition, (such as pool spacing, pool
depth, wood loading, or the fraction of streambed gravels constituted by sands and fines), may be
somewhat useful in describing current habitat conditions, they provide little insight into the adequacy of
current management prescriptions or likely future conditions. Since Simpson is primarily interested in
these latter two issues, the aquatic resource objectives must be cast in terms and units that are capable of
providing insight into these issues.
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4.4  PLAN AREA AQUATIC GOAL

The primary habitat goal of Simpson’s HCP is to conserve and develop intact, ecologically connected and
naturally functioning aquatic ecosystems. Aquatic systems with these three characteristics will be
complex and have the capacity for self-organization, which are hallmarks of healthy ecosystems (Norton
1992). The aquatic resource objectives then should relate to natural functions and processes of watersheds
and channel networks and their ecological connectivity.

4.4.1 Plan Area Aquatic Resource Objectives

To achieve these conditions it is necessary to reduce the occurrence of management related disturbances
across the landscape and create watershed conditions that will enable natural disturbance processes to
create habitat. To assist in focusing the management prescriptions and the research and monitoring
program four broad resource objectives were set that apply to the entire Plan Area.

1. Conserve and develop riparian forests consistent with the natural plant potential and disturbance
regimes of riparian settings.

2. Maintain basin level hydrologic processes consistent with a naturally functioning landscape.

3. Control sediment inputs to the channel network to levels consistent with naturally functioning
valley and hill slopes.

4. Maintain surface water temperatures consistent with a naturally functioning landscape.

4.4.2 LTU Specific Aquatic Resource Objectives

Since forest management activities impact the landscape of each LTU differently, each of the Plan Area
resource objectives assumes different significance in each LTU. For example, with regard to objective
number two, maintaining basin level hydrologic processes, the principal hydrologic management issue in
the CUP is rain-on-snow events triggered by rapid snow melt; in the AGL, it is interception of shallow
subsurface flow by roads; while in the SIG it is transfer of water by the road system between small
catchments. Therefore we have found it not only desirable, but also necessary, to establish LTU-specific
resource objectives in order to strategically focus our forest management prescriptions and the monitoring
and research program.

Typically resource objectives are considered to be time and space specific and quantitative. Where
possible we have identified them in these terms, but in most cases the monitoring and research program
will inform this process as much as any a priori standards could. For example, while resource objective
No. 2 for the AGL (Section 4.4.2.1) may not be time specific and does not have a “quantitative” target or
standard associated with it, it clearly states a management intent about an important character of intact,
ecologically connected, and naturally functioning stream systems. Based on this resource objective, the
research and monitoring program (see Monitoring Question No. 6, Section 9.4.2.1) will investigate this
condition, describing the extent and degree of the problem in the AGL, its likely past causes, and potential
remedies and risks associated with each. This approach contrasts with the more speculative and “non-
adaptive” application of quantitative standards applied to components, rather than processes, of the stream
system. This latter approach would miss the really important long-term issues, continuing to focus on
symptoms, never understanding and addressing the underlying cause that prevents full expression of
aquatic habitat quality. Therefore, as long as the research and monitoring program is designed to refine
our understanding of an objective and put it into a practical context for the Plan Area, the lack of time
specificity and quantitative targets is not necessarily a weakness.
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However, in the absence of time and space specificity and quantitative standards, the question may be
raised: “How will it be determined when or even if the objective has been met?” The answer lies in the
results of the integrated monitoring and research program (Section 9). In the case of less specific aquatic
resource objectives, it will be necessary to derive information from multiple assessment, monitoring
and/or research activities to evaluate whether an objective has been met. This task is hot more difficult
nor the conclusion less certain than in the case of hard targets; it simply requires a more integrated and
holistic treatment of information and must be planned for in the early stages of the monitoring program.

Take for example LTU Specific Objective No. 7, “manage sediment supply, storage, and transport from
the CUP landscape consistent with normal landscape and hillslope function.” A number of pieces of
information will be required including: estimates of the background rate of landslides and an
understanding of their processes and triggering mechanisms, systematic landslide inventories, an
assessment of channel sediment storage capacity and the functional linkages to riparian forests including
woody debris inputs, some measurement of the sediment supply or transport signal from the canyon
systems into downstream segments at the Olympic mountain front (perhaps best monitored by
permanently monumented cross sections located to detect long term changes in bed elevation). Additional
variables could be added that might enhance data interpretation such as the coincidental measurement of
sediment grain size that is both in storage behind debris dams in the highly confined channel network of
the CUP and the material that arrives at monitored cross sections beyond the mountain front. The final
analysis in determining whether the objective has been met will rely on the results and trends associated
with all these data.

Simpson has identified fourteen LTU-specific aquatic resource objectives in these particular landscapes.
A much longer list of objectives could have been compiled. However, at this time Simpson has limited
the list to objectives that have special significance because they are themselves critical or through their
attainment, achieve others by default. Because objectives with obvious application to broad landscapes
only are listed for one LTU, it does not mean it will be overlooked in the others, it simply means it does
not have special emphasis in the other LTUs. For example, CIS resource objective No. 5 is important
everywhere but in the CIS it is especially important because of highly deformable channel beds composed
of unconsolidated sands and fine gravels which are common in the CIS. Conclusions regarding selection
of the resource objectives were reached based on Simpson’s stream assessment and monitoring program,
three completed state of Washington watershed analyses, and several ad hoc projects conducted for the
HCP.

The following LTU or channel class specific objectives further define and support the greater Plan Area
aquatic objectives based on the particular characteristics of the LTU or channel class and habitat
requirements of principal species associations present. They form what could be considered important
subsets of the Plan Area aquatic resource objectives. These objectives are measurable and form the
framework for assessing the effectiveness of Simpson’s management prescriptions - separating the
performance of current management practices from past practices, historical legacies, and natural
variability. The sediment load allocations in Table 4 that were developed in the proposed Plan Area
TMDL as described by the Technical Assessment Report (Appendix G) have been designated as resource
objectives to provide a quantitative framework for evaluating progress toward the attainment of the
TMDL.

4421 Alpine Glacial
1. Maintain shallow subsurface flow pathways.

2. Reconnect functionally confined channel segments with their historic floodplains (special reference to
the AGL-Qo6 and AGL-Qo7 channel classes).
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3. Accelerate the development of coniferous riparian forest stands (special reference to the AGL-Qo4
channel class).

4.4.2.2 Crescent Islands
4. Accelerate the development of coniferous riparian forest stands (special reference to the C1S-Qc2 and
CIS-Qc3 channel class).

5. Reconnect stream habitat by replacement or repair of culverts. [It shall be assumed that this objective
is met if all stream crossings on fish bearing segments are designed and constructed to allow upstream
passage of juvenile salmonids by year 7 of the Plan.]

6. Manage sediment supply and storm flow hydrology consistent with requirements for successful
reproduction by large bodied salmonids (special reference to the C1S-Qc3 channel class).

4.4.2.3 Crescent Uplands
7. Manage sediment supply, storage, and transport from the CUP landscape consistent with normal
landscape and hillslope function.

8. Manage processes that affect storm flow runoff pathways consistent with a naturally functioning
landscape. [It shall be assumed that this objective is met if the duration of the 2 year recurrence
interval flow is not increased by more than 25%.]

4.4.2.4 Recessional Outwash Plain
9. Reconnect functionally confined channel segments with their historic floodplains (special reference to
the ROP-Qc3 channel class).

10. Eliminate detrimental levels of management-caused temperature increases.

11. Protect and maintain the functional integrity of wetlands.

4.4.25 Sedimentary Inner Gorges
12. Increase the extent of alluvial channel cover (over bedrock) in M3 and M4 channel classes. [It shall
be assumed that this objective is met if by year 10 of the Plan a 25% increase in cover is observed.]

13. Maintain sediment supply from the SIG-L1, M1, and Qo1 channel classes within ranges consistent
with “normal” channel and hillslope function.

14. Maintain mass wasting on inner gorges of channel classes SIG-L4 and M5 consistent with “normal”
hill slope function.

4.42.6 Channel class sediment loads

Maintain sediment allocations consistent with the following table. Sediment loads are designated by
channel class and will be evaluated at appropriate temporal and spatial scales as determined in accordance
with Section 9.
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Table 4. Sediment load allocations (yd3 / stream mile per year, long term average).

Channel Mass Wasting Surface Erosion Floodplain Storage/
Class Bank Erosion
SR | DT | LPD
AGL-Qab 6 1 10 4 928
AGL-Qol 6 1 1 4 16
AGL-Qo02 6 1 1 4 8
AGL-Qo3 6 1 5 4 9
AGL-Qo4 6 1 5 4 13
AGL-Q05 6 |1 |5 4 12
AGL-Qo06 6 |1 |5 4 17
AGL-Qo7 6 1 5 4 17
AGL-Qo8 6 |1 |10 4 22
CIS-C1 1 0 1 2 20
CIS-C5 1 0 1 2 16
CIS-Qcl 1 0 |1 2 24
CIS-Qc2 1 0 1 2 8
CIS-Qc3 1 0 1 2 106
CUP-C1 11 7 1 3 21
CUP-C2 30 7 1 3 10
CUP-C3 7 7 1 3 10
CUP-C4 7 7 1 3 24
CUP-C5 11 7 1 3 14
CUP-C6 7 7 1 3 61
CUP-C8 9 7 1 3 31
ROP-C7 1 0 1 1 51
ROP-Qa7 1 0 1 1 5,193
ROP-Qcl 1 0 1 1 2
ROP-Qc2 1 0 1 1 3
ROP-QC3 1 |0 |1 1 4
ROP-Qc4 1 0 1 1 4
ROP-Qc5 1 0 1 1 20
ROP-Qc6 1 0 1 1 91
ROP-Qc7 1 0 1 1 104
ROP-Qc8 1 0 1 1 189
SIG-L1 5 1 16 5 19
SIG-L2 5 1 5 5 17
SIG-L3 5 1 5 8 19
SIG-L4 25 1 105 12 95
SIG-M1 5 1 26 5 18
SIG-M2 5 1 20 5 18
SIG-M3 5 1 5 8 19
SIG-M4 13 1 5 8 19
SIG-M5 5 1 240 12 42
SIG-M6 5 1 45 8 230
SIG-Qab 8 1 225 12 937
SIG-Qcl 5 1 1 5 18
SIG-Qc?2 5 1 1 5 18
SIG-Qc3 5 1 35 8 21
SIG-Qol 5 1 19 5 25
SIG-Qo2 5 1 1 5 18
SIG-Q03 5 1 5 8 21
SIG-Qo4 14 1 5 8 29
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4.5 WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT GOALS

Late-successional forests, riparian forests and snag habitat are some of the most limited wildlife habitats
on industrial forest lands in western Washington, including the lands within the Plan Area. The overall
wildlife resource management goals of this HCP are primarily directed at conserving and developing
those natural resources, as well as other habitats for specific species. These goals are:

1. To conserve and develop stream and wetland riparian wildlife habitats and upland habitats adjoining
those areas;

2. To conserve and develop late-seral forests in select areas of the Plan Area;

3. To conserve and develop snag habitat, primarily within riparian ecosystems, wetlands and adjacent
uplands in the Plan Area; and

4. To implement other conservation prescriptions for specific wildlife species.

4.5.1 Species Specific Resource Objectives

The following resource objectives apply to specific species that are singled out for special reference
because of their ESA status or uncertainty about the controls on their distribution and population levels
within the Plan Area. In these cases Simpson and the Services deem additional emphasis is appropriate
and have established the following species specific measurable standards. These standards are based on
one of two general metrics: 1) distribution and/or relative abundance of the animals, or 2) specific habitat
parameters.

Bull trout:

The resource objective for bull trout is to maintain or increase the current distribution within the Plan
Area. Simpson will inventory for bull trout using methods endorsed by the Services to complete the
baseline distribution by year five of the Plan (in accordance with Section 9). Simpson will provide
additional inventories to assess distribution in years 10, 20, 30, and 40 and will use the data to evaluate
deviations from the baseline. If the baseline distribution has been reduced at these check points, adaptive
management discussions will be initiated and actions taken in accordance with Section 10.4.

Stream breeding amphibians: (Olympic torrent salamander, tailed frog, and Cope’s giant salamander)

The resource objective for Tailed frog and Cope’s giant salamander is to maintain or increase the current
distribution and relative abundance within the Plan Area®. For the Olympic torrent salamander, the
resource objective is to maintain or increase the current distribution only as relative abundance is difficult
to establish without destructive sampling. Simpson will survey annually for these species, (in accordance
with Section 9) compiling and analyzing data on an ongoing basis. If at any time during the Plan period a
significant decline® or reduction in range’ is indicated, adaptive management discussions will be initiated
and actions taken in accordance with Section 10.4.

® The current distribution and relative abundance of stream breeding amphibians within the Plan Area may be
affected by factors outside Simpson’s control; questions about apparent regional and global declines of amphibians
are still unresolved and could confound local data if not taken into account (Wake 1991, Pechman and Wilbur 1994,
Blaustein et. al. 1994). Consequently regional trends will be taken into account when evaluating trends within the
Plan Area.

* Simpson will conclude that a significant decline in density has occurred if the relative abundance of animals is
reduced below baselines established in the monitoring program described in Section 9.
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Western toad:

The resource objective for the Western toad is to maintain or increase the current distribution and relative
abundance within the Plan Area.® Simpson will survey annually for this species, (in accordance with
Section 9) compiling and analyzing data on an ongoing basis. If at any time during the Plan period a
significant decline 2 or reduction in range® is indicated, adaptive management discussions will be initiated
and actions taken in accordance with Section 10.4.

Van Dyke' s salamander:

The resource objective for the Van Dyke’s salamander is to maintain or increase the current distribution
within the Plan Area. Simpson will survey periodically for this species, (in accordance with Section 9)
and if a reduction in range is indicated at any time during the Plan period, adaptive management
discussions will be initiated and actions taken in accordance with Section 10.4.

Snag-dependent bird species:

(Downy woodpecker, black-capped chickadee, red-breasted sapsucker, tree swallow, violet green
swallow, hairy woodpecker, western screech owl, northern pygmy owl, whet saw-whet owl, northern
flicker, Pileated woodpecker, western bluebird, chestnut-backed chickadee, wood duck and common
merganser)

The resource objectives for these species is to provide a minimum average of 2 snags 12-24” DBH and 2
snags > 24" DBH per acre of RCR within each LTU (snags must be at least 20 feet in height). In
accordance with Section 9, Simpson will survey for snags in the RCRs and at year 20 and 40 present
information sufficient to establish snag density at those checkpoints. If snag densities are lower than these
targets at year 20 and year 40, adaptive management discussions will be initiated and actions taken in
accordance with Section 10.4.

4,5.2 Other Covered Species

For all other covered species in Table 2 only, the biological objective is to create habitat conditions
capable of sustaining or increasing their current populations. In these cases no initial specific animal or
habitat based standards are established for the measurement of this objective. However, where deemed
appropriate, and subject to other priorities, the SAT may suggest specific distribution or habitat metrics
for monitoring with respect to other covered species in Table 2.

® Simpson will conclude that there has been a significant reduction in range if a species disappears from a channel
segment that was occupied prior to HCP management.

® The Western toad has suffered significant declines over the last several decades throughout much of its range in

western North America (Carey 1993). Regional trends must be taken into account for this species when evaluating
trends within the Plan Area.
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5 MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

5.1 GENERAL

Simpson’s conservation program emphasizes the protection and development of riparian forests as a
primary strategy for satisfying the requirements of Section 10 of the ESA. This basic riparian forest
strategy is supplemented by management prescriptions designed to address wetlands, unstable slopes,
road construction, road maintenance and decommissioning, and certain harvest limitations to modulate
snow melt runoff. The plan also includes a number of conservation measures developed for the benefit of
identified wildlife species using the Plan Area including retention of a minimum number of trees where
they are not provided by other conservation practices, the conservation of habitats and nest sites, seasonal
and spatial limitations on certain forest practices and road closures in the Plan Area. This suite of
management prescriptions is defined in this section, whereas the rationale for these prescriptions is
described in Section 6.

Section 12 of the HCP and the IA describe certain criteria surrounding the addition of lands to the Plan
Area. All of the management prescriptions and monitoring requirements, including road inventories,
prioritization of road projects, and remedial road work as well as any other animal or habitat surveys that
apply to the initial Plan Area (except as they may have been modified by adaptive management pursuant
to Section 10), will be applicable to any lands that are added. The length of time and budget for
accomplishing such tasks with respect to added lands shall be proportional to that required of the initial
Plan Area.

The conservation program outlined in the following subsections has been developed by Simpson in
discussions with the Services, the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Ecology for
the State of Washington. The identified prescriptions were designed not only to satisfy the requirements
of Section 10 under the Endangered Species Act but also with the expectation that implementation of such
prescriptions would be consistent with the non-point source load allocation for thermal and sediment
input into waters of the Plan Area to be established by DOE and approved by EPA. While certain review
and procedural steps remain to be completed, based upon the correspondence dated June 30, 2000, from
Ms. Christine Pysk (EPA) to Ms. Nora Jewett (DOE), Simpson anticipates that load allocations for
sediment and thermal input in the Plan Area (the “TMDL”") will be approved by EPA in the near future
and that such load allocations will be substantially similar to those contained in the proposed Technical
Assessment Report (Appendix G). In addition, Simpson anticipates that performance of the prescriptions
contained in this HCP will constitute an adequate strategy for the implementation of the TMDL as finally
approved. For example, the requirements with respect to the maintenance, repair and construction of
roads which Simpson is agreeing to implement not only represent the “minimization” and “mitigation”
required by Section 10 of the ESA but are also intended to have the effect of reducing sediment input to
adjacent waters to the limits of the allocation anticipated to be established by the TMDL. In addition, the
analytical approach described in the proposed TMDL for protecting stream temperatures and reducing
sediment input (i.e. evaluating the effectiveness of riparian prescriptions on protection of stream
temperature and addressing forest road and hill slope related sediment input sources through management
prescriptions) lends further support for the Services’ analysis of this Plan and their conclusions that the
implementation of the Plan will satisfy the requirements of the ESA. The monitoring program described
in Section 9 will provide the required information to test fundamental assumptions and inform Simpson
and the federal, state and tribal governments of overall plan performance. As described in Section 10, a
process of adaptive management will be used to examine this information and make adjustments to plan
prescriptions, within agreed limits, as circumstances warrant.
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The following management prescriptions are organized in two categories: (1) prescriptions that address a
wide range of habitat types and multiple species; and (2) additional prescriptions that address specific
wildlife species. These prescriptions will be applied by Simpson in the Plan Area for the duration of the
plan except to the extent modified by the application of principles of adaptive management pursuant to
Section 10 of this HCP or unless otherwise modified in accordance with the terms of the IA.

This Section does not contain an explanation or rationale for the management prescriptions nor does it set
forth the benefits that are expected to accrue from their implementation. This omission is intentional. The
document is organized to gather all prescriptions in a single section. The reviewer is directed to Section 6
for the correlative discussion of rationale. (The subsections in Section 6 are organized in a parallel fashion
such that each subsection in Section 5 has a counterpart in Section 6 that specifically addresses the
rationale of the identified prescription.)

5.2 PRESCRIPTIONS THAT ADDRESS MULTIPLE SPECIES

5.2.1 Riparian Conservation Reserve

Simpson will:
Establish riparian conservation reserves (“RCRs”) in accordance with the following:

(a) RCRs boundaries shall be established on all channel segments in the Plan Area in accordance with
prescriptions specified for each channel class in Appendix B, Table 25, Table 26 and Table 27. RCR
boundaries will generally be established as shown in Figure 5. The exact boundary locations of the
RCRs and the LFRs shown in Figure 5 are approximate and the final boundaries will be determined in
the field according to the riparian functional boundary (Appendix B, Table 26 and Table 27, Section
5.2.3) and unstable slope boundary (Section 5.2.5).

(b) Management activities inside the RCR will be restricted to those specified in prescriptions in
Appendix B, Table 26 and Table 27 as applicable for each channel segment. None of these
prescriptions shall preclude yarding corridors identified in Appendix B or road crossings that are
consistent with Section 5.2.4.

(c) No salvage of standing dead or downed trees will be permitted in the RCR, described in Appendix B,
Table 26 and Table 27, Section 5.2.3 and Section 5.2.5.

5.2.2  Supplemental Wildlife Tree Conservation Program

Simpson will:

(a) Establish a wildlife tree conservation program that supplements trees retained for the Riparian
Management Program (5.2.1), the Wetlands Conservation Program (5.2.3), and the Unstable Slopes
Management Program (5.2.5) to ensure that the number of trees remaining throughout the Plan Area
averages at least 8 trees per acre per section, and that no point within any timber unit harvested after
the date on which the ITP is first issued shall be more than 800 feet from trees conserved by the: 1)
Riparian Conservation Reserves (Section 5.2.1); 2) Supplemental Wildlife Tree Conservation
Program (Section 5.2.2); 3) Wetland Conservation Program (Section 5.2.3); and 4) Unstable Slopes
Management Program (Section 5.2.5).
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(b) Leave certain trees as habitat or potential habitat for wildlife species in accordance with the
following:
e Leave a minimum of eight trees (a minimum of 30 feet in height) per acre of harvest.

e A minimum of four of the eight trees will be selected from the dominant or co-dominant trees
within the applicable timber harvest units.

e The other four trees may be any one or a combination of the following:

- Cedar, hemlock, or other conifer with a live crown ( 7" minimum DBH).
- Residual old growth.
- Safe snags.

e Trees may be dead, dying, or green leave trees.

o Trees left in wetlands, riparian areas or on unstable slopes as a result of the riparian, wetland, or
unstable slopes prescriptions will count towards the eight trees per acre.

e Trees may be clumped or dispersed within harvest units.

(c) The Supplemental Wildlife Tree Conservation Program will apply only in those sections highlighted
in Figure 6.

(d) Prohibit the salvage of any residual “old-growth” downed wood or stumps throughout the entire Plan
Area. In this context “old growth downed wood” is defined as any portion of a tree bole remaining
from forest stands that existed prior to mechanized timber harvest.

(e) Leave at least 2 downed logs with a small end diameter greater than or equal to 12 inches and a length
greater than or equal to 20 feet or equivalent volume for each acre harvested throughout the entire
Plan Area. Old growth logs referenced in (d) above shall not count towards this requirement.

5.2.3 Wetlands Conservation Program

5.2.3.1 Wetlands Classification and Inventory
Simpson will:

(&) Complete an inventory and classification of all wetlands in the Plan Area within ten years of the
issuance of the initial ITP; in classifying wetlands, Simpson will adopt the “hydrogeomorphic”
(“HGM") approach for classifying wetlands that is currently used in the wetland functional
assessment developed by the Department of Ecology for the State of Washington and will further
stratify the wetlands based on “Cowardin” vegetation classes (see Glossary for definition of HGM
approach and Cowardin vegetation classes).

(b) For each timber harvest unit which is to be harvested prior to the completion of the wetlands
inventory and classification described in 5.2.3.1(a) above, inventory and classify any wetlands by
hydrogeomorphic and vegetation characteristics at the time of Simpson’s internal “timber harvest unit
evaluation” for such unit.

(c) Complete a “local” watershed boundary delineation for all wetlands in the ROP within ten years after
the issuance of the initial ITP for use in evaluating the effects of roads on wetland hydrology and
establishing connectivity for fish distribution.

(d) Complete an evaluation of the existing road system to assess influences on the hydrologic integrity
(including water quality) of all wetlands within the Plan Area within ten years after the issuance of
the initial ITP.

(e) Establish a network of reference wetlands for the purpose of monitoring the spread of invasive exotic
vegetation in wetland complexes. Such work will be a part of the habitat monitoring program and will
be prioritized in accordance with overall commitments of that program.
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Figure 5. Riparian Conservation Reserves

Note: this figure is available for viewing as a separate file.
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Figure 6. Leave tree density and supplemental wildlife tree conservation sections
Areas shaded red are where the * Supplemental Wildlife Tree Conservation Program” (5.2.2) will apply.

Note: this figure is available for viewing as a separate file.
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SECTION 5: MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

5.2.3.2 Wetlands Protection

Simpson will:

(@)
(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

)

Conduct certain remedial road work for the benefit of wetlands as provided in Section 5.2.4.2 below.

Apply the “no-harvest” management prescription described below to all forested wetlands that are
either (i) riverine wetlands or (ii) wetlands associated with unstable slopes and greater than one acre
in size. (In all cases, logging and road building activity on unstable slopes shall be controlled by
Section 5.2.5 of this Plan). “Forested wetlands” are wetlands whose tree canopy cover exceeds 30%.

At Simpson’s sole option apply either the “no-harvest” or the “50%-stem removal” management
prescriptions described below to all forested wetlands greater than one acre in size in the Depressional
HGM Class associated with a permanent or seasonal hydro-period; for purposes of this prescription,
wetlands associated with permanent or seasonal hydro-periods are wetlands with standing water
during at least one continuous month during the growing season.

At Simpson’s sole option apply either the “no-harvest”, the “50%-stem removal”, or the
“compensating cut” management prescriptions described below to all other forested wetlands greater
than one acre in size.

Maintain buffers adjacent to non-forested wetlands in accordance with the following Table 5; as used
in such table, references to “no harvest” and “50%-stem removal” management prescriptions are
intended to be references to such prescriptions as described below. No buffers will be maintained for
forested wetlands except as may result from the application of other management prescriptions such
as the establishment of RCRs adjacent to channel segments or non-forested wetlands.

As limited and set forth above, manage forested wetlands and wetland buffers in accordance with one
of three prescriptions: “no-harvest”, “50%-stem removal” or “compensating cut” management
prescriptions:

e A no-harvest prescription precludes all timber harvest in any wetland or wetland buffer managed
in accordance with this prescription other than timber harvest incidental to the construction of
roads or yarding corridors.

o A 50%-stem removal prescription requires Simpson to leave in each forested wetland or wetland
buffer managed in accordance with this prescription a number of trees roughly equivalent to the
number of trees harvested from such forested wetland or wetland buffer. The trees left will have
statistically similar size and species characteristics to the characteristics of the trees removed
from such forested wetland or wetland buffer.

e A compensating cut prescription requires Simpson to identify compensating acres of forested
wetlands which are or will be made subject to a no-harvest management prescription for the
balance of the term of the Plan to compensate for the acres of forested wetlands being harvested
in the wetland subject to this prescription. The compensating acreage will be identified in
accordance with the following procedures:

— At the time of any harvest of a wetland subject to a compensating cut prescription, Simpson
will make a record of the acreage of wetlands so harvested and the size, density, and species
of the harvested timber.

— Periodically, but not less frequently than every three (3) years, Simpson will designate a
comparable number of acres of forested wetlands in each LTU as being subject to a no-
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harvest prescription for the balance of the term of the Plan. The acres so designated will
contain timber statistically similar in size, density, and species characteristics to the timber
previously harvested from wetlands in each LTU for which such compensation is being
provided. Any such comparable acres of forested wetlands may be designated as
compensating acres provided that no harvest of timber (including harvest under a 50%-stem
removal prescription) has occurred on such acreage since the date on which the initial ITP
was issued.

— The acres designated as subject to a no-harvest prescription will be so identified on
Simpson’s GIS for the balance of the term of the Plan. Maps of such protected forested
wetlands will be provided to the Services through the Implementation Monitoring Program
(Section 8).

e The attached Table 5 summarizes the management prescriptions applicable to different forested
wetlands and wetland buffers.

(g) When non-forested wetlands of any HGM class occur as a mosaic of small wetlands (i.e. the width of
the matrix land between wetland features is less than twice the buffer width for their HGM class) the
entire area will be managed as a “wetland complex” in accordance with the following:

o A perimeter buffer based on the most restrictive HGM class present in the complex will be
established (see Table 5).

e Management of matrix land shall be subject to restrictions set forth in Table 5 for adjacent
wetland features in the complex.

e Only those matrix lands that qualify as forested wetlands may be designated as no-harvest RCR
compensating acres in accordance with requirements and provisions of 5.2.3.2(f) above.

(h) Ensure that any use of ground based logging equipment in and around forested wetlands does not
result in sediment delivery to public resources.
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Table 5. Management prescriptions for wetlands and bogs’ in the Plan Area.

HGM Class HGM Sub-class Vegetation Class Size Timber Harvest/Buffer Prescriptions
Riverine Flow through Forested Any No harvest will occur in riverine forested wetlands of either HGM sub-class; Buffers on
Impounding Scrub/shrub riverine wetlands will be established consistent with management prescriptions for the
Emergent establishment of RCRs.
Aquatic bed
Depressional Outflow Forested > 1.0 acre If associated with a permanent or seasonal hydro-period®, protection will be provided either
Closed by a no-harvest or a 50%-stem removal management prescription.
If associated with an occasional or saturated hydro-period, protection will be provided by
either a no harvest, 50%-stem removal, or a compensating cut management prescription.
Outflow Emergent > 0.5 acre Inner 10 m buffer with a no-harvest management prescription and an outer 10-meter buffer
Closed with a 50%-stem removal management prescription.
Outflow Scrub/shrub > 0.5 acres Inner 10 m buffer with a no-harvest management prescription and an outer 10-meter buffer
Closed with a 50%-stem removal management prescription.
Outflow Aquatic bed’ >0.25acres | Inner 10 m buffer with a no-harvest management prescription and an outer 30-meter buffer
Closed with a 50%-stem removal management prescription.
Slope Forested Any If associated with unstable slopes, no harvest is permitted.
> 1.0 acre If associated with stable slopes, area may receive a compensating cut or 50%- stem removal
management prescription.
Flats Forested > 1.0 acre Protection will be provided by either a no-harvest, 50%-stem removal, or a compensating cut
management prescription.
All others > 0.5 acre Inner 10 m buffer with a no-harvest management prescription and an outer 10-meter buffer

with a 50%-stem removal management prescription.

" Bogs of any size that occur in any HGM sub-class or vegetation class except “forested” will be protected with the “aquatic bed” standards; forested bogs will

not be harvested.

® Hydro-period defined:
Permanent hydro-period: Standing water year-round.
Seasonal hydro-period: Standing water at least one continuous month during the growing season.

Occasional hydro-period: Standing water less than one continuous month during the growing season.

Saturated hydro-period: Water table within one foot of the surface at least one continuous month during the growing season.
® Must have 0.25 acres of open water with characteristic floating or submerged wetland vegetation of this class.
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5.2.4 Road Management Program
Simpson will:

Take those road remediation and maintenance actions described in the following subsections to
hydrologically decouple and isolate roads within the Plan Area from the channel network.™

5.2.4.1 Road Inventory
Simpson will:

(a) Within 1 year after the issuance of the initial ITP, construct a database within Simpson’s GIS
for organizing, storing and reporting data developed during the road inventory. The database
will be constructed so as to be useful in tracking ongoing road maintenance work, the
development of short and long-term plans, the establishment of work priorities and the
updating of such plans on an annual basis. (Further details relating to the development of
Simpson’s road inventory database are set forth in Appendix C.)

(b) Within six months after the issuance of the initial ITP, compile a list of problems known to
Simpson personnel that are associated with any active, inactive or orphaned road within the
Plan Area (the “Interim Inventory”).

(c) Within five years after the issuance of the initial ITP, systematically collect data on
standardized forms for each road segment (including legacy roads) and for each defined
channel intersection that occurs within that segment for all roads in the entire Plan Area.
These data will be compiled into a list of specific projects, which will constitute the
“Complete Inventory” when added to the “Interim Inventory”.

(d) Conduct a road monitoring project to determine the quantity of fine sediments delivered to
the channel network from the road system (in accordance with Section 9).

5.2.4.2 Road Remediation

Simpson will:

(a) Within six months after the issuance of the initial ITP, identify and rank in priority of need
for remediation, those road projects which were identified in the Interim Inventory; within
five years after the issuance of the initial ITP, Simpson will identify and rank in priority of
need for remediation, those road projects which were identified in the Complete Inventory.

e Inestablishing priority rankings, road projects with the greatest potential for adverse
impacts on covered species and water quality will be selected as highest priority for
remediation. Special scrutiny will be given to roads along valley bottoms, roads crossing
unstable slopes, roads with high numbers of channel intersections that have either had a
history of fill failures or may be susceptible to debris torrents and roads that significantly
alter local hillside or channel drainage and flow patterns. The Scientific Advisory Team
(“SAT") will be solicited for comments on remediation priorities.

10 Among other results, the expectation of this program is that the LTU/channel class sediment load
allocations identified in the TMDL will be achieved. These assumptions will be validated or rejected
through the Monitoring Program (Section 9) and management prescriptions of the Road Management
Program will be subject to the Adaptive Management process set forth in Section 10.
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o Where Simpson chooses to retain road segments that lie tangential to the stream and are
within the RCRs designated by Appendix B, Tables 28 and 29, the area covered by the
“footprint” of the road and the cleared road right of ways shall be added to the RCR in
nearby areas and shall be composed of trees similar in size and species characteristics as
those that would normally be found at the site.

(b) Beginning in year one of the Plan remediate roads based on the established priorities and in
accordance with the following schedule:

e At Simpson’s option, the remediation of roads may involve “decommissioning” or
“upgrading” such roads or rendering such roads “dormant”.

Simpson will complete 25% of the road inventory projects by the fifth anniversary of the
Initiation Date, 75% of the road inventory projects by the tenth anniversary of the Initiation Date,
and 100% of the road inventory projects by the fifteenth anniversary of the Initiation Date.
“Initiation Date” means, for the initial area within the Tree Farm, the date that the ITP is first
issued and, for all Subsequent Units, the date on which such Units are first added to the Tree
Farm. (Any lands added to the Tree Farm after the date on which the ITP is first issued, will
constitute separate “ Subsequent Units.”) For the initial area within the Tree Farm, road inventory
projects include each road inventory project identified on the Interim and Complete inventory.
For each Subsequent Unit, the road inventory projects will include each road inventory project
identified on the supplemental inventory list to be prepared pursuant to Sections 5.1 and
5.2.4.1(c) of the HCP (including road inventory projects completed in the Subsequent Unit after
the applicable Initiation Date and before the date on which such supplemental road inventory is
completed). For roads selected by Simpson for remediation, Simpson will remediate such roads
using industry’s then-prevailing best management practices.

(c) For roads selected by Simpson for decommissioning, decommission the roads so that the hill
slope function will return to a natural state and that natural drainage patterns will be re-
established usually by application of the following management prescriptions:

e Fills and drainage structures will be removed.

e Side casts will be pulled back.

e Cut banks will be stabilized.

e The related road prism will be obliterated and revegetated.

e At least 50% of the road surfaces put into a “decommissioned” state (within the road
closure areas identified in Section 5.5.5 below) during each calendar year will be seeded
with a wildlife forage mix from certified mixes containing no noxious weeds such as
tansy ragwort, reed canary grass or Canadian thistle.

(d) For roads selected by Simpson for dormancy (see Glossary), put such roads into a dormant
condition by blocking vehicle access to them.

e Dormant roads will be cross ditched to the extent necessary to ensure that drainage
functions are maintained.

(e) For roads selected by Simpson for upgrading, upgrade such roads using best management
practices and techniques appropriate to the character of the problems being addressed; this
work will typically concentrate on the causal agent rather than any specific symptoms of the
problem; typical kinds of upgrading work expected to be conducted would include the
removal of over-steepened sidecast that has developed tension cracks, adding relief culverts,
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constructing driveable dips, outsloping or crowning roads, armoring ditch lines, constructing
catch basins in ditch lines, and replacing inadequately sized culverts and culverts that restrict
the upstream movement of salmonid fishes.

5.2.4.3 Road Maintenance

Simpson will:

(@)
(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

Maintain road surfaces on active haul routes in good condition (see 5.2.4.4(a) below);

Conduct patrols of the road system during storms for the purpose of averting culvert
blockages and other preventable maintenance problems;

Promptly make all necessary emergency road repairs to active haul routes and conduct an
analysis of each road failure to include: 1) a description of the failure, 2) an estimate of the
amount of sediment delivered to any channels, 3) a determination 