
Redwood Coast Watersheds Alliance 
tel(707) 877-3405 fax (707) 877-3887 P.O. Box 90, Elk, CA 95432 pirohuck@tncn.org 

May 15,2001 
Matt St. John 
NCRWQCB 
5550 Skylane Blvd. 
Sar~ta Rosa, CA 95103 

Dear Mr. St. John: 

Yesterday I mailed you, by U.S. Express Mail, 44 documents and a videotape pertaining 
to the 303(d) listing or re-listing of south cvast Mendocino creeks (Greenwood Creek, 
Elk Creek, Alder Creek, Mallo Pass Creek, Brush Creek, Schooner Gulch) arid north 
coast Mendocino creeks (Cottaneva Creek, Hardy Creek, Juan Creek, Howard Cre.ek, 
DeHaven Creek and Wages Creek). 

Please see the enclosed "Documents attached to Redwood Coast Watersheds Alliance 
letter of 3 1 4 0  1 " (3 pages) which provides a numbered list of the 45 items attached lo 
our letter of 5/14/01, designated as Attachments 1-45, and the full title and number of 
pages of each item. This list also includes, on page 3, a list of 6 "Documents 
incorporated by reference." 

My attachment list of today's letter, "Additionzl documents, attached to Redwood Coast 
Watersheds Alliance letter of 5/15/01" (1 page) includes ten additional items, designated 
Attachments a-j. I am forced to send you these items via fax, due to the deadline, and 
will send originals via snail mail; These include a photograph of the mud in the 
Greenwood Creek estuary after a rainstorm in winter 1998 (Attachment b). 

Also attached to this letter, a report that narrates the information that we have provided in 
suppon of the 303(d) listing of these watercourses (RCWA Report, 14 pages). 

Sincerely, 

Mary F'jerrou 
President, Redwood Coast Watersheds Alliance 
and on behalf of the Greenwood Watershed Association 



Redwood Coast Watersheds Alliance Repoll; 

lmpaired hiendodno Coast Streams that Require 303(d) Listil~g 

May 15,2001 

This repofl includes a summa9 of' information on fish and water quality issucs in suppcxt of 303(dl listing for a 
series of small u,atenheds on the south Mendwino Coast that dnin independently into thc Pacific Occm, including 
G r e c ~ w a d  Creek, Eik Creek. Alder Creek, Mallo Pass Creek, Brush Creek, Schooner Gulch, rmd, a n  thc north 
Mendocino ccwst. Cottaneva Crcck, Hardy Creek, Juan Crcck, Howard Creek, DcHiaven C ~ e k  and Wogca Crcck. 

A summary of  information a h w t  these impaired creeks is provided in "South Mendocino C w t  Creeks," Tablcs 1,2 
and 3, "Clottilncva et al." Tables 1 ,2  and 3, "South Mendwino Coust Creeks Temperature data," "Cothneva Creek 
Tcmpemture dal;l." and in the. lists of Timber Harvest Plans [ix each creek. These summary tables arc, for the mwl 
part, baed on Louisiana Pacific's Sustained Yicld Plan for Coastal Mendwino (.SYP.95-003), WWAA's W,87,89, 
91, '34, and 47, and aswciatcd Fish Distribution, Strcnm Temprature. and Wildlife Habitat Relationship studies, and 
on Timber Hanfest Plan filings. 

L-P SYP and fish statistics pmvidc a base line of information about these and other blendwino coast watershcds. 
For instance. L-P Fish Distribu~ion suneys found caho salmon in only 8 c i ~ ~ t  nf 27 watersheds studied. (Elk Creek 
and Cotmeva Creck are among the eight.) Overall, the coho was absent in 90% ~f Lhe streains in thc L-P 
ownership. L-P temperature studies show high, and often lethal, temperatures in many c t~stal  streams including 
those at issue herc. 

L-P tree size s~utistics (in the Wildlife Habitat Reladonship studies) reveal a critical lack of big trees. 97% of the 
average timbcr stands in thc ownership were in 1 to 21 inch diameter trees (with the bulk of that-%%--in 11 to 16 
inch diameter trees). Only 3% contained the bigger trees needed by wildlife and fisheries. Of thc small ctmtal 
watersheds that are the subject of this report, Cotlaneva Creck. Greenwood Creek, Elk Crock. Alder Creek and 
Brush Crcek conlain relatively high percentages of the last 3%1 of big trees 111 the ownership. Not surprisingly, these 
are the crceks are being subjected to intense new logging. (See THP tables.) 

As these documents shuw, logging is one of the rn-djur impacts on these coastal creeks. in an area such as Elk Creek. 
logging is virlually the only impact. There arc dmcbst no other land uscs in Elk Crcek. and 77% of the watenhed is 
owned by one induslrial logger (MRC, successor to Louisiana Pacific). Cotuncva Creek is75% owned by one 
industrial timbcr landowner (MRC). Greenwuod Crcek, on the other hand. is 58% owned bg,the industrial logger. 
and hits about 50 other landowners (vineyards, orchards, residences, small timber Imd owners, and small portions ol' 
public and land lrust ounctship). 

In short, assessment of the beneficial uses of water in these creeks is mostly an assessment of the impacts of 
industrial logging, and 01' the rules and ~eview praclices of the CA Dept. oC Forestry, the lead agency in the approval 
of all logging pl-us. 

Redwad Coast Watersheds Alliance members closely monitor timber management activities and othcr cvents in 
severdl of thc South Coast creeks, particularly Greenwood Crcek and Elk Creek. This report therefore includes 
more dehil, examples and supplementary documents for the South Coast creeks (see below). Cottaneva Crcek (on 
thc north coast) h i i  lhe distincdon of being one of only 8 (out of 27) watershcds where Louis1an.d Pdcific found coho 
salmon in L-P's I=% Fish Distribution sunleys. As with severdl of the south ccxts! crceks, Cotlaneva Creek is 
thcrcfore extrcmcly important to the sunibal of his species. 

The GrccnwcxdlElk community has btcn ac1ic.e for more than ten years seeking brt~cr prolecdon for [he beneficial 
uses of watcr in  Grccnwtxxl Creek and Elk Creek, an c f f w  that has i~~cluded six public interest lawsuits, a three 
year fish habitat and wuur quality rcstorition project funded by fivc fcdel.al and state agencies and private 
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donations, und numcrous public comment let!ers from the Elk County Hratcr District and l l~c Orcct~\vucd clWalcrshcJ 
Associat~on on Timber Harvest Ptnn filings and othcr management docurnants. 

The GreenwdELk community restoration project produced thc "Greenwood Crcck Watershed Projccl 1% Road 
Survey," which includes detailed spreadsheets on over hCXl sites of erosion in thc smallcr landowners' rural r w i  
systems, identified in suncys conducted according to H a g a s  & Weaver pm\tocols, o\,erset.n by Dr. Frcd Euphrat of 
Forest, Soil & Water. In 1997-%, thc project implemented road maintenance, stream crossing repuir (including 
installation of a llatcar bridge), and stream bank bioengineering work at high priority sites. The prc?jcct illso 
prcxluved a broadcast-quality video on its rrstcmtion work, enlitled "Roads & Fish." 

The "Greenwuocl Creek Watcrshed Project 1996 Road Surveyw--which was oonducted on smilll lundowncrs' nwdu- 
-contains the kind of information ha1 one would cspect to find in an industrial logging plan submiasion-that is, 
cumulative rcmd impact information. Former owner Louisiana Pacific would not prmit  project road surveyors a n  
itq mads, and current owner MRC has f'ailcd to conduct. or has failed to disclose, any m d  sumeys. Past and current 
THPs contain no cumulative rcwd impact infomarion, little or no information on future logging plans. and contain 
only generalized md concluso~y watershed assessment. 

In May 2CKX). a walcrshcd group lawsuit resulted in a broad ruling against several Mcndocino Reduud Company 
Timber Hanlcst Pluns. in which thc judge found that CDF and MRC had il!cgally failed to assess the incremental, or 
cumulativc, impacts of multiple logging plans o:.cr time, and in particular mention4 the company's l'ailurc to 
provide a long icrm Lhresl management plan for the laivsuit watersheds ( G r e e n w d  Crcck. Elk Creek and the 
Albion River). 

Mendwino Rcdwcxxl Company (MRC), the major landowner of the wdtershcds at issue in this rcport, abandoned 
the public prtxcss of Susbined Yield planning in January 2000. I t s  various management documents (allached by 
reference to its wcb sitcS) fail tn contain any watershed assessment or planning information for the creeks in 
question, or for cNher coastal watersheds. 

Rega~Ilcss of'  his lack of long term assessment and planning information, CDF has approved numcrous new logging 
plans in these watersheds over the last severa: years, often including clearcutting and clearculting-type mcthlxls and 
extensive road construction, on top of heavy impacts from over 100 years of past logging. (Sec THP bbles.) 

CDF is ''flying blind" when i t  comes to assessing the cumulative cff'ecb cf intense new logging acdvily in these 
watershcds. ~ u m ~ r o u s  rlew logging plans have been approved with no long term watershed management plan, and, 
in addition, no rccent fish surveys, no water quality'moniloring, no cumulativc road impact d'dlil, and no tools or 
measuremcnls o l 'wy kind to assess the cumlllative impacts to the beneficial uses d water. CDF has been guilty of 
approving plans thal have a critical lack of information. and also of approving plans [hat contain faisc information, 
as explained below. 

In Cirecnwocxi Creek, CDF has approved (or is in  the process of appro\ling) 13 new logging plat~s (much of i t  
clearcutting) I'or lhc major industrial landoi+lner, i n  the last two years alonc, despite strong evidcncc of impacts to the 
Elk town watcr supply and to the salmonid fishev, and despite the pleas of the Elk Counly Water District for water 
quality monitoring and standards. 'I'hese logging plans include an cstirnated 13 miles of' new road construction, and 
includc operdtions in many arcas of "high" and "extreme" Erosion Hazard. (See Mcndocino Redwood Conlpany 
THPs: Grecnwcmxl Crcek as of 5/01 ." Attachment no. 5.) 

THP 1-00-357 MEN in Gree.nwcd Creek is an example of the lack d'inl'omation and false inl'orrnat~on in Timber 
Hanlcst Plans approwed by CDF. This THP inrends to clearcut 77 acres adjacent to one of the community's major 
fish habitat and wiltcr qualily reslorilion sires. and intends to use the flalcar bridge ~nstalled by the restoration 
projecl, and the r t d s  whcre the cornmuniLy installed 3 miles of waterbrs. fbr logging operations. The cumulat~ve 
impacts assessment for THP 357 Fails iu mention the eatensivc restoration work i n  the arcs, and furthcrmorc aileges 
thut there arc no coho sulmon in Grecrrwood Creek, and marshals "Sevcn Pluofs" in suppon of this cc>nKnlion. The 
THP, however, fails to citc scvcml strong sources that are positive for col~o salmon, iucluding h m e s  vwlrer 
Louisiana Pacific's S11sfained Yicld Plan WWAA $4-Greenwood Creek, which stiitcs ~ I I C  Ibllowinl;: 



In its uOffi~ial  Rcspnsc" to public comment ior 357, CDF asserts that the SYP writers did nut rncan 
Greenwood Crcck whcn but meant anothcr area enlirely, dubbed "Cuffcy's 
Point" --an amn behind Greenwood Crcck, which drains off s catllc ranch and 
across Highway One to a 140 foot cliff 

" ... col~lo salmon populations are present 
(WWAA 84, p. 8,40). 

CDF furthcr asserts, in  this O.R., that there are in the South Fork of Grccnwuod ~ r c c ' k  (thc THP and 
restoration project bridge site), ~t!hilc failing to Pacific Fish Distribution survey dora for 
G r e e n w d  Crcck showing that L-P found 10 South Fork. (See attachmcnls nos. 3 1-38 - 
photo and maps showing Green\n:td Creek text of the SYP, CDF's "Official Response" 
on THP 357. and thc L-P fiiph data sheet.) 

CDF's absurd error of placing coho salmon drop-off (in order to a\.oid hiving them in 
Greenwrxwl Creck) is an in the cun~ulative impacts assessments for 
these THW- t h ; ~  is, ulterl y false found in THP 1-97-445 MEN, in Elk Crcck. 
where CDF permi~tcd rhc Snuth I1 stream, despite c!:idence that CDF 
had in hand (the L-P surveys) nf a rare find o f  coh salmon in the South Fork of Elk Creek in 19%. 1 

~ i t l ~ i n  Upper and Lower Greenwood Creek planning ~ .~a t~rsheds . "  

The "<10" coho salmon that L-P found in \he sout of Elk Creek in 1995 are apparently now gonc. THP 1-00- 
363 !MEN in Elk Creek contains evidence were found i n  this creek in the year 2000. (THP p. 
98) THP 363, howcver. fails to "connect include thc L-P fish survcy that fi~und coho salmon 
in 1995. 

CDF has approved a total of 17 logging plans for t major industrial Inndowncr in Elk Creck obcr the last few 
years Most of it is clearcutting. THP 363 alone c seven miles of new road construclion. Another 
landowner, Roger Burch, logged over 400 MEN. in lower Elk Creek, in 19%-a plan ihaL 
contained numerous nwd and siream erosion logging in the stream zones. 

Environrneniiil casc law describes cumulative ts assessment as a means of "ringing the alarm bcll" when the 
impacts of' multiple management projects to damage the natural resources of an arcu. The time for 
"ringing the alarm bcll" in these small ha5 tong since past-due lo h e  cumulntivc ncglect of our 
rcguletoiy aagencics, and the on-going is now time for triage. The salnlonid l'isheries and water 
quality in these streams arc obviously and in need of the emergency measure of 303(d) listing. 

The Redwood C o i ~  Walcrsheds Alliance propose listing for all south coast and north coast creeks that drain 
into the Pacific independently of ihe major rivers, conhin coho salrnr~n/steelhcd habitat and other 
bcnel'icial uscs of' water. Current and historical that these small independent drclinages are very 
impomnt coho I'ishcries that activity, and where, in fact, once abundanl 
coho salmon fisheries are no\s1 dying out, impacts, p o c ~  enforcement of the CA 
Forest F'riictice Rules. and by the 303(d) process. That negllcct 
musl end. 

SOUTH MENDOCIN0 COAST: An eatinctio In progress 'I 
Greenwood Creek, Elk Creek, Alder Creek, ~ s ( l o  Pass Creek, Brush Creak, Schooner Gulch 

There are a u u t n b c ~  ul' small, discreeb Mendwino oast watersheds south ol' he Navarro R ~ v e r ,  owned primarily by 
corporate timber i n t e r e s ~ ~ ,  that vnce had abundant oho salmon and srcclheiid but where the meager available survey 
data shows critically low and still declining numbc ', and where, indeed, [here is evidence (ha1 exlinclion of t h ~  
Coho snlmon is imminent. 

I I 
I 

This rcport includcs sis of thcsc Mcndocino creeks that drain indcpcndently into the Picif'ic Occan south of 

the Navam River. Greenwlood Creek, Elk , Alder Creek and Mollo Pass Creek arc primarily owned and 
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are being logged by the Mendwino Redwtmd Company (MRC), which bought out Louisiana PwiIio in July 1998. 
MRC ou:ns substantial portions of' the above watersheds, and small portions of Brush Crcck and Schooner Gulch. 
Brush Creek is ltxated just south or Alder Creek. Schcroncr Gulch is located south of Brush Creek and west of thc  
Garcia River. 

The coho salmon, as onc of the most sensitive s w i e s  in coastal watersheds, can bc compared it! thc ''canary in thc 
coal mine."' Hcrc is the lone and the short of it, as to the presence of coho salmon in the above mentioned creeks. 

Greenwood Creek: prcscn: in abundance in thc 1920's-1930s; seen by a lwal fisherman in 1975; found to be 
present in unpirhlished I .-P surveys in  1995; absent, however. in L-P's published sunteys in ,199.2-96; unequivocal 
statement, of coho presence i n  1.,P's SYP in h t h  the "uppcr and IOU-ern Oreenwood C.rcek areas; current MRC 
Ibresters now cla~minp that the coho salmon "is not known to be present"; CDF supporting these foresters and 
saying that h e  SY P \vrilers didn't mean " G r e e n w d  Creek," they meant "Cuffcy's Point'' (an area near town, 
unrelated to Greenwixxi Creek, with a 140 [tat drop off into the ocean). 

Elk Creek: prcscnt in abundance in the 1920s-1930s: local folks rcmcmber grandparents fishing fix coho in the 
south fork; present in uppe: Elk Crcek in  1979, absent by 1095: present in the south fork of' Elk Creek ( " < I  1)'' fish) 
in published t-P surveys in 1994-%: absent in MRC sunJeys. five pears later. in the year 2tWO. 

Alder Creek: N o  comment in SYP about coho. but 39.6 miles of cla5s I weams; fairly good steelhad; locals recall 
steelhead jumping banier a few miles up. 

Mallo Pass Creek: SY P saps coho salmon currently present; L-P 1994-96 published surveys found no coho; some 
stcelhcad. 

Brush Creek: SYP says historical coho, hut none seen since 1976. No survey data. 

Schooner Gulch: SY P says coho in some streams; L-P 1994-96 published surveys ftwnd no coho, some steelhead. 

What we itle seeing herc is a tragic tale of extirpation, happening before our vcry eyes-and in violation of 
numerous of our laws, includirtg the Clean Water Act. For several of the impacts that are driving this species to 
ext~nction are rvuler quility impacts inc!uding the muddying and poisoning of the streams with sed~rnerit and toxic 
herbicides, and thc creation of high water temperatures. another pollutant, caused by the human activity o!' 
overlogging. 

Th~s  report will irfcrence WWAA %-Greenwood Creek, WWAA %'-Elk Creek, WWAA 89-Alder Creek (and 
Mallo Pass Crcck), WWAA 91-Brush Creek and WWAA %Schooner Gulch, in Louisiatuz  pacific:'.^ Susmined 
Yield Plan jor Constal Metrdocino (SYP  95-003, March 11, 1997). Although L-P's SY P was never approved by the 
California Dcparlmenl of Fmstry-and although the Mendocino Redwood Company abdndoncd lhe SY P process in 
January 2000--L-P's SYP is still a source of infomatlon for the l'ormer L-P ownership, and is onc of the few sources 
avuilablc. 

111 its "OTTicial Rcspcmse" to public comrnenr for  THP 1-00-357 MEN. in Greenwood Creek, CDF states that, 
"Questions related lo the [L-P] SYP are not addressed herein, as inlricacies of a withdrawr! document do not hsve 
direct bearing, un the review of or oper;llions on this THP." (O.R., p. 5) . We disagree. In the absence ot' an SY P by 
the currenl orvncr,'l,-P's SY P bccomrs all the more imporrant as a source  tinf formation-for assessment of the 
cumulative impacts of iui iridividual THP, iis Tor a 303(c) listing. Even if lhere werr a comparable MRO 
munagcmcnt dwument-which there is not--the former vwncr.'s SYP would be I~ighly relevant m my assessmen1 d 
theso f~)rzst lands. (In an!: casc, CDT: violatcs its own prcniise, ia tlic very szmc C.R., by changitlg rhc SYP wrircrs' 
meaning lor the words "Greenwood Crcck" to"Cuffey7s Pointn-in order to remove the SYP who from Greenwuxl 
Creek, where MKC wanw ti> log. O.R.. p. 18. Attuchmcnt. 35). 

Current owner MRC provides no watershed assessment and planning information in 11s gcncral managerncni 
documents. The'two MRC dccumenk ha t  are available to the public are: 1) MRC's "Option A" which was 
approved b!: ODF in connection with a logging plan in Rockport (THP 1-99-505) in early 2000. The "Option A "  
received no public notice. A cop)! is apparen~l y available at CDF, and possibly at MRC's wlcb site i,v;u.w.mrc.cum), 
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and portions of' i t  arc includd in some individual TI-IPS. And 2) MRC's unofficial "ManagColcnt Plan. Pol~cies arrd 
Targets August 2(XX)," n document that has not undcrgonc any oflic~al public rcvicw or approval. (Scc attachments 
42,43, md 30.) 

Neither ul' the above documents contain any information about the wntershcds in our current repixi on these coastal 
streams. (The only ref'ercncc is in  the MRC "Management Plan" as to 19%) cutting levels - but i t  groups dl south 
cc%.t creeks togcthcr into one 'South Coast Inventory Block"). MRC has failed to conduct, or has fuilcd todisclosc, 
fish sunlcys or olher water quality studies since it took ownership of L-P lands in July 1998.' The "Public 
Summaries of' MRC Certification" thit were recently published by Scientific Certification Systems and by 
Smartwrmd also contain no watershed assessment and planning information, and no information on fisheries or 
water quality. (Attachment 40 and 41 .) 

The portions of the L-P SYP that are rclevant to fisheries are thc first ten pages of cach WWAA. The bblcs 
accompanying this repon (Table 1, Table 2, Tablc 3) that are identified by the WWAA number and dninage namc, 
summarize Lhe inrormation in the text o f  he SYP WWAA sections. The. Tables also include information from other 
sources. ror inslance. L-P's 1994-96 Fish Distribution and Temperah~rc s t~~d~e .s ,  and information from some non-L-P 
sources. 

Another reference used in this rcport is the NMFSRiburon fish survey report: Hi.storical a t d  Currrni 
PresenceIAbsenc~~ of Coho Sa/mo?r (Onrorhychus Kisu?c/t) in the Cerltral California Cmn ESU, April 1W, by 
Peter B. Adam z! a!. Administrative Report SC 9902. Southwest Fisheries Science Center, Sunta Crul., Ti bumn lah, 
National Marine Fisheries Scn'ice (3150 Rradise Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920). primarily ref #42 unpublished L P  
data, and # I 0  historical sunleps. (Attachment no. 24.) 

This report also contains information from CDF files of THPs, compiled by us into THP tables which provide THP 
number, acreage, silviculture methods and same notes. and, in the case of Greenwood Crcek. a breakdown of 
silviculture by acrcage, an estimatc of new road construction, notations. of landslide, r o d  and stream crossing 
problems and EHR, and morc extensive notes. 

The three tables prcparcd by Redwcmd Coast Watersheds Alliance for each south coast WWAA contain the 
following: I. Stunrnary of the SY P information having to do with fishcrics and water quality impacts (for insbnce, 
fish distribution, stream temps, road density, miles of Class I streams, no. of stscam crossings, highlchmnic shallow 
landslide potential, etc.), and including an extrapolation of sediment yicld, using an SYP Sormuia (tablc 3), and solne 
other basic watershed information (f.i., the results of our compilation of tree size data from the SYP Wildlib Habitat 
Kclationship (WHR) dau for the current period). 2. Other information available to RCWA (f.i.. a Sew items on coho 
absenceiprcscnce t'rom the NMFSI'Tiburon Lab fish survey report, and historical notes). 3. Summary of current 
logging (with attached tablcs ol current THPs). (Attachments 1-15.) 

We havc also included a deta~lcd summary of the L-P lY94-96 Stream Temperature rnon~toring results for each 
WWAA (see attached tablcs of stream tenlperature data). (Atrachments 4 and 13.) 

This report also includes our compilation of the tree size dala from the SY P's Wildlife Habitat Relationship studies 
far each wat.rshcd. (See Tablc J: Tree Farming on the Mendocino Ccmt, and Table 2: Liquidation Logging on the 
Mcndwino Coast.) This data reveals that. as of about 1997, Yl%, of thc avenge timbcr stands in this ownership 
were in 1 to 21 inch diameter Lrees (with the bulk of that, about SO%,, in 11 to l h  inch diameter trees), and only 3% 
contained the bigger trees (24 inch diameter or greater) needed by wildlife and flshcries. (.4ttachments 15, 16.) 

Of L-P's 28 cclasUl wiitcrsheds, c~nly 14 cunkined substantial percentages (in avenge timber srands) oS that last 3% 
of big trccs. All six south coast watersheds arc arnung those 14 watersheds. Percentage of the Last 3% of big trees: 

1 In THP'I-00-363, in  Elk Creek, MKC merely includes eviderlce of a fish survey-a list of species found. No survey 
data, methtwls or rcporl is ~ncludcd. CDF revwls in the O.R. (after plan approval; for THP 1 -0r3-357 that 1IKC 
conducted fish surveys in  Circenwd Creek rn 2000, but fails todisclovc thc surveys and only mentions one 
filidi~ig --tliut LLU E(IIIO werc C c ~ d .  CDF UIus prevents public scrutiny of the surveys and any comparison of Lhe current 
data on steelhead with part I.,-P stcclhctul dab. 
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Greenwood Creek, 5.Sfk, Elk Creek, 8.46, Alder Creek (and Mallo Pass Creek), 8.3%, Brush Creek, 10%, 
Schooner Gulch, 3%. Thesc arc sonic of' the highest percentages of the fe\v remaining big trccs in thc ownership. 

I t  is no great puxxle why these watersheds-especially Greenwood. Elk, and Alder Creeks--are currently getting 
hammered onc list time, even with the last coho salmon in these creeks at grni1c risk, and, in the msc of Greenwood 
Creek, a public water supply at risk. The enclosed Timber Harvest Plan tables for thcsc creeks reveal that currcnt 
owner MRC, aver a thrce year pcriod, is entering about 20% of its ownership in Greenwood, Elk and Alder Creeks. 
A! this riltc, they will cntrr ahcxtl658 of these forests over a ten year period. By comparison, about 40% of 
Grccnwmd Crcck was entered and logged during lhc height of the liquidation logging decade of 198(j- 1990. 

The intensity of MRC logging is clearly keyed to the Imt ions  nf the last big trees. The most dramatic example is 
this "high.$radinp" on an ownership level is the Albion River (not represented here), which contains the highest 
pcrccnt of big trces ( 169) in thc ownership, In 1999. MRC took over 20% of its annual cut out r>f the Alhion River, 
a watershed that comprises only 7% of' the ownership overall. The cutting lcvel for the sr~uth coast watersheds 
cannot be determined, sincc MRC lumps all these small watershods together as the "South Cnast lnvcntory Blirk" 
in its managcrncnt documents (g i~ing no specifics). (Attachmenl39.) However, the THP records rcvcal in~ensive 
logging of the wuth coast creeks by MRC. (Att~chment S-8. 14.) 

The two south ccu~st \vatcrsheds that are being hammered the most are Elk Creek. which contained thc only coho 
salmon rccordcd in the published L-P 1994% fish sunJeys in a region of I50 square milcs (Attachment 17). and 
Greenwood Creck, which supplics water to the Lown of Elk, and where L-P recorded another rare inslance of coho 
salmon in 1995 i n  unpublished studies (ref. #42 in the NMFS/Tiburon lab fish sunley rcport). (Attachment 24.) 

None of thesc srnallcr Mcndocino coast watersheds has  been given 303(d) protection, a decis~on that clearly had 
morc to du ~~r.ith timber industry influence on the process than it did with scientific evidence. At a hearing of thc 
North Coast Regional Wsctcr Quality Control Board, in December 1997, at which the local public water district and 
local watershed group petitioned for the re-listing of' Greenwood Creek (a petition thai L-P opposed), thc NCRWQC 
Btnrd denied Ihc petitii~n, and one Board member stated, "We have to let them log somewherr!" 

Grcenwud Creck appeared on the original 303(d) list ol sed~ment-impaired watersheds prepared by NCRWQCB 
staff, and was later removed from that 1st. The reason given ut that timc *as that it was "lw> small" Ibr 
considerdtion-only thc major rivers would be listed. 

History: the once abundant coho salmon 

Although these watershcds have a few big trees left (01' thc major industrial timber ownership's meager p~r t ion of 
3% of big trees), they havc been repeatedly hammered over the last few dccades, on top of cstremely heavy 
histoncal logging back to the 1 9 3 s  and before. The town of Grccnwcxd (also known as Elk) was once a booming 
Limber town, wirh a lumber mill on the beach and schooners from San Francisco loaa~ng up with high quality old 
gn)wth timbcrol'l' Cuffcy's Cove and thc Greenwood Pier. The forests w u n d  Elk helped to rcbuild San Francisco 
after the 19i)hcarthqudke ilnd fire. The hammering of these watershcds continued Lhrclugh the last century, with 
particularly devastating lugging by Lcwisiana Pacific in rhe latc 1980s and early 190s .  The l'act that there are any 
big trees left -evca a mec\gcr 3%--is like1 y attributable to the extreme steepness and dil'l'icult terrain o f  thesc 
geologically young walelsheds. 

According m CQF statistics, Mcndwino coast watersheds (incli~ding the L-P/MRC ownership) contained an avenge 
of 60,000 bowJ fcet of timber per acn in 1973 (begiming of the Forest Ractice Acl.) MRC's "Option A" (year 
2000) cluirns M avcrugc of 10.000 bfiac. I t  is like!y less than that (wen the Forest Stewardship Council 
"ccrtiiic~tion" grcbups questioned thc reliability of MRC's inventory data). But even at 10,O(K) bf/iic, the decline is 
obvious and dramatic. and the decline continues in  thc currcnt MRC program of logging 40.3 millic:\n bf!ac pcr yellr 
in these very depleted and damaged forests. 

The, loss of'rhe timher bwe i q  the harbinger of other losses. This final timber liquidation that is now occurring will 
likc.ly mean the loss of the Coho salmon for all time. Another species that is likely to be extirpated in the near future 
is  the mnrbled murrclel. (Of the four hlarblcd Murrelet detection sites l e f~  in Mendmino County, one is in Alder 
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Crcck, an uctuul ncst; thc ott~crshows up, ghostlikc, transient, in various surveys in Greenwood Crcck, but has never 
bccn locutcd.) 

fi~llowing is a description of the once-abundant Coho fishcry in onc of thcsc smaller drainages, Elk Crcck. The time 
perid is 1920-3!k 

' Two  or thrcc times each winter several of the mcn would take alumbcr wagon ut night aftcr work, drive t o  
the mouth ol' Elk Creck where, with about two sweeps with a large seine, the wagon would be filled with 
silver side [Coho] salmon. A year's supply of salted, smoked and canned salmon for the family wau 
i n ~ o l v d . "  

--( Rcminisccnces of a Town with Two Namcs: Grccnwwd K m n  Also As Elk," by Walter 
Matson, G r e e n w d  Civic Club. 1980, p. 32) 

Matsan f'uaher describes Coho salmon "ganging up*' in the Grcenwolsd Creek estuary, and lrxals rishing for 
steelhead in Aldcr Crcck and watching fish successf'ully jump a waterfall several miles into the Aldcr Creek 
wukrshed. (See attachlncnt no. 27, "Reminiscences. ..".I 

Louisiana Pacific's "Sustained Y ~elcl Plan Tor Coastal Mendwino" (SY P 95.003) states the iollowing aboul Coho 
salmon presence in south coast creeks: Greenwood Creek - coho present in upper and lower are&<. Elk C m k  - 
coho prcscnt in the upper and lower arcas. Alder Creek - no comment cm Coho, Mallo Pass Creek - coho 
currently preseni. Brush Creek -coho historically present but not seen since 1976. Schooner Gulch - ctdn 
prcscnt in some streams. (SY P95-003. WWAA WGreenwood Creek. $7-Elk Creck. 89-Alder Creek. 89-Mallo 
Puss Creek, 91-Brush Crcck, %-Schooner Gulch. The coho ~nformation is generally on or near p. 8 and repeated on 
or near p. 40) 

The L-P 1994% Fish Distribution surveys, however, record the rollowing, for Coho salnlon in rhcse same creeks: 
Greenwood Creek: 0. Elk Creek: el@. Alder Ctwek: 0. MaUo Pass Creek: 0. Brush Creek: no survey data. 
Schooner Gulch; 0. 

This contradictic~n bet\.vecn the SY P and the same company's fish distribution survcys is typical of the infcmnation 
situation regarding Coho salmon on the south coast. Information is hard lo find, fragmentary, incompicte, often 
conlrddicbry, and includes little or no current survey efforl to detcrminc  he status of this extremely endangered 
fish. One thing is  certain, however: This once abundant I'ishery 1s facing extinction. 

'I'he Rcdworxl Cimt  Watersheds Alliance had to thrcatcn a Public Information A d  lawsuit to oblain the releace of 
the L-P 1994-96 Fish Distribution sunfeys-data thal had been used by CDF in  its approval of THP 1-9-445 MEN, 
but was no1 disclosed. At the time of the release of this fish data (fall '98), the then new owner MRC inserted a 
frontispiece, undcr the title page of the reports, stating that the surveys could not be used io detcrmtnc the status of 
the Coho salmon. MRC's forester for 'I'HP 1-W-445 stated the same, and added that "more focused population 
surveys are reqjrired in order M determine the status of the Coho salmon." [emphasis added1 (Lcttcr of' MRC's Ruqs 
Shivcly to CDF, 10113:9t?, re: THP 1-97-445 men.) No such sunreys have becn fixthcoming, however. 

The numbers Ibr .srcelhcnd in the L-P 1994-96 surveys are sorneivhat better: Greenwood Creek: from <lo to& 
stccll~cad (3 yrs, 5, of 9 survey sitcs, with 8 samplings showing 40-t steclhead). Elk Creek: el0 to 40t sleelhcad (3 
yrs, 16 ol' 19 survcy sites, with 7 samplings showing 40-t); Mallo Pass Creek: c10 to 40t steelhead (3 yrs, 2 of 2 
survey sitcs); Alder Creek: 410 ti] steelbead (3 yrs, 10 of 16 survey sites - with decline evidcni). Brush 
Creek: no current data. Schooner Gulch: <I0 up to 40 sleelhead (2 yrs, 3, of 4 survey sites). 

The L.-P 19()4-LX Fish Distribution sarveys f'cwnd the Coho salmon to be absent in 19 of27 w a ~ r s h d s  (in the entire 
coasd ownenhip). In the 8 (of 27) watcrshcds where any coho at all wcre found, the coho was absent in 66% o l  the 
s t r e i s .  Ovcrdll (all 27 watersheds) the Coho was abscnl in 90% of thc streams in thc owne~sliip. 

Estimated numbcrs of Coho salmon in the 8 ( o u ~  of 27) watershcdv where Coho wcrc rccordcd in 1994%: So. 
Fork Eel River (from < I  0 up to 40 ~ndiv~duals at 10 of 48 sun1cy sites), Cottanevo Crcck (<I@ individuals at 5 of 
17 survey sites), Noyo River (<I0 up to 40+ ~ndividuals at 18 of 55 survey sitcs), Alblan River (<I 0 up to& 
individuals a1 I9 of34 survey sites including 4 recordings of40+ individuals), Navarra River (from <I0 up to 48 
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individuals at 16 of 96 sun:cy sites, with coho mostly I w t c c !  in thc north branch and r n ~ i 1 1  stern), Big River (from 
<10 up to 40 indi\.iduals at 1 1 of 58 survey sites, with coho mostly located in thc norih fork), Garcia River ((1 O 
individuals at I of' 18 survey sites - a scluth fork site), and Elk Creek (<I0 individuals at 1 of 19 survcy sitcs - a  
south fork sile). Overull, in the L P  lW!X Fish Disttibution sunlcys! steelhead were present in 18 of 27 
watersheds (absent in 9). (Note: The L-P 1994-96 Fish Distribution and Temperature studies ivcrc submitted by us 
as  public comment on L-P!MRC's SYP, and arc available in the public comment records of the SYP and several 
THR.) 

Although the L-P 1994-96 Fish Distribution surveys were not high quality md were not measuring population joniy 
location), fish hic~lngisr Dr. FAmlrnd Smith. in reviewing the L P  1996% data for thc ownership, statcd that, 

Thc rcsults of cvcn this very limited survcy of 20 some basins andlor watersheds (there are various 
numbers stated in the report) indicate that the ~almonid pop~~lat ions are rot only stressed but may be 
drivcn to levels from which they cannot return. 

--Edmund Smith. 1/21/99, to CDF re: SY P 9S-fM3 
(Atbchment nu. 30) 

The situation of ihe Cr~ho salmon on the south Mendocino coast is perhap the most cr'tliml of all. I t  appears that we 
are losing this spccies right now. 

Additional cvidcnce indicates that the numbers of south coast Coho salmon are still falling. For inslance. the L-P 
1994-96 fish suneps  recorded a find of"c10" coho salmon in Elk Creek in 1995. Recently, the currcnt owner 
MRC, in its submission of THP 1-00363 MEN, included alist nl' specics found in Elk Creek in lhc ycar 2000. No 
coho salmon wcrc found. Coho salmon numbers have, in other words, gone from "<10" fish lo zero fish over the 
last five years. (MRC did not include survcy dam, me~hrxls, timing, locations ar any repoli -just a list of species 
found.) 

The NMFS-Tlburon L i b  report includes evidence of the presence of Coho salnron in the uppcr Elk Creek tributaries 
in 1979. in Mallo Pis  in 1919, and in Greenwood Creek in  1996. The Coho is abscnt in all three places In the L-P 
19944% surveys. The upper EM( Creck coho declined from present to absent between 1979 and 1995. 

The'discrepncy bctwccn L-P's published and unpublished fish survey data for C3~cnwcxxl Creek-a find of coho in 
I W5 in the unpubljshcd data, in thc NMFSiTiburon Lab r e p r t  (ref. #42), and no coho salmon f o u ~ ~ d  in the 
published 1%-% survey data-is puzzling. Recendy, MRC foresters have been contending that Lhcrc arc nocoho 
salmon in Grcenwnod Creek, and have marshaled "cvidence" to support this assertion, locally dubbed "The 7 PrwSs 
of thc Nun-Ex~stence of Coho wfmon in Cirecnwocxi Creek" One of the "proofs" thal these foresters put forward is 
a slreiim survey, 34 ycars ago, in which the stream surveyor records seeing stcclllead but says nothing aboul coho, 
and admils (in a handwritten note found in the THP addenda pages) that thc slream was "too muddy from recent 
rains 10 see too many I'ish," (See THP 1-00-357 MEN, p. 58, and addendum p. 84, and THPs 1-00-177, MEN and 1- 
00-3 12 MEN.) 

'Nhile marshalling flimsy "evidence" such as this, these MRC foresrcts ienore all evidence to the contrary, ~ncluding 
a fisherman's decltiriticm (attachment 26, Jesse Russell), the Nh.1FS1Tiburon Lab report (unpublished L-P sunjeys 
found cchu in 1995), ihe hiscoricu! repon of coho "ganging up" in the estuary ("Reminiscences ..."), and the 
uncquivocil statanent in the fol.mcr o\wner L-P's SYP lhat the coho is "prescni in both the Uppcr and Lower 
Grccnwocxl Crtek planning watersheds" (attachment 36). 

Water quality impairment of south Mendocino coast ci-eeks 

To our knowledge, there is turbidit), duh for only onc of thc south coast creeks. Greenwood Creek, whlch is being 
s e p m t e l y  submrtled bjt thc Elk County Water District. In addition, 25% of thc Greenwood Crcck wntcnhcd hm 
been survcycd for croslon sources on  rural roads, and numerous such crosion sources were found (attachment 44). 

For Greenwtxxl Creek, and the othcr coasbi crecks at issue here, L-P's SYP and I'ish distribution and tcmpcraturc 
studies provide information on cohol~tcelhcad ahsence/ptesencc and distribution survey numbers, mean daily watcr 
tempetxture, ntlrnher nf days at high temperatures, perccnlages oi'strci~rn shade, r-tings !or pool dcnsily and LWD. 
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timber square I'ccr of basal meit per acre, tree diameters (average stands), late scrd dcsignarions, riwd density, 
percentage ol' shallou~ landslide ptential, percentage of land with "extreme" Erosion Hxard, miles of Class 1 
strcams, thc numbcr of s t m m  crossines per square mile, the mila of road within 100 feet of streams, percentages of 
surfwc soil crwion haz,ard, numbcr of known slidcs, a fonnula for p&ic!ing the avenge incrcasc in tolal erosion 
nnd in sediment yicld pcr I'ULU~C cntrics, and c~thcr items of infonnation on the natural resources that arc at risk in 
each watcrshcd. Tables 1 ,  2. and 3, record the S Y P  findings for wch watcrshcd on thc abovc item list, and other 
information. 

In addition to this rich load of &to. thc Timbcr Harvcul Plans for t h ~ c  watcrshcds pnwide addit~onal ~tcms or 
information. Rw jnstancc, THP 1..00-357 MEN contains stotelncnts about "dcstructivc" past logging pmticcs in 
Grecnwaod Crcck (THP p. 44) , and the plan submitter's intentions to "reestablish" thc canopy in this damaged 
watershed (THP page 11) an11 trr "minimize" sediment production in currcnt operations (THP p g c  53). This THP 
also reveals high stream kmpclratures (THP page 53) and low rhreshold standards for fisheries and water quality. 
These are typical sutcmcnts in THPs in these watersheds. and demonsuate, time and again, e picture of very 
damaged resaurces that ore poing to be further damaged, with few or no actual measurements or hard data lo 
monitor what is trcuning as the rosult of yet another logging plan. 

As the attached ?HP tables (rnc~stly Tor MRC logging plans) show, CDF has approved numerous new logging piws 
in these south coast creeks in [lie 1997-2MK) period. The plans are characterized by clearcutting or clearcutring-type 
methods. MRC mis-cbamteri7es many ni  its logging operations as "altemativc" prescription. Thc words 
"alternative" or "variable rekntion" appear in  the first pages oi the logging plan. You have to read dccp into the 
logging plan-sometimes beyond pagc XI-- to discover that the Rules define their "alternative" as il clearcut. In 
almost cvery case, MRC's "alternative" is a 90% clearcut. (A typical example is THP 1-00-357 MEN, in which rhe 
words "altcmati~~" or "variable retention" appear on p. ! and p.5, and not until p. 33 does  he word "clearcut" 
appear. when they are required to state honestly what the silvicultllre will be.) 

The Forcst Stcwwtlship Council's "Public Summary of MRC Certification" stales that MRC intends to phasc out 
"even-aged" forest management (i.e, clearcutling) by the y w  2050 A.D.- that is, -37 years from now. ( S m a r t w d  
"Public Summary of Certificatiun," p.5. Attachment no. 41.1 Thesc watersheds are thcrclixe very likcly to he 
subjected 1c1 various l'orms of clearcutting for another, 50 years. MRC's clearcutting practices include "traditional" 
(100%) clearcuts, "alternative" prescription (80% to 90%) clearcuts. sheltemood removal (a 3 stage cicarcul), secd 
tree removal (a 2-stage clearcut), and various kinds of "transition." "rehabilitation" and "group selection" cleiucuts. 
Eighty pcrcent ol' MRC % logging plans contain some form of clearcutting (as the enclosed THP ublcs show j. In 
IW, 30out of 50 hlRC logging plans contained "alternati~e" prescription (90%) clearcuts. (Alkchrnent no. c.) 

The silsiculturc IS broken down by acreage in the most detailed of the THP ubles, the one h r  reccnt MRC activity 
In Grecnwcxxi Creek (entitled "Mendwino Redwood Company THPs: Greenwocxi Creek as of 5/01" - 2 pages - 
attachment no. 5).  This table shows recent logging plans by MRC in Greenwind Creek, moslly 1998-2000 plans. 
with a few still active, or recently operated, older plans. The total of 'kltcrnative" prescription clearcutting IS 836 
acres. The lolol of other Soms of clearcutting is 843 acres, The grand total for clearcutting-type logging is 1.679 
acres, or 744; of' thc total current and recent logging acreage (tot, logging acreage 2,264 acres). 

Thcsc MRC THPs in the small south coast watersheds arc also characterized by logging operations in the very stccp 
and unstable ridges of these geologically young coastal creeks, extensive new road construction, and winter 
operations (In all the plans). THP 1-0-363 MEN in  Elk Creek includes approximately 7 miles of' new road 
construction i n  this plan alone (a duplicative road that they are going to construct within a Sew hundred feet of an old 
road, along the top ol Ule ridge). The Orecnwood Creek THP tablc (I'or recent MRC logging plans-attachment 5) 
provides a raugh estimate of 13.75 miles or new road construction in G r e c n w d  Creek. In a rcccnt THP in Alder 
Creek, the timber operator cut lwo thousand feet ol' mistaken r c ~ d  (THP 1-00- 125 MEN am. 4); in Elk Crcck. THP 
1-99-156 MEN was amcndcd (am #31 to indude heavy equipment operations in the winter period. (See below for 
morc dccails .) 

MRC provides no curnuliitiva road impact information for these watersheds in its THPs. The estimatc 01' new road 
construction in  Grecnwcxd Cleck is ther.el'or.e. a gueslimate-obtained by volunteers pouring over many individuitl 
THP road maps, ortcn of different scale, with diffe~trrt kirlds of designaliuns ror new and existing rc~ads, and with 
pocv quality rcprcxiwtinn. hdRC claims to bc using better road construction practices (an i~np~uvcn~cnt that L-P 
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aclually began sevcl-al years before its exit ftr~rn the r e d w a d  busincss). MRC ultcrly Iailq to assess the c~lnl~llali\~c!. 
~wtershed-ividc inipacts of the new and old nud construction. Further, these "be~ter pr,~cticcs" clften rncan logginp 
in estrcmely sleep and unslablc areas that were not easily accessible in thc past, such as In T'HP 1-9'9- IlcX MEN, 111 

Grccnir,oocl Creek. where a road is constructed out on an extremely thin, crumbly spur ridge io acccss tlmbcr. 3 % ~  
above-rnentiond impacts from thousands of feet of duplicati\:e or "mistaken" road, ticavy equipment usc 111 i\lintcr, 
and "wintcr ups" in dl plans. belie the claim nf "better practices." 

Anifr'ier iinp%Gmcni--fort\lhich there is no monitoring and almost no information-is the use or Garlon and orher 
toxic herbicides to poison unwanted trees and brush. These THPs c.onkun no  information on the use of tosic 
I~erbicidcs. The Forest Stewardship Council "Public Summarl; o r  Ccrtil'ication" states, as a condillon of  
"certif~cadon," that MRC will "writc a srarcment" of its "commitment" to phase out chetnical herb~cidcs by MI'%, 
o\,ci four ycnrs tirnc and the remaining 40% "over  he long run." (SCS "Public Summary," p. 19 - attachment no. 
40.) We don't knoiv what "\vriting a suternent" means, nor how or on what lime-table this phase out \vill (%cur. 
We d o  know t b i ~  MRC is using Garlon and Arsenal. but we don't know how much, rvhcrc o r  when iMRC docs not 
providc public noticc. and there is no public accountability procedure). 

Garlon is known to bc toxic to juvenile salmon. According to tosics expea Dr. Marc Lappe oi' CETOS (Center for 
ELhics and Touics), "Garlon hlts dramatic and disturbing sub-acute loxicity for threatened and endangcrcd salmonid 
spccles, specifically a low-levcl toxicity (down to 30 ppb) on swimming ability of juvenile coho salmon." Cibltion: 
"Baron,  M.G. ct al, "The Pharmacokinetics and mehbolism of triclopyr Ester in Coho Salmon." Aquatic 
To+~col~~~p' ,~i ih( i ;  v01. 16, pp. 19-3 I . 

G r c e n c ~ c ~ x l  Creek is the only creek for which turbidity data i s  available, since it is regularly tested by  he Elk 
County Watcr Dislrict. Thc turbidity during s b r m  events literdly goes "off the charts" according to ECWD 
data-spiking at SO0 to 1(XK) ntu, while the CA Department of  Health Services standard for public d n n k ~ n g  willcr is 
point 5 (0.5). The ECWD is generally able to filtcr out the turbidity I'rom the town drinking ivatcr--though a "Boil 
Water Order" had to be issued in March 1998. The fish, however, havc no ab i l i~y  to rni~igatc such impacls. And \he 
cost of making the Elk town water drinkable for humans is very high. This cost, as well as thc cost 01' monirorine 
the water, l i l ls entirely on Elk rd~e-Payers. Hooding damage, causing a threat to the physical safety ol' tllc town 
urells, has cost fcdcnl  FEMA money. 

Thesc small crustal waiersheds have a very similar logging histnry, and often very similar geology. It is reasonable 
t o  assume thal Lhc turbidity ol' Elk C.reek and the other watersheds is similar to Greenwood Creek. CDF'S Brad 

s. .-- ,L 

Vatcntioc reports &;;lsidkiable cvidcnce of a high sediment load in Elk Creek, in his Pre-Hanest Inspection [or THP 
1 - 9 7 - 4 5  MEN. 

Ltxal residents, who havc made visual obsen'ations on thc coat after rainstorms, report muddy conditions in the 
Green~vrkd Crcck estuary, and mud plumes in the ocean coming from G r e e n w c d  Creck and Elk Crcck. A 
photograph of thc G r e e n w a d  Creek estuary on Greenwood Slate Beach, laken by Michacl Minds after winter 
storms in 19%. ret,eals eslremely muddy water pouring thmugh the estuary out lo sea. (Atbchment no. b.) By 
comparison with the Navarro Rivcr, which displays a huge tnud plume (at least 5 nlilcs out in the %can) arrcr hear.); 
rains and which lakes 4 t o  5 days toclear up, Greenwood Crcck's and Elk Creek's mud plumes are not quite big, 
and tend to clear up in 2 to 3 days (possibly because these nvo watersheds are "V"-shaped u!ith skcp, confined 
channels Lhat flush thc sediment out more quickly. as opposcd to the wide, flat Navan.0 River). 

As tocii;_o!~~over, slrcam shade (for Class 1's through Ill's), Tog drip effects, and other fishcries and ivaler quality 
, :.;, .' 
~ s s u e s  pertaining to7he s-i7,e 01. trces and density of the fc~resr, mosi of the big trees in these small watcrsheds haw 
removed by logging. Louisiana Pacific Wildlife Habitat (WHR) data, for instance. reveals that Yo-97% of the 
average timber stands in six of these smaller watersheds conbined trees of I to 13 inch diameter (with thc bulk of 
that-about 504:--in 11 to 16 inch diameter). and only 3-104; were in trees of 24 inch diarncler or greutcr. as of 
about 1996-97 (with thc 10% of' big trees in Brush Creek being a very small timber holding). 

As a rcmiridcr, the coast redwood is capable of' g o ~ v i n g  10 70+ feel in  diameter. These soulh r m t  creeks are among 
the few places with a bit of Limber left, and a few pockets of decent wildlire and fish habitat. bui 111c overall piclurc 
is one ol'calaslrophic dcpletic~n, serious loss of biodiversity and of soil nutrients, and various kinds ut wakr  
pol! ution. 

:':>. " .--A . -  - -. 
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7'ht SY I' give4 a shade prcentage lor Elk Crcek of only 1 6 0 ~  in the ''high" category, and r~lati\~cly high pcrccntigcs 
ol' "high" for thc other w,atersheds. I f  the canopy is broadly conceived, however, as the forcs~ co~.cr  I'or Ihc cnlirr 
ecology of thc wu~crshecl, there is'u very serious lack of big trees tocrcate moist, shadcd condi~ions I'ur ~tr~: i l~ l is .  iL5 13 

rcile$$d L? $c.high.l;trea? tcmpcmturcs. (Attachments 4. 13.) 

Although MRC 1i)gging plans contain no information on new road construction in the \+latershed assessment area. 
nor any conipiled o r  compamtive figures, fc~llowing are more details on three recent csamplcs of esccssive rowd 
conslruc~ic\n i n  cstremely steep and unstablc areas, which wiH creak additional future impacts on the fisheries. 

I )  One recent pl;ul. in Elk Creek, proposed 7,000 fect of new road, 5,000 of which parallels an existing road only 
?OC)-300 feel away from the new one, with a b u t  1,000 feet of h e  new roaj  a1 the top of an old dcbris slidc. dircctly 
upstream irom ihc sitc of the ">10" Coho found in 1995 (THP 1-W363 MEN); 

9) In a recent plan in Alder Creek, the Licensed Timber Opentor cur 7,.OCIO leet of new road in thc wrong place and 
MRC sought tn amcnd (1li.s "mistake" inlo Lhe plan with no inspection and no cn\:ironrnental review (THP 1-03 177 
MEN am. #4) : and 

,.," ,. G. .-A - . - -. .. 
?) l o  a rccent plan in Greenwood Crcek, the plan proposcs using a restoration project bridgc across a Class 1 stI-Can]. 
and acrumblg old fire road (Sky Ranch So. Fork Road) wherc the community did estensive waterbarring t r y  reduce 
sources of erosion. in ardcr to move very heavy logging equipment (a  cablc yarder, a second flakat hridgc. and 
logging trucks) across the creek and up the old mad. This So. Fork Road was found to bc cmc of thc highest sites Of 

erosion i n  the projcct rc~ad survcys. (Attachment no. 44, "Sites c)f High Erosion," Appendix B.) The plan further 
proposcs re-constructing the enlire length of a very old ndgetop (about 6,00CI feet of ruad) in ardcr to log 77 acres of 
what the plan dcscribcs as mostly (about 70%) knoak, i n  an extremely steep area directly abovc a lish-bearing 
creek. (THP 1 -00-357 MEN.) 

Though the public cannot compile and coniparc road statistics in these aatcrsheds-since the logging company 
provides no inforn~ation-the perils to the las t  remaining Coho and Steelhead populations can be imagined from the 
cxamples given. h r e n  with "nicxlern forest practices." and expert road builders, the curnulatire impacts will likcly 
be d.c?.;astz!i~g: ?!n-isk analysis is provided in these THPs-other than guesses and surmises, with thc ~onclusion 
that thcre will bc no cumulative impacrs. As for long term waleshed planning, Ihc kinds of information that might 
havc been provided in an SYP(and which L-P's SYP attempted to provide)-new road mileage, rtud erosion 
cslimates, PI-cdic~cd increases in erosion and sedimentation, density of stream crossings, fish survey data, risk 
ratings, etc.--is non-existent (or undisclosed) for the cumnt period. 

The criticisms ill' [he CA Forest Practice Rules. thc THPreview proccss, and CDF enforcenienl that have bccn 
levelcd by the Natimal Marine Fisheries Service, in its Final Rulings and othcr documents. by Dr. Leslie R e ~ d  and 
olhcr scientists, itnd by other government agencies, havc never been more apt as applied to the loss oi' thc I'ishcrics 
and wilLer quality in these small coastal walershcds, and the utler neglect of beneficial uses. While major rivc.rs i n  
Mendwino Counly are now beginning to rcceive some attention from the 303(d) prcwess, the beneficial uses of 
Lhese smaller watersheds are in the proccss of being lost, and for some of the uscs, such as the coho salmon fishcq,. 
the loss will be irrcparablc. 

I.,". a. .-- i . - ... .. 

ELK CREEK (WWAA 87) 

Elk Crcck is un cscmplar of this in-progress extinction of the coho scltmon. Thc description by Walter Matsnn of lhe 
wagons fi l l1 (>I' "silver-side" salmon in the 1920s- 1930s is in stark contrast to the survey numbcrs oi L{rday. 

Thc "<lo" Coho salmon reporled i n  the L-P 1994-96 surveys in  the south I'orrlt of Bk Creek were the only Coho 
mlmon rccordcd in thosc surveys in the enlire 18,O acre Elk Creek drainage-and were also the only Coho salmon 
recorded i n  thosc surveys in the entrt-e region from Greenwood Creek to Alder Creek (approsimalely 150 square 
milcs). 
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In the !.car 2(XH)-fivc gears and 17 logging plans later- he ncbv owner, Mendcx~no Ketl~vckd Cornp'tn),. quictly 
noied lhc Elk Creek I'ish species t'ound in a year. 20Cm survey ( in  THY 1-lX,-363 MEN). Cohn salmon is absent I rt ltll 
the YiL. X:?.R,2c,3 !says n o b n g  about this decline. I t  provides no descliption of survey methrdcls. nor an)' study 
parameters or othcr findings regarding the year 1,000 survey. The THP further fails to notc the prcrlous presence 
and the critically low number oC Coho recorded in thc 1W4-96 sunreys, although those (10 Coho w r c  
located riphr downstream of THP 363. 

The NMFSiTiburon Lab report indicates that thcrc were Coho salmon in the upper \i:;ltcrshcd tributaries of Elk 
Creek in 1979 (Thrc,e Springs Creek, Sulphur Fork and Soda Fork). In  1945, no coho were recorded. 
lNMFSiTiburon Lib rcpcm, ref. #42; and the L-P 1994-96 surveys - Atlachmcnt no. 24). 

Clearly, Dr. Smith's warning is conling rue in Elk Creek. Coho in the upper arm in 1979. No coho rccvrdcd in that 
area in 1995. Coho in the south fork only, in 1%5. No coho recorded in 2MK) i n  the whole of Elk Crceli. 

Inlense logging has been taking place during these alarming dcclincs From presence to absence. During the 19250 
1 9 9 5 . - ~ r i f . & ~ ~ P  'keiirnc ~otorious for i t s  "liquidation logging" practices. In 1997, when L-P announced that it \~t.; 
selling out, fomicr CDF Director hchard Wilson said. "It's sad but i t  really should bc no surprise. El erybcxly knew 
they were culling themselves out of busincss." (Santa Rosa Press Democrat 1019) 

In thc prcsent pel-itui-during which the sourh fork Coho declined fmm present to abscnb-thc Mend1:cino F k d i v d  
Company has had a rota1 of' 17 logging plans (so far)-all of which contain all or partial clearcutting. combincd ~ : i t h  
extensive new, road conslruction. MRC oM:ns about 14,000 acres of this 18.001) acrc coastal u~atershed. There is 
almost no other management activity in Elk Crcek escept logging. No dams. No human habitations. No vineyards. 
No gminp. No lxnches, 

THW 1 -(XI-249 MEN and 1-00-363 MEN are panicularly uoublesomc. Topcrhcr with THP I-98-2% (Roger 
BurchiRedwtxxl Empire), thcy represent 731 acres of current logging surrounding the onc place In Elk Creek. the 
south fork. whcrc Cohcl were rnund  he "<In" Coho in Ihc L-P 1W4-96 sun;c):s). This i s  in addillon In Lwr) orher 
ticz:+~y hfRCCTl-fFsT-I -99--156 and 1-99-161, totaling 387 acres of logging, for a grand total of I ,  118 acrrs ol'i.urrelJ1 
logging surrounding and influencing this fragile fishery. 

THP 363, ~n add~tion to cveqthing else, includes 7,000 feet of new road construction. MRC logging plans in Elk 
Creek typicakly include. many violations of good forest practice, such xi wintertime heavy equipment operations on 
dirl roads, logging in very steep and unstable areas, and excessi\.e rwad cclnstruction. Roger Burch's THP 1-%-2(& 
included logging in the stream protection zones of Class 1's and 11's. and numerous stream crossings i n  an cs t remcl~~ 
landslide-prone area-lhc migration path of tllc Coho lo the south fork. MRC typically slays out or the standard 
tvidth Class I and I 1  strcam zones, hut logs in Class Ills. 

As is indicated in the SY P f'om~ulas for preii~cted increase in erosion and predicled sediment, loggin6 roads and 
logging do create cmsion. Erosion runs do\nJnhill from Class IIls, to Class Ils, to Class I fish habitat-and adds to thc 
already grcul sediment itnd olher impacts that are destroying h e  Coho. L-P kmpenlurc readings in Elk Crcek in 
1 % 4 ' - ~ r c t $ d  H i  d8ys Lf highs of I5 to 16.5' C. While these are not the most lethal temperatures in Mendocino 
County, therc arc nevertheless lethal, and they are an added impacr ton dying fishery. 

In THP 1-97-45 MEN (south i'orkj, CDF nppro\/ed 418 acres of clearcutting. 1% acres or selection. and 7 milcs of 
road construction dircctly upslrarn from the "(1 O" Coho salmon. This plan was only partially Ii)ggcd, and was lalcr 
declared iilegal by the courts on Spotled Owl issues, and on an irregular "\vatershed assessment area-WAA" that 
excluded THP 1-98-266 and othcr THPs. Formcr CDF biologist Brad Valentine had this t o  say about Elk Creek. in 
his pre-harvest inspection report for THP 1-97-445 MEN: 

"All thc small class I1  and Ill \f:atercnurses I observed displayed evtdence of pre-Forest Practice Rules 
timber harvest. Wcxxly debris loading was high and sedimcnt StOrdgc was great .... In the Soul11 Fork, 
excessive log and sedirnenl loading was apparent in thc section wc walkcd bcnvcen Untt 9 and 16. The 
flood plain here rvns very mamhy with standing water, emergent hydrcrphytes. and redwocd snags that had 

?.,".. z*..-<... 

d ~ e d  when-iheii foots became permanent inundated, This section of stream, which is located within the 
THP's channel in\:cntarg Section BtoB did not match thc dcscriptio~l i n  the THP. Sediment luading. which 
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- ~t:wit+bc.grat ewn in the marshy area e\:en was c\:lde.nl downstream \\:here thc cxtcnl o l  Ihc marsh 
diminishccl." (PHI, p. h, 11/21/97, AR 1136, Mcndocino Superior Court case nos. 7M23 and KlC)7:3) 

This rhc THPIPHI in which Valentine? and also CDFG's Troy Kelly, nntcd that the f~~rcstcr  has shw'n thcln fish 
dala in the held. Kclly notes lhat it was data from L-P's Fish Distribution sur\.e.ys, which he thought was attached In 
the SY P. The fish datii was not included in their reports. Later public inquiv of CDF nctted zip lish tlau. (This 
was the famous "<II)" Coho salmon that led eventually to the rclease of all of the L-P fish data-a ?ear 
later- during prepwation of a Public Information Act lawsuit.) 

CDF suppressed thc L-P fish data for B k  Creek (and did not reveal it unttl after THP 445 was appn)ircd). It showed 
that CDF had apprt3vcd 'THP445 with a Coho salmon stream (the sc~uth Ibrk) classified as a Class II  (non-fish 
bcaring) stream. 

Thara'oc)~~ shrfis up-the .situation in Elk Creek. Lies, lies and more lies. End rcsult: Coho exllnction. 

Greenwood Creek (WWAA 84) 

I n  Greenword Creck, a similar struggle has txcurred over hasic fish information. Currently, MRC foresters are 
trying to "pnwe" that there arc no Coho salmon in Greenwood Creek-largcly using "ncg dec" evidence.. such as a 
I-day slrcarn survey in 1% in which no Coho were obsenaed, and anecdotal information, \r.hllc ignoring and failin€ 
to cite evidencc 01' Coho. 

The Matson h~slor)' book describes Coho salmon in the 1920-30s "ganging up" in the Greenword Creek eslual?: 
(belcw a fish ladder that carly Fish and Game officials had required in  thc L.E. White Co. log pond a1 the mouth 0f 

Greenwood Crcck during that period). The Louisiana Pacific's Sustained Yield Plan (SY P 95-(X)3, published 
31 1'1.l97)Siia~Ihe NMFS17iburon Lab report both indicate Coho salmc~n in Grccnwood Creek in the I Q96 period. 
(Also, fisherman Jesse Russell's declaration cites coho in Green~vtnxl Creek in 1975). SY P 95-03 slates the 
following: 

"Coho salmon are known to reside in the streams of WWAA W, where L-P [the prcvious owncr] has cs~nblishcd 6 
fish distribution sampling sites (Map 8). The litemture review conducted for the SYP yielded ink~rmation indicating 
that coho populalions are prcscnt within thc Upper and Lower Grecnwcwd Crcck planning watcrshcds." (SY? 95- 
003, page 8.40, WWAA 84--Greenwood Creek) 

The L-P 1994-Yh Fish Distribution sunreys, hcwever, found no coho i n  Grcenwc-nwl Creck. Thc Nh1FS:Tiburon Lab 
record of Coho i n  Grccnwood Creek in 1995 ref. #42 refers to unpublished L-P data. The relationship belwecn this 
unpublished data and the L-P 1994-96 Fish Distribution sumeys is unclear. The t~t:o L-Psources are contndictory 
as lo Coho salmon In Grecnwcxxt Crcek during the 1 W 9 6  period. 

<,,w. a,.-- -... - -  - -. 
In onc logging plan (THP 1-99-339hlENj. the forcster placed a lcttcr m the rccord alicr thc close of public 
comment in wh~ch hc implied that ~ h c  strcams that the SYP was referring to, as having Coho. were not Greenwtnd 
Creck streams but rathcr solnc unrelated small streams in  an area called "Culfey's Point" that L-P added Lo Wnf.4A 
84 because i t  had no other place to put them in the SYP WWAA's. CDF approved THP 339 with rliis 
disinformation i n  it-despite public comment letters pointing out the forcstcr's plainly wrong shremcnt. h e r .  CDF 
repeated this mis-information In the O.R. for TUP 1-0r)-357 MEN. "Cufley's Poinl" is an area rhal drains trj il 140 
fool cliff over the wean, and cannot have coho. (Attachment 31-38). Sin~ilarly, CDF denied thc presence or 
steelhead in the THP 3.57 area. despite L-P fish sunfey dala to thc contra?. 

The disinformation and misinformation about the sdmonid fishery in Grecnntood Crcck, c n ~ n ~ n g  from CDF and 
plan submitter MRC, ct>n~bines with the lack of regard f'or thc impacts of' logging on the Elk town water supply, and 
the lack of inl'nnnation abr~ut these impacts, for a total picture of serious and intentional neplcct fur tlicse beneficial 

,,;,,. Y .  .%.l . - - -. 
uses. 

Fmy percent ol' the L-PIMRC ownership i n  Greenwood Creek (about 9,800 acres of a 16,M.N) acre dr~inagc) was 
entered and loggcd during lhc 1%)- 1990s. In the currcnt era, MRC is entering ant1 logging a b u l  304'  of 115 
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o~rncrship over a threc year period (Iw7-100C)). a rdte of logping that may mcon 65% entl)' o\'cl. thc i1ec;ldc. 
According to the SY P, 12.3'R) of this watershed is nted "extreme ernqion hazard" and 5(i.5%! I S  rriwtf i ls "hl$l 

e~osion ha;r;lrd." 

The sfor): of Alder Creek, Mallo Pass Crcck (a coho salmon creek that i s  being uscd for water drdfting ! ), Brush 
Creek and Schimncr Gulch, and the story of.thc nonh coat creeks. Cortaneva, Hardy, Juan, Howard, DeHaren and 
Wagers, and othcr small coastal utatcrsheds, is much the same as the stories of Green\vood Creck and El6 Creek. I l  
is past l imc for the bcnel'icial uses in these watersheds to receive monitoring and pmtective skndards, since i t  is veq 
clear that neither CDF nor any tinher company is going to protect the rish and water qualily or these slreans. 

Red= ~od-,Gtiist Watersheds Alliance 
Greenwood Watershed Association 
P.O. Box 90, Elk, CA 95432 
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Additional duc.urrrents, attached Lo Redwood Coast Watersheds Alliance letter of 
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Document Pages 

a. Documents list. RCWA le~ter of 5114101 -attachments 1 4 5 ,  and referenced 3 
documents 14. 

b. Photograph ol' Greenwood Crcck muddy estuary, winter 1998 1 

c, Mendicino Redwtwd Co. Timber Hanlest Plans 197-2000 (overall ownership) 6 

d. Fish Distribution for Watersheds in Louis~ana-Pacific's Coastal 10 
MendocinoiSonoma Management Unit, 1994-96, December 1997 (reporz 01' all 
watersheds) 

e. Strcam Tcmpcrau~rcs fbr Watersheds in Louisiana-Pacific's Coastal I5 
MendocinolSonorna Management Unit, 1894-96, Dccember 1997 (report of all 
watersheds) 

f. Louisiana-Pacific Sustained Yield Plan for Coastal Mendocino (SY P 95-CKD), 8 
WWAA Reports: Volume 2. March 1 I ,  1997 - litle pg..copynght pg., 
contcnts(6 pages) 

8. Greenwood Watershed Association vs. CDF, Mendocino Superior Cout? case no. 2 1 
PT 0 18533 1, Motion for Preliminary Injunction 

h. Grecnwocxl Watershed Association vs. CDF, Mendmino Superior Court case no. 4 
PT 0185331, Dcclaration of' Gcrdld Huckaby (ECWD) 

i. C3reenwoud Watcl-sbeJ Asswialion rs. CDF. Mcndoclno Supcrior Court m c  no. 4 
PT 018533 1, Declaratio~l of Allert Cwperri Jer, Ph.D. 

j. Orccnworxl Wakrshcd Asscxiation vs. CDF, Mendwinc~ Supcrior Court casc no. 13 
PT 0 18533 1, Dcdwtion of Mary Pjerrou 
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