. SMITH &
ASSOCIATES.

TO: John Mann
California Department of Fomt.ry and Fn'e Proicction
1416 Ninth Sireet, Room 15164A
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Louisiana-Pacific Sustained Yield Plan for the Coastal Mcadocino County (March 11,
1997 No. 95-003) Now owned by Mendocino Redwood Company (MRC)

Date: January 21, 1999

Dear Mr. Mann:

I have commeated on this SYP (No. 95-003) on April 17, 1998 and again on May 14,
1998. In those letters I discussed the fact that referenced fishery data-upon which important
aspect of the SYP were bascd could not be found in the documents. This data has receatly
been released by MRC and provided to me for review by the Redwood Coast Watersheds
Alliance (RCWA). The data includes the following: Fish Distribution for Watersheds in
Louisiana-Pacific's Coastal Mendocino/Sonoma Management Unit, 1994-96; Strcam
Temperatures for Watersheds in Louisiana-Pacific’s Coastal Mendocino/Sonoma Management
Unit, 1994-96; Stream Temperatures for Watersheds in Louisiana-Pacific's Costal Mendocino
Management Unit, 1989-93. I undersiand that all this data was transferrod 0 CDF by RCWA
on January 20, 1999. Given the short time for review and the approaching CDF dcadline for
response o the SYP, I am hereby presenting some brief comments and expressing grave
concerns about the SYP and the condition of North Coast Streams.

Fisherics and Monitoring

In Section 6.1.1.3 of the SYP it is staied thal monitoring is the key to plan
implementation, In the SYP for Coastal Mendocino County Volume 2, 1995 three types of
moniloring activities that will be used are prescated. These include: (1) Implementation
Moniloring--to insure the BMPs are properly prescribed in THPs and implemented on the
ground (not specific 10 fish resources), (2) Effectiveness Monitoring—~to cvaluate the
cifectiveness of prescribed BMP3 on site, (3) Validahon Monitoring--to test hypotheses and
assumptions, and 1o fill critical information gaps. These are all noble monitoring goals,
however, ihe section gocs on W discuss mostly validation monitoring with little or no details
about cffecvencss monitoring and just a descriplion of implementalion monitoring. Latef in
the section the “pilot baseline studies® to quantify the spatial and tcmporal variability of

Jdifferent habitat parameters by siream type under existing conditions is discussed. This is a
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vuy important sicp, perhaps the most important, to establish baseline conditions prior to
continucd or new timber harvest operations. At the time the SYP was presented the fish

sampling methods were not discussed and the data was not available for review.

1 have now had time to very briefly review the missing fish abundance and stream
conditions data. T am surprised and greatly concerned at the level of the data obtained. A later
unsigned addition, inserted into the Introduction of the Fish Distribution for Watersheds Section
of the data states " that the conclusions that can be drawn from this study are gqualitalive “and
thus, do not provide quantitative data 10 evaluate the spatial and temporal variability of different
habitat parameters by stream type as stated in the SYP. I understand that the size of the study
area and complexity of the stream systems led LP to conduct surveys to capture fish prescace and
absence data at a qualitativo level. The fact that the reports cannot be used to asscs the current
condition of salmonid s10cks and data deacribing physiographic features of the streams that
influence tempersture regimes were not collected greatly reduces their value. This level of ficld
surveys cannot bo used to develop the WRR algorithm and to assist in the physical and biological
classification of watercourses throughout the SYP.  The SYP is very misioading because it
implies 8 much higher level of fishery data than was collected. 1 can now see why LP was
reluctant to provide the original data in support of the SYP. This data provides some information
on presence or absence of fish on a watershed by watershed basis.  The author of the new
addendum (MRC Important Information) states " when the fish distribution surveys did not reveal
the presence of fish it cannot be said that they do not exist”. This is an interesting statement, in =~ -
light of the fact that the sampling sites were selected because of conditions suitable for salmonid
occurrence. Many sites on small streams were electroshocked, which when done correctly,
captures most of the fish population. Wider streams were sampled in deap pools by diving which
has limitations for fish detection. Does this mean that the sampling was of poor quality or
compromised because of sampling methods or stream conditions at each sjite? Or does it mean
that if selected sites were samplod and no fish were found that other reaches of the stream not
sampled could contain fish? If these are the only conclusions that can be drawn by the data it is
inadequate t0 be used in the SYP as proposed.

In the onginal Introduction to the Fish Distribution for Watersheds.data sct the author(s)
state that * no conclusions were drawn from the field survey results* (page 1 Introduction). In
addition, the author(s) state * more rigorous sampling protocols would provide information on
prescace and the probability of absence of fish throughout a drainage basin®. This approach
would call for area-specific intensive monitoring which can elucidate positive or negative trends in
populations of fishes. This original data was taken in 1994 to 1996 it is now 1999 and the coho
populations are in very serious condition. Where is this quantitative study? If sampling is
continuing, what methods are being used and what sgencics reviewed and spproved them? How
is this existing dsta base being used? How will the salmonid population dynamics be established
and when? Al these questions must be addressed in the SYP.

. While there are very few scientific studies that establish the diversity, abundance and
distribution of historical salmonid stocks, there are many articles written by historians and
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fisherman about the size of salmonid runs on the North Cosst. The results of even this very
limited survey of 20 some basins and/or waterst-ods (thars are vasious numbers stated in tho
report) indicate that the salmonid populsiions are not only sireused but may be driven to levels
from which they cannot retumn.

Temperature Resulls

In the dats scction for Stream Temperatures for Watergheds an insert was placed before
the original Introduction by unknown suthors from MRC. In this brief statament the suthor(s)
present data from 1989-1993 and 1994-1996. MRC states that they do not consider dats
collected from 1939-1993 1o be comparable 10 data collected from 1994-1996. Monitoring sites
were different, different equipment was used for collection, and there were dillevoncos in
methodologies. This revelation does not bode well for future data collections without regulutory
agoncics and qualiticd scientists reviewing and approving the methods (o sssure thut the data will
be compatible and comparible. Here we have lost four years of data because the long range
* maonitoring plan was not well designed and proper QA/QC protocols were not in plice. In
watorsheds with endangered and threatencd species we cannot afford 1o wasie time in poorly
designed monitonng programs. '

A very brief review of the data indicates that elevated summer temperatures huve resched
extremely high lcvels in most of the streams in the watersheds studied. Jn many watersheds
summer temperstures were over 18 °C gnd in some cases exceed 28 °C. The commeni by the
MRC author(s) the "at the time of data collection and continuing today there is no single,
accepted stundard for interpreting stream temperature dita”™ is an attainpt 10 avoid the fuct that
the date shows clevated temperatures. When cold waier salinonid populaiions sre exposed to
wurm water conditions for much of the summer these populations will be-stressed. Temperitures
above 23 *C are Jethal with exposures of only a very short durstion. Brett (1952) found that whea
given & choice of tempesziure, coho saimon preforred & range fioin 12 to 14 *C. USEPA,
CalEPA and ASTM testing protocols for salmonids sod other cold water fich call for 12 °C
because at this temperutuse the fish are not swressed. My own behaviors! studies with stoelhexd
and chinook salmon indicate that st températures above 14 °C reaponse W various siresiors (e.g,,
pesticides, petroloum hydrocarbons) sre much more detdimental than af lower temponitures.
Growth rutes of Cobo are adversely affected (growith ceases) when the wiser temperature resches
18 °C (Eaton, 1995).

~

With or without s0 called "siream temperzture standards® the data indicates that the
summer waker temparatures in most of the watersheds aro well above the tumperature range that
wall suppert viable ssimonid populations without undo stress. When populationy wre rupidly
declining we do ot have tims to evaluate higher, more stressful temperuture ranges, efforts must
be made to control and reduce the temperature levels as soon as possible. While stream
temperature is not the only stressor afecting salimonid abundance and distribution it can be &
major player in declining fisheries levels.
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Summary

1) The data does supply some information on prcscncc and absence but it is not the quantitative
studies referenced in the SYP as being very important to carrying out the program. Poor as the
data is it docs show the extremely stressed condition of the salmonids populations. While the data
was biased by the sampling design, the fact that sites wore selected in stream reaches where
salmonids were most likely 10 be present and no fish wese found indicates the very senous
condition of the watersheds. Without & sampling program with clearly stated objectives, a design
to scientifically address the objectives, well documented sampling protocols, and a QA/QC
program in place this SYP must not be Approvod As presently written major questions remain
unanswered and the level of the supporting fisheries data falls well below that required by the
SYP as outlined. The salmonid fisheries are in grave trouble and require immediate help and
attention. This SYP does not provide the protection neoded.

2) The data indicates that the water temperature is elevated well above the levels necessary to
assure a habitat suitable for not only the survival of the salmonids but to allow populutions to
grow and repopulate streams which historically supported viable salmonid communities. While
temperature standards should be established, sufficient data exists to dcmomtnte that the
temperstures are out of range in many watersheds.

3) AsIstated in my carlier letters, the moniwring program as presepted docs not address the
current decline of salmonid populations in L-P watersheds. 1f the frequency of sampling
follows the SYP there is little or no hope of statistically separating the signal to background
noise ratio of the data. In other words, it is not possible to scparate background (natural
vaniation) from the effects oftimbcropmn'ons. This approach will lead to the continuing lack
of cumulative impact information that is essential to good watershed management and

- protection of the salmonid population. Based upon the rwcmly released data the above
statement is unfortunately atrongly reenforced. '

After reviewing the data | must urge CDF to reconsider the SYP, have qualified fisheries
biologists review the data and make sure that future monitoring efforts will produce viable
information. There is no excuse for losing four years of data for lack of long range planning.

Sincerely yours, 2

Edmund H. Smith, Ph.D.




