BUTTE COUNTY FOREST ADVISORY COMMITTEE

__________________________________________________________________________________________
December 15, 2014 - 6:00 P.M.
ITEM NO.
1.00

Call to order – Gold Nugget Museum 502 Pearson Rd, Paradise, CA 95969 872-8722

2.00

Pledge of allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America (if American flag is present)

2.01
Roll Call
__________________________________________________________________________________________
3.00

Consent Agenda

3.01

Review and approve minutes of 11-24-14

4.00

Agenda

4.01

Self Introduction of Forest Advisory Committee Members, Alternates, Guests and Public – 5 Min

4.02

General Plan Presentation – Butte County Development Services – 20 min

4.03

Yellow-Billed Cuckoo – Presentation from Henry Lomeli, Fish & Wildlife Biologist – 20 min

4.04

Yellow Billed Cuckoo – Excerpts and Overview – Peggy Moak – 10 min

4.05

Fisher Threatened Species Designation – Excerpts and Overview – 15 min
 SPI Agreement, Humboldt Redwood Company Agreement
 California Fish & Wildlife Study (not yet published)

4.06

Public Comment Process on Timber Harvest Plans – Trish Puterbaugh – 10 min

4.07

Grazing as forest fuel reduction tool (Pete Moak) – 15 min

4.08

New Business – considerations for next meeting agenda

4.09

Public Comment (THE COMMITTEE IS PROHIBITED BY STATE LAW FROM TAKING ACTION ON
ANY ITEM PRESENTED IF IT IS NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA.)

4.10

Discussion item: Next meeting will be Monday, January 26, 2015, at 4:00 PM (location?)

Endangered Species Act Information
Critical habitat
The provision of the law in Section 4 that establishes critical habitat is a regulatory link between
habitat protection and recovery goals, requiring the identification and protection of all lands,
water and air necessary to recover endangered species. To determine what exactly is critical
habitat, the needs of open space for individual and population growth, food, water, light or other
nutritional requirements, breeding sites, seed germination and dispersal needs, and lack of
disturbances are considered.
As habitat loss is the primary threat to most imperiled species, the Endangered Species Act of
1973 allowed the Fish and Wildlife Service(FWS) and National Marine Fisheries
Service(NMFS) to designate specific areas as protected "critical habitat" zones. In 1978,
Congress amended the law to make critical habitat designation a mandatory requirement for all
threatened and endangered species.
The amendment also added economics into the process of determining habitat: "...shall designate
critical habitat...on the basis of the best scientific data available and after taking into
consideration the economic impact, and any other impact, of specifying...area as critical habitat."
The congressional report on the 1978 amendment described the conflict between the new Section
4 additions and the rest of the law:
"... the critical habitat provision is a startling section which is wholly inconsistent with the rest of
the legislation. It constitutes a loophole which could readily be abused by any Secretary ... who is
vulnerable to political pressure or who is not sympathetic to the basic purposes of the
Endangered Species Act."-- House of Representatives Report 95-1625, at 69 (1978)
The amendment of 1978 added economic considerations and the 1982 amendment prevented
economic considerations.
Several studies on the effect of critical habitat designation on species' recovery rates have been
done between 1997 and 2003. Although it has been criticized, the Taylor study in 2003 found
that, "species with critical habitat were... twice as likely to be improving...."
Critical habitats are required to contain "all areas essential to the conservation" of the imperiled
species, and may be on private or public lands. The Fish and Wildlife Service has a policy
limiting designation to lands and waters within the U.S. and both federal agencies may exclude
essential areas if they determine that economic or other costs exceed the benefit. The ESA is
mute about how such costs and benefits are to be determined.
All federal agencies are prohibited from authorizing, funding or carrying out actions that
"destroy or adversely modify" critical habitats (Section 7(a) (2)). While the regulatory aspect of
critical habitat does not apply directly to private and other non-federal landowners, large-scale
development, logging and mining projects on private and state land typically require a federal
permit and thus become subject to critical habitat regulations. Outside or in parallel with

regulatory processes, critical habitats also focus and encourage voluntary actions such as land
purchases, grant making, restoration, and establishment of reserves.
The ESA requires that critical habitat be designated at the time of or within one year of a species
being placed on the endangered list. In practice, most designations occur several years after
listing. Between 1978 and 1986 the FWS regularly designated critical habitat. In 1986 the
Reagan Administration issued a regulation limiting the protective status of critical habitat. As a
result, few critical habitats were designated between 1986 and the late 1990s. In the late 1990s
and early 2000s, a series of court orders invalidated the Reagan regulations and forced the FWS
and NMFS to designate several hundred critical habitats, especially in Hawaii, California and
other western states. Midwest and Eastern states received less critical habitat, primarily on rivers
and coastlines. As of December, 2006, the Reagan regulation has not yet been replaced though
its use has been suspended. Nonetheless, the agencies have generally changed course and since
about 2005 have tried to designate critical habitat at or near the time of listing.
Most provisions of the ESA revolve around preventing extinction. Critical habitat is one of the
few that focus on recovery. Species with critical habitat are twice as likely to be recovering as
species without critical habitat.

Plans, permits, and agreements
The combined result of the amendments to the Endangered Species Act have created a law vastly
different from the ESA of 1973. It is now a flexible, permitting statute. For example, the law
now permits "incidental takes" (accidental killing or harming a listed species). Congress added
the requirements for "incidental take statement", and authorized a "incidental take permit" in
conjunction with "habitat conservation plans".
More changes were made in the 1990s in an attempt by Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt to
shield the ESA from a Congress hostile to the law. He instituted incentive-based strategies such
as candidate conservation agreements and "safe harbor" agreements that would balance the goals
of economic development and conservation.
Recovery plan
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are required to
create an Endangered Species Recovery Plan outlining the goals, tasks required, likely costs, and
estimated timeline to recover endangered species (i.e., increase their numbers and improve their
management to the point where they can be removed from the endangered list). The ESA does
not specify when a recovery plan must be completed. The FWS has a policy specifying
completion within three years of the species being listed, but the average time to completion is
approximately six years. The annual rate of recovery plan completion increased steadily from the
Ford administration (4) through Carter (9), Reagan (30), Bush I (44), and Clinton (72), but
declined under Bush II (16 per year as of 9/1/06).
The goal of the law is to make itself unnecessary, and recovery plans are a means toward that
goal. Recovery plans became more specific after 1988 when Congress added provisions to

Section 4(f) of the law that spelled out the minimum contents of a recovery plan. Three types of
information must be included:




A description of "site-specific" management actions to make the plan as explicit as
possible.
The "objective, measurable criteria" to serve as a baseline for judging when and how well
a species is recovering.
An estimate of money and resources needed to achieve the goal of recovery and delisting.

The amendment also added public participation to the process. There is a ranking order, similar
to the listing procedures, for recovery plans, with the highest priority being for species most
likely to benefit from recovery plans, especially when the threat is from construction, or other
developmental or economic activity. Recovery plans cover domestic and migratory species.
Exemptions
Exemptions can and do occur. The ESA requires federal agencies to consult with the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) if any project
occurs in the habitat of a listed species. An example of such a project might be a timber harvest
proposed by the US Forest Service. If the timber harvest could impact a listed species, a
biological assessment is prepared by the Forest Service and reviewed by the FWS or NMFS or
both.
The question to be answered is whether a listed species will be harmed by the action and, if so,
how the harm can be minimized. If harm cannot be avoided, the project agency can seek an
exemption from the Endangered Species Committee, an ad hoc panel composed of members
from the executive branch and at least one appointee from the state where the project is to occur.
Five of the seven committee members must vote for the exemption to allow taking (to harass,
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or significant habitat
modification or to attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species.
Long before the exemption is considered by the Endangered Species Committee, the Forest
Service, and either the FWS or the NMFS will have consulted on the biological implications of
the timber harvest. The consultation can be informal, to determine if harm may occur; and then
formal if the harm is believed to be likely. The questions to be answered in these consultations
are whether the species will be harmed, whether the habitat will be harmed and if the action will
aid or hinder the recovery of the listed species.
If harm is likely to occur, the consultation evaluates whether "reasonable and prudent
alternatives" exist to minimize harm. If an alternative does not exist, the FWS or NMFS will
issue an opinion that the action constitutes "jeopardy" to the listed species either directly or
indirectly. The project cannot then occur unless exempted by the Endangered Species
Committee.

Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Species image:

Other Names: Rain Crow, Storm Crow
Distribution: eastern North America and the Caribbean in summer; discontinuously throughout tropical South
America in winter.

Description:
Size: 26-30 cm in length with a 43-45 cm wingspan.
Plumage: Generally brown above and white below, with large white spots on the underside of the tail and
a flash of rufous in the wings. The legs are gray, the beak is yellow, and the eyes are black.

Yellow‐Billed Cuckoo Excerpts of Interest
Currently in Northern California, cuckoos are consistently found in only a few isolated areas: the Sacramento Valley
(between Red Bluff and Colusa), the Feather River (between Gridley and Nicolaus). The Upper Sacramento River CPA, is
believed to have one of the largest cuckoo populations in California (Halterman et al. 2001), and riparian vegetation has
increased by almost 5,000 acres since 1996 due to restoration efforts in this area (Golet et al. 2008). Gaines and Laymon
(1984) suggested that many large patches along the Sacramento River in Tehama County and along the Feather River
appeared to be unoccupied but apparently represent suitable habitat. Follow‐up surveys were conducted in 1987 and
1999 and between one and six individuals were found along the Feather River between Oroville and Nicolaus (Laymon
and Halterman 1989; Halterman et al. 2001).

Population Trends
Historically, the cuckoo was considered common, and its distribution extended throughout the SPA (Belding
1890). Statewide, the historical California population was estimated at approximately 15,000 breeding pairs
(Hughes 1999); however, it is believed that the predevelopment population in California was much higher,
given that large tracts of floodplain habitat had already been removed when estimates were first made, and
because the cuckoo’s elusive behavior makes it difficult to detect (Gaines 1974). Grinnell and Miller (1944)
noted declines in the population in the 1940s. The first statewide survey was conducted in 1977, when the
population was estimated at 122–163 pairs and the statewide estimate was 100 pairs in 2000. The Sacramento
population was estimated to be 96 pairs in 1973 60 pairs in 1977. The total number of pairs fluctuated between 23 and
35 pairs between 1987 and 1990, and in 2000, only 40 pairs were detected. When the majority of potentially suitable
habitat on the Sacramento River was surveyed in 2010, only 18 individuals were detected, and occupancy modeling
results estimated the population to be between 38 and 76 individuals, representing an estimated 32–38 occupied
territories. In 2012, only 7–9 cuckoos were detected along the Sacramento River, and no cuckoos were detected along
the Feather River.
Estimating yellow‐billed cuckoo populations is fraught with difficulties. Cuckoos are present in the United
States for only a few months of the year, they have large home ranges (approximately 25 acres), they vocalize
infrequently, and their nests are difficult to locate. During an average protocol‐level, callplayback
survey, yellow‐billed cuckoos respond between 50 and 80 percent of the time (Halterman 2009;
McNeil et al. 2011). All of these factors complicate estimation of the most basic population parameters.
Survey methods and data interpretation have changed through the years, rendering a direct comparison of
numbers difficult; however, there can be little doubt that cuckoo populations in the Central Valley have
declined dramatically over the last 50 years. This decline has been attributed to the loss, fragmentation, and
degradation of riparian forests in California, all of which are effects of agricultural and urban expansion
(USFWS 2001).

Suitable Riparian Habitat
Halterman (1991) found that the best predictors of cuckoo occupancy and nesting density were (1) patch size,
(2) proximity to other occupied patches, (3) presence of young riparian vegetation (one indication of patch
age), and (4) the presence of woody vegetation (typically less than 30 feet tall). Greco (1999) found that
riparian habitat on the Sacramento River was suitable for occupancy within 9 years of establishment and
remained suitable for up to 30 years, after which suitability declined. These results further imply that channel
meander migration plays a significant role in maintaining the heterogeneity of forest structure and riparian
landscape mosaics on the Sacramento River (Greco 1999). The same can likely be said of the San Joaquin
Valley, where potentially suitable habitat will vary based on river flow and flooding events. Patches may be
occupied for only a few years due to factors such as local climatic conditions and prey availability (Johnson et
al. 2008; Girvetz and Greco 2009).

Operations, Maintenance and Floodway Management
Floodwater storage and reservoir forecasting, operations, and coordination: Modifying and coordinating
flood operations could provide flow releases that seasonally inundate floodplains, scour existing vegetation, create

new floodplain, and promote natural erosional and depositional processes that facilitate the establishment of early
successional riparian vegetation, all of which would benefit the western yellow‐billed cuckoo.
Levee vegetation management: On the whole, levee vegetation management may negatively affect habitat for the
cuckoo by fragmenting patches of suitable habitat. The vegetation on levees is often abutting and/or adjacent to
patches of cottonwood‐willow habitat that may provide continuity and connectivity of patches of suitable habitat
utilized by the cuckoo. Within the Vegetation Management Zone (VMZ), implementation of the CVFPP would involve
managing levee vegetation for visibility and accessibility; an interim vegetation management strategy would be
developed and used to manage woody vegetation. However, levee vegetation above or outside the VMZ would be
significantly trimmed or removed, reducing inputs of terrestrial insects and habitat connectivity, thereby reducing food
availability and habitat patch size.
Floodway maintenance: Current floodway maintenance activities are similar to levee maintenance activities, but also
include removing sediment, debris, and other flow obstructions, such as clearing vegetation in the bypasses. This
type of vegetation clearing could reduce the patch sizes of suitable habitat required by the cuckoo. Maintenance
practices could be changed in areas where the cuckoo is known to breed (Upper Sacramento River CPA) to
facilitate the restoration of riparian habitat.
Modification of floodplain topography: Lowering floodplain elevations would allow more frequent and sustained
inundation, which in some locations may allow the growth of additional riparian vegetation (i.e., more suitable
cuckoo habitat) on point bars and river banks while supporting natural hydraulic processes.

Structural Improvements
Levee and revetment removal: Removing levees and revetment would create opportunities to improve the riverine
geomorphic and floodplain inundation processes important to sustaining habitats along the rivers. Encouraging
river meander and natural erosional and depositional processes would facilitate the establishment of early
successional riparian vegetation and would thereby benefit the cuckoo by providing and maintaining suitable
nesting habitat. The 93 mile section of the Sacramento River (RM 144‐245) has the greatest potential to maintain
large patches of suitable habitat because this section contains setback levees and about half of the eroding banks
and point bars still function (Greco 2013). This demonstrates that levee removal and relocation, setback levees,
and revetment removal throughout the SPA could increase the potential for creating, sustaining, and renewing
suitable habitat.
Levee relocation: As discussed above, improving ecosystem function and restoring natural riverine
geomorphology by relocating levees would create opportunities to establish and sustain suitable breeding and
foraging habitat. Specifically, an expanded floodway, reconnected to the river channel, would allow for river
meander, sediment erosion and deposition, and other natural ecosystem disturbance processes, all of which could
contribute to creating, renewing, and connecting suitable habitat important for sustaining populations of the cuckoo.
In California, 8 units of critical habitat totaling 77,000 acres are being proposed across Humboldt, Colusa, Glenn, Butte,
Tehama, Sutter, Kern, Inyo, Riverside, Imperial, and San Bernardino Counties. California is one of the few states the
western yellow‐billed cuckoo continues to live and breed, but overall numbers in the State are down. 6,563 acres of the
proposed designation are being considered for exclusion in California.

In 2010 F&W conducted Cuckoo surveys to estimate the number of territories along the Sacramento River (Dettling and
Howell 2011). We detected 18 individuals and used a model to estimate that 32‐38 territories were occupied.
Comparing the 2010 results to the previous surveys is difficult due to the differences in effort and protocol, though we
are confident our results indicate a decline in the Cuckoo population (see Discussion in Dettling and Howell 2011). We
established 1388 survey points along 54 transects, with 44 transects along the Sacramento River and 10 transects along
the Feather River (Appendix D). Four rounds of surveys were conducted at all of the transects with a small number of
points skipped in particular rounds due to wind, noise, avian predators, or a Cuckoo detection at a previous point. A fifth
round of surveys was completed at 8 of the transects, either because Cuckoos had been detected at these
transects either earlier in 2012 or during surveys conducted in 2010.
The 2012 surveys were conducted from June 15 to August 22 and required a total of 1120 person hours. During
our surveys, we had 9 Cuckoo detections along the Sacramento River and zero along the Feather River (Table 2, Fig. 2).
Two of these detections were on transects with a Cuckoo detection in a previous round. These detections were at points
separated by 590 and 1130 m from the points of the first detection. All of the Cuckoo detections were south of Highway
32, which splits our Sacramento River study area in half.
Despite the secretive nature of the Cuckoo and the amount of potentially suitable area surveyed
(26%), we were still surprised to have so few detections and no repeat detections. It seems
highly unlikely that we would have detected only 10‐12 Cuckoos if the numbers were anywhere
close to the population objectives developed for the region; 150 pairs (300 individuals) along the
Sacramento River and 25 (50 individuals) pairs along the Feather River (Laymon 1998).
Cuckoos are long‐distance migrants, likely following the Pacific slope of Mexico and Central America to their
wintering grounds in northwest South America (Hughes 1999). The map shown in Figure 1 illustrates the
California Partners in Flight (CalPIF) monitoring sites, breeding status, and current range of the cuckoo in
California (RHJV 2004). Question: what population trend has been observed for the yellow‐billed cuckoo in South
America, and in the rest of the US? From what I have been able to determine, no declines have been noted. The YB
Cuckoo is not on any watch list with the Audubon Society and is very prevalent throughout the US and South America,
dependent upon migratory patterns.

From FAC member Jim Shary after researching the YBCU:
From the 2011/12 surveys (these are the latest I could find), to my knowledge no birds were detected in Butte County
along the Feather River and I believe only 4 were sighted in the Ord Bend/Glenn area along the Sacramento River (in
Butte County) . Note that the 2011 and 2012 PRBO reports/surveys did not confirm or sight any nesting locations in the
proposed areas. I think this is significant since the reason stated in the Federal Register for continued protection is that
the proposed area has been a major nesting area in the recent past for the species. If it is a major nesting area in the
recent past, it begs the question as to why no nests were sighted in 2011/12. The research seems to be incomplete or
inconclusive. Note that in multiple instances in the reports, there are references to survey time constraints or lack of
data used in tracking and that there was not enough data to conclude the population density of the species or what
specific territory region it occupies. One interesting note in the H.T. Harvey and Associates working draft is a statement
"that since 1996, riparian vegetation due to restoration efforts in the Upper Sacramento River Conservation Planning
area has increased by almost 5000 acres". Considering the increase in restored habitat, you would surmise that the
cuckoo population would increase if it's population is being hindered by habitat issues. In light of the data, I think the
potential economic impacts to our farmers and the public outweigh the restrictions on land use in the proposed areas.
Along with this economic impact, I am concerned that it may potentially limit hunter public access to portions of state or
federal lands or possibly eliminate hunting of doves or other species for certain parts of the year. Along with the
information on the Cuckoo, I also included a data sheet on the Federal Farm Bill. By definition, if any of our farmers
along the proposed areas are involved in aspects of the Farm Bill, they would be mandated to comply with the Critical
Habitat designation requirements on their land since these are federal funds. This is in addition to any Federal permits
they need to take part in their farming operations which mandates compliance. It is my desire that the Coordinating
Committee thoughtfully consider this issue and prepare comments to the Board of Supervisors that the USFWS proposal
of Critical Habitat designation of the Cuckoo would have a negative economic impact on our County. As you know a
formal response to the USFWS is due by October 14th. Let me know if there is any additional information or follow‐up
information that I can assist with. (Jim Shary)

From: Colleen Cecil [mailto:colleen@buttefarmbureau.com] Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 1:46 PM
The Butte County Farm Bureau would like to formally request to Congressman LaMalfa that he consider submitting a
letter on behalf of his constituents regarding the US Fish and Wildlife proposed critical habitat designation for the Yellow
Billed Cuckoo. (Docket No. FWS‐R8‐ES‐2013‐0011; 4500030114)
It is the opinion of the Butte County Farm Bureau that the above referenced proposal would have significant negative
economic impacts to Butte County in the form of losses to agriculture production and management, recreation, and the
maintenance of county infrastructure. If we can offer further details, please feel free to reach me at the contact
information below.

Summary:
The yellow‐billed cuckoo has suffered a very significant decline in population in California, presumably due to land
development, loss of riparian habitat, and pesticide use. Declines estimated from 15,000 California breeding pairs in the
1800’s to a few hundred in 2000.
Despite restoring over 5000 acres of riparian habitat between 2001 and 2008, the number of birds that have been
detected have continued to measurably decline. There were only a few actually detected in the Northern CA area in
2013, and no evidence of nesting even in restored areas.
I could find no survey information that discussed how the YBCU population has changed at their winter home in South
America, as these are migratory birds. The information seems incomplete without this data. I researched the YBCU on
the Audubon Society’s website and on 2 other birding sites. The bird is not on any watch list, or listed as threatened as it
is common in the mid‐to south and east portions of the U.S. I could not find documentation on how former California
populations of the YBCU compared with former populations in other parts of the country, but since there are seemingly
no alarm bells going off in those areas, the declining population in western areas appear to be the primary concern.
The recommended actions to reestablish riparian habitat include relocation or removal of levees currently used for flood
control (and possibly irrigation). Reestablishment of flood plains is a recommended course of action.
Any landholder using federal programs would be affected by this habitat designation. This would affect farmers and
maintenance of levees by the counties along the Sacramento River, including Butte.
They want to see contiguous habitat areas along the Sacramento River, meaning acquisition of land or restoration.
Comments received by the County:






FAC member Puterbaugh and alternate Teves are in favor of the critical habitat designation as the bird clearly
has severely diminished in this area.
FAC member Shary is against the designation as the restoration of habitat appears to have had no beneficial
effect over the past ten years, and the cost of compliance for actions with levees, etc. will be very costly.
Additionally, he is concerned it will affect dove and duck hunting and other recreational activities with no
apparent beneficial effect.
Farm Bureau: Recommends against that the above referenced proposal would have significant negative
economic impacts to Butte County in the form of losses to agriculture production and management, recreation,
and the maintenance of county infrastructure.
The Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency is preparing comments but have indicated a big concern over additional
costs and logistical implications to their plan

Recommendation for comment:
Without the evidence of positive results for the work already completed in terms of restoration of riparian habitat, and
in consideration of the implications to maintenance and repairs to the levee system and potential cost to the farming
community along the Sacramento River, the County might consider asking for more studies to be done to determine:
1) What is happening to the migrating populations in the remainder of the US and in South America? Is the bird
population as a whole threatened?
2) Demonstrate that the requested actions to provide restored or additional habitat are actually effective.
3) The economic impact to agriculture and for the costs of levee removal or reconstruction.

REGULATORY UPDATE
RCRC members are encouraged to submit comments on regulatory matters to state and federal
regulatory bodies, and to provide a copy to RCRC’s Government Affairs staff. Click “Read More” to
access information related to the current status of regulations impacting California’s rural counties.
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Threatened Species Status for West Coast
Distinct Population Segment of Fisher: Proposes to list the west coast distinct population of fisher
as threatened under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. Agency: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Status: Draft published on October 7, 2014 for a 90-day comment period, comments due January 5,
2015. Proposed regulation and related documents can be accessed here. RCRC Comments: Staff
is seeking input from member counties. RCRC Advocate: Staci Heaton sheaton@rcrcnet.org

In addition to the threatened species designation, F&W plans to make a critical habitat
designation through the ESA (RIN 1018‐BA06). We had not been aware of this until I saw it today on the
webpage for the Threatened Species designation. Included below is more information on the ESA and the
implications of critical habitat.

Excerpts of interest:
Fish & Wildlife Report
Summary: It is possible to miss existing populations of fishers. Although functioning
populations like those we see in southern Oregon and California appear not to be present, it is
possible, particularly in unsurveyed areas, that an isolated remnant population could be
overlooked, as has happened before with a small fisher population outside of the analysis area.
For example, in the U.S. Northern Rocky Mountains (USNRM), fishers were thought to be
extirpated by 1930 from Montana and Idaho, as they were in other parts of the United States
(Newby and McDougal 1964, p. 487; Weckwerth and Wright 1968, p. 977). Several reintroductions
were initiated by Montana and Idaho Departments of Fish and Game, resulting in a total of 188
fishers originating from central British Columbia, Minnesota, and Wisconsin being released between
1959 and 1991 in north‐central Idaho and northwestern and west‐central Montana (Weckwerth
and Wright 1968, p. 979; reviewed by Vinkey 2003, p. 55; Roy 1991, p. 18; Heinemeyer 1993, p. i).
Subsequent to these reintroductions, genetic analyses revealed the presence of a remnant native
population of fishers in the USNRM that escaped the presumed extirpation thought to have
occurred early in the twentieth century (Vinkey et al. 2006 p. 269; Schwartz 2007, p. 924). Fishers in
the USNRM today reflect a genetic legacy of this remnant native population, with unique genetic
identity found nowhere else in the range of the fisher in addition to the genetic contributions from
fishers introduced from British Columbia and the Midwest.
Northern Sierra Nevada Reintroduced Population
In California, in 2009 the reintroduction of fishers into the northern Sierra Nevada was
implemented as a cooperative venture between the Service, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), and Sierra Pacific Industries (SPI). Two of the 11 objectives of this reintroduction
were to to implement an experimental design and monitoring effort to assist with determining and
describing mortality, movement patterns, and habitat use of released fishers on private industrial
timberlands and to return fishers to their historical range in the northern Sierra Nevada (USDI FWS
2008, pp. 2‐3). Forty fishers (16 males and 24 females) were relocated from northwestern California

to the northern Sierra Nevada in the vicinity of Butte, Plumas, and 37 Tehama Counties (Callas and
Figura 2008, entire).
Project plans call for monitoring these fishers for 7 years to determine the extent of their
distribution into the northern portion of the Sierra Nevada (Callas and Figura 2008, p. 65). The
success of this introduction will not be known for several years. Before this introduction, the
Southern Sierra Nevada Population was separated from the Northern California‐Southwestern
Oregon Population by approximately 400 km (250 mi) (Zielinski et al. 1995, pp. 107–108; 2005, p.
1394). With the reintroduction, this distance has been reduced to approximately 280 km (175 mi).
In studies that have measured fisher populations over time, some have observed stable densities
and others have recorded substantial changes. Using genetic mark‐recapture techniques, Swiers
(2013, pp. 19‐20) estimated a stable annual population ranging from 29 to 35 from 2007 to 2011 on
the 510 square kilometers (km2) (197 square miles [mi2]) Eastern Klamath Study Area in northern
Siskiyou County, California, and southern Jackson County, Oregon, with an estimated population
growth rate of 1.06 (95% confidence interval [CI] 0.97‐1.15). Using mark‐recapture techniques,
Matthews et al. (2011, p. 72) reported a decline in population density estimates from 52 (95
percent CI = 43–64) fishers per 100 km2 (38.6 mi2) in 1998, to 14 (95 percent CI = 13–16) fishers per
100 km2 (38.6 mi2) in 2005 on the Hoopa Valley Indian Reservation in the Klamath Mountain Range
(eastern Humboldt County, California). The authors speculated that this 73 percent decline may
have been a result of increased predator densities, disease, decreased prey availability due to
changes in prey habitat, or some combination of these (Matthews et al. 2011, pp. 72–73). Higley
and Matthews (2009, p. 22) reported that the 2005 Hoopa study may have begun when the local
population was rebounding from an unknown devastating effect, but a population growth rate of
1.03‐1.12 (95% CIs span 1; Higley and Matthews 2009, p. 66) and shift in age structure since then
indicate the population is showing signs of stability or increase. It remains unclear, however, if this
was a localized decrease in what may have been temporarily a very dense population in 1998 on
the Hoopa Reservation, or something occurring over a larger geographic area. While using different
techniques, fisher surveys on adjacent land owned by industrial timber landowner, Green Diamond
Resource Company (Humboldt County, California), did not detect declines over a similar time
period, suggesting that the declines seen in the Hoopa study may have been localized (Thompson
2008, p. 23).
It should be noted that both the Hoopa and Eastern Klamath study area population growth
rate estimates within this population have 95 percent confidence intervals spanning one, which
indicates a declining population if less than one and a stable to slightly increasing population if
equal to one or greater. These growth rates were measured in study areas where fishers were
abundant enough to generate adequate sample sizes for statistical analysis. Other studies in the
Northern California‐Southwestern Oregon population had insufficient data, were not designed to
estimate population growth rates, or were not conducted over a long enough time period to assess
population parameter. Given the small portion of the Northern California‐Southwestern Oregon
population sampled by the two study areas (0.62% of the entire area, 1.08% of modeled
intermediate and high probability fisher habitat) it is difficult to determine whether the Northern
California‐Southwestern Oregon population as a whole is increasing, decreasing, or stable.
Northern Sierra Nevada Reintroduced Population
From late 2009 through late 2011, 40 fishers were released into the northern Sierra Nevada
and southern Cascade Mountains of California. All animals were equipped with radio telemetry and
monitored for survival, reproduction, dispersal, and home range development (Powell et al. 2013,
p. 2). The released fishers experienced high survival during both the initial post‐release period (4

months) and for up to 2 years after release (Powell et al. 2013, p. 2). Released fishers produced kits
in all three springs since translocation (Powell et al. 2013, p. 18).
A trapping effort conducted in the fall of 2013 determined that at minimum, 28 fishers were
known to be alive within the study area (total fishers captured as well as non‐captured, telemetered
fishers) (Swiers 2013, pers. comm.). Population estimates from the 2013 trapping effort had not yet
been calculated as of this reporting, but a fall 2012 trapping effort returned a minimum population
size of 37 and population estimates averaging 33 fishers (95 percent CI 22‐44) across all model
types used (Powell et al. 2013, p. 13). Note that this value (33) is less than the known minimum
population size for fall of 2012, and the confidence interval suggests that the population in the fall
of 2012 was slightly larger than in the fall of 2011, when it was estimated to include between 18
and 40 fishers (Powell et al. 2013, p. 13).
Reintroduction summary
The Southern Oregon Cascades Reintroduced Population has persisted for over 30 years, despite
estimates of a small population size. Various agency survey efforts over the past five years have
resulted in verified sightings, both photographs DNA evidence, north, south, and east of the Aubry
and Raley (2006) study area. These recent agency surveys, while not systematic in design, do not
indicate evidence of broad‐scale population expansion.
For both the Olympic Peninsula Reintroduced Population and the Northern Sierra Nevada
Reintroduced Population, it is too early to determine if the populations will persist. Current 46
indications are encouraging, but it will take time to determine population trend and stability of
these two new reintroductions.
SPI Pacific Fisher Studies:
The Pacific Fisher (Martes pennanti) is a small relative of the weasel which lives in forests
managed by SPI. It is also a species near the top of the food chain. Its current range is generally in
far northern California, west of Interstate Highway 5. It was more common in the early 1900's in the
Sierra Nevada until furs became fashionable in the clothing industry and then it was trapped.
Many studies on the fisher indicate the species thrives in undisturbed forests without
logging and road access. But, SPI foresters have been noticing increasing sign of fisher activity in
managed forests ‐ where logging and roads are components of the landscape.
SPI biologists, under supervision of state wildlife agency biologists, have been trapping,
attaching a light‐weight radio collar, and releasing fisher in two areas of our managed forests. We
then use radio receivers to determine where the fisher travel and where they have their
reproductive dens.
Surprisingly to some, fishers are actively using managed forest landscapes for hunting food,
finding shelter, and reproduction. This appears to validate the thought that SPI's forested habitat
can be used for timber and still provide suitable wildlife habitat.
Knowing fishers are able to use managed forests, SPI, in conjunction with state and federal
wildlife agencies, has identified similar managed habitat in the northern Sierra Nevada. We are
cooperating with the State of California to reintroduce a small number of fisher back into historic
Sierra Nevada habitat. Further information on the process, the permits, and the agreements
required for the reintroduction may be found at www.fws.gov/yreka/fisher.html
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Pacific Fishers again found in heavily managed forests:
KARE member Roseburg Resource Company recently completed carnivore surveys of its Anderson
Tract, about 75,000 acres of land located between Burney and Redding. The area surveyed included

much of the Fountain Fire which burned 65,000 acres in 1991. Fishers (and other carnivores) were
surveyed by pointing a remotely triggered camera at a tree which had been baited with chicken
meat, duck carcasses and commercial trapping lure. Any movement around the bait triggers the
camera to take a picture. The baits are checked once a week for four weeks. The area was divided
up into 4 square mile sample units. Two cameras were deployed in each sample unit. There were a
total of 30 sample units in this survey.
Overall, fishers were detected at 19 of the 30 sample units with a marten detected at one
additional unit. This is a relatively high proportion of detections, especially given the fact that many
people would consider much of the area too young (the Fountain Fire) and too fragmented for
species like fishers. Other carnivores detected include bears, bobcat, grey fox, cougar, and weasels.
The data generated from these surveys will be provided to the USFWS for their ongoing review of a
petition to list the Pacific fisher under the Endangered Species Act. Use of post fire landscapes has
been a question that they had little previous information about.
Jefferson Resource Company, another KARE member, did the actual survey work under
contract with Roseburg.
Extract from Comment Letter: Humboldt Redwood Company Habitat Conservation Plan – Pacific
Fisher Conservation Strategy
In a recent proposed rule to list the West Coast Distinct Population segment of the Pacific
fisher (Pekania pennanti) as a Threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) state that they have determined that listing is warranted, and
that the main threats to the West Coast DPS of the fisher are:
1. Habitat loss from wildfire and vegetation management,
2. Toxicants (including anti‐coagulant rodenticides), and
3. The cumulative and synergistic effects of these and other stressors acting on small
populations.
HRC disagrees with the Service’s determination that listing is warranted. HRC has existing
measures in place in its HCP to conserve habitat and key structural components to contribute to the
existing fisher population. HRC’s forest management, including selection harvest and retention of all
old growth trees on the landscape meeting the company’s old growth policy will maintain suitable
fisher habitat over time. In addition, HRC has monitored fisher presence using remote camera sets,
and monitors fisher habitat through forest inventory and GIS methods.
Presence of fisher on HRC lands has been established using baited camera stations following the
procedures described by Zielinski and Kucera (1995) (PALCO, unpublished data 2005). An initial
survey was completed from 2000‐2005. Fisher presence was confirmed in all Watershed
Assessment Areas (PALCO HCP 1999), although at apparently low rates (11 camera detections from
119 sample units). A second survey cycle of the HRC property was begun in 2010 and is currently
ongoing.
During the 2010 ‐ 2014 survey period 62 units (124 camera traps) have been surveyed to
date for a total of 4,340 camera nights. Camera trap results from 2010 ‐ 2014 surveys include
detections of 28 different species. Pacific fisher were detected at 32 of the camera traps, covering
25 of the 62 surveyed sample units, for a trap detection rate of 0.26, a slight increase compared to
the 2013 rate of 0.25, and a significant increase to the 0.13 rate for the total baseline survey results.
The fisher unit detection rate is now 0.40, compared to the 0.38 reported in 2013. There have been
a total of ten Pacific fisher detections during the 2013 – 2014 season to date. The Pacific fisher trap
detection rate is now second only to the black bear and blacktail deer, respectively. During this
second round of surveys we have detected fisher on more of the sample units than on the initial
survey that was completed in 2005.

Habitat Conservation Plan: HRC operates under the California Forest Practice Rules (CFPRs)
as well as a federal and state approved Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). HRC’s method of providing
for Maximum Sustained Production of High Quality Timber Products as required by the CFPRS is
achieved by meeting the requirements of Option (a) of 913.11 of the CFPRs. Briefly, this option
provides for:
1. Producing the yield of timber products specified by the landowner, taking into account
biological and economic factors, while accounting for limits on productivity due to various
constraints including but not limited to wildlife,
2. Balancing growth and harvest over time,
3. Realizing growth potential,
4. Maintaining good stand vigor, and
5. Making provisions for adequate regeneration.
The Option (a) projections for growth and harvest include all constraints of the HCP relative
to conservation of the covered species, including fishers. The Option (a) document applies to the
approximately 209,000 acres of HRC lands in Humboldt County.
Because the term of the HCP is 50 years, and the above mentioned habitat requirements
apply throughout the period, the long term outlook for fisher habitat on HRC lands is good. At a
minimum, the landscape should include a shifting mosaic of selectively managed timber stands
connected by RMZs, MWACs, spotted owl habitat retention areas, and habitat reserves such as the
MMCAs. Thus, under the HCP suitable fisher habitat is being retained, and key structural
components of fisher habitat are being retained and recruited for future forest stands.
Summary
Simply put, listing the Pacific fisher as a Threatened species under the ESA is not warranted,
nor is it necessary. The threats to the species that are listed by the Service are not valid threats to
the fisher on HRC lands.
As described above, HRC has existing measures in place in its HCP to conserve habitat and
key structural components to contribute to the existing fisher population. HRC’s forest
management, including selection harvest and retention of all old growth trees on the landscape
meeting the company’s old growth policy will maintain suitable fisher habitat over time. In addition,
HRC has monitored fisher presence using remote camera sets, and monitors fisher habitat through
forest inventory and GIS methods.
Catastrophic wildfire is unlikely to eliminate fisher habitat on HRC lands. HRC has not had
any large illegal marijuana grows on its property, and toxicants (rodenticides) from such grows are
scarce or non‐existent on HRC lands.
Existing regulatory mechanisms, including the HRC HCP, provide significant conservation
measures for the fisher. As evidenced by the above information, the HRC HCP explicitly contains
both short‐term and long‐term strategies to retain and recruit habitat and habitat structural
components for fishers, as well as to conduct both compliance and effectiveness monitoring for the
fisher conservation strategy.
Sierra Pacific Industries recently made comment at our FAC meeting making the same
points as evidenced above. They are in opposition to the proposed designation and, while they
were proactive in obtaining an agreement with the Feds that will allow them to continue operations
over the next 20 years by incorporating a proactive reintroduction and monitoring program that
focuses on protection of the fisher on their lands, they acknowledge that the designation has
negative impact on forest management practices and will adversely affect other timber companies
that do not have such an agreement in place.

Soper Wheeler representative Paul Violette has indicated that they do not have the
resources (staff biologists, etc.) to manage the monitoring that would be required if the fisher is
listed as a threatened species, followed by the critical habitat designation, and there would be a
significant adverse impact on their operations. They are opposed to the designation.
District Forest Ranger Randy Gould also indicated at the meeting that the restrictions
imposed through such a designation would hamper successful development of Forest Service
Timber Harvest Plans and therefore some of his plans to restore revenues to the local community
and manage forest lands to reduce the impact of forest fires.

November 17, 2014
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Public Comments Processing
ATTN: Docket No. FWS-R8-ES-2014-0041
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Headquarters
MS: BPHC
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
RE: The Humboldt Redwood Company (HRC) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
Pacific Fisher Conservation Strategy
To Whom It May Concern,
Please accept the following comments in your deliberations regarding listing the Pacific
fisher under the Endangered Species Act.
Introduction
In a recent proposed rule to list the West Coast Distinct Population segment of the Pacific
fisher (Pekania pennanti) as a Threatened species under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) state that they have determined that
listing is warranted, and that the main threats to the West Coast DPS of the fisher are:
1. Habitat loss from wildfire and vegetation management,
2. Toxicants (including anti-coagulant rodenticides), and
3. The cumulative and synergistic effects of these and other stressors acting on small
populations.
HRC disagrees with the Service’s determination that listing is warranted. HRC has
existing measures in place in its HCP to conserve habitat and key structural components
to contribute to the existing fisher population. HRC’s forest management, including
selection harvest and retention of all old growth trees on the landscape meeting the
company’s old growth policy will maintain suitable fisher habitat over time. In addition,
HRC has monitored fisher presence using remote camera sets, and monitors fisher habitat
through forest inventory and GIS methods.
Catastrophic wildfire is unlikely to eliminate fisher habitat on HRC lands. HRC has
measures in place to prevent wildfire, and to quickly respond to any fires with company
personnel and through contact with Cal Fire.
HRC has not had any large illegal marijuana grows on its property. Through employee
presence and security measures, HRC has been able to find, and eliminate any potential
grows before they have gotten started. Thus, toxicants (rodenticides) from such grows are
scarce or non-existent on HRC lands.
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Relative to existing regulatory mechanisms and management efforts to conserve the
Pacific fisher it is evident that:
1. the fisher is extant within its historic range in north coastal California as
evidenced by recent surveys on HRC HCP lands,
2. in this region fishers do not solely occur in undisturbed late seral or old growth
forests, but occur in the managed forest landscape with a relatively high density of
roads,
3. HRC’s lands are managed under a comprehensive conservation strategy that
maintains fisher habitat and structural habitat components including denning and
resting structures, and
4. there is a long-term strategy in place that includes the retention of habitat and
structural components, as well as their recruitment over time for future forest
stands.
The HCP conservation strategy for the Pacific fisher is a combination of a habitat-based
approach with an additional structural component element. The management objective is
to maintain enough suitable habitat to contribute to a sustainable population of the
species in the northern California coastal province. Conservation measures include
retention of late seral habitat, aquatic resource protection, measures to retain and recruit
habitat structural components, and old growth habitat reserves (i.e., the Marbled Murrelet
Conservation Areas or MMCAs).
Survey Information Establishing Presence of Fisher on HRC’s Managed
Timberlands
Prior to the establishment of HCP conservation strategies for the fisher, and the HCP
surveys described below, the presence of fisher on HRC lands had been confirmed
through track plate surveys conducted in 1988 and 1992 (Kerns 1988, PALCO 1998).
Below we describe more recent surveys conducted pursuant to the HCP as further
evidence that fishers are present in the study area.
Study Area
HRC lands encompass approximately 210,000 acres (84,984 ha), and are located in
coastal Humboldt County, California. These lands are characterized by mountainous
terrain, a maritime climate, and dense coniferous forests, primarily dominated by coastal
redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) and Douglas-fir (Pseudostuga menziesii), with an
understory typically composed of tanoak (Lithocarpus densiflorus), Pacific madrone
(Arbutus menziesii), salal (Gaultheria shallon), and sword fern (Polystichum munitum).
California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (WHR) habitat types in the study area include
Redwood, Douglas-fir, Montane Hardwood Conifer, and Montane Hardwood (Mayer and
Laudenslayer 1988). Elevations range from approximately 100 feet to 2,000 feet (30-610
meters) above sea level.
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The majority of HRC’s timberlands, with the exception of old growth within the Marbled
Murrelet Conservation Areas (MMCAs), have previously been harvested. Harvest of the
old growth began in the late 1800’s, using oxen and horses to yard the logs that had been
cut by hand. Steam donkey yarding and railroads allowed harvesting to move farther up
the watersheds in the early 1900’s and into the 1940’s when caterpillar tractors began to
be used for yarding. During this period trucks, and thus roads began replacing railroads as
the means to get the logs from the woods to the mills. Eventually yarding methods
evolved to include cable yarders and helicopters, with caterpillars still occasionally being
used.
HRC lands are relatively well-roaded. Current estimates are of approximately 1,520 miles
of existing and proposed roads for the HRC forest lands. This averages about 4.8 miles of
road per square mile of property. The amount of roads varies from watershed to
watershed within the ownership. The roads vary from native surfaced seasonal, to wellrocked all weather, to sections of paved roads.
Methods and Results
Presence of fisher on HRC lands has been established using baited camera stations
following the procedures described by Zielinski and Kucera (1995) (PALCO,
unpublished data 2005). An initial survey was completed from 2000-2005. Fisher
presence was confirmed in all Watershed Assessment Areas (PALCO HCP 1999),
although at apparently low rates (11 camera detections from 119 sample units). A second
survey cycle of the HRC property was begun in 2010 and is currently ongoing.
During the 2010 - 2014 survey period 62 units (124 camera traps) have been surveyed to
date for a total of 4,340 camera nights. Camera trap results from 2010 - 2014 surveys
include detections of 28 different species. Pacific fisher were detected at 32 of the camera
traps, covering 25 of the 62 surveyed sample units, for a trap detection rate of 0.26, a
slight increase compared to the 2013 rate of 0.25, and a significant increase to the 0.13
rate for the total baseline survey results. The fisher unit detection rate is now 0.40,
compared to the 0.38 reported in 2013. There have been a total of ten Pacific fisher
detections during the 2013 – 2014 season to date. The Pacific fisher trap detection rate is
now second only to the black bear and blacktail deer, respectively. During this second
round of surveys we have detected fisher on more of the sample units than on the initial
survey that was completed in 2005.
Based on the established presence of fisher, and available studies from Northern
California, we developed a very crude density estimate for HRC lands. Two studies have
examined fisher home range size in northern California. Buck et al. (1983) found that the
average of all adult home ranges in their study area was approximately 3,648 acres (14.8
km²) (Buck 1983, Table 10). Zielinski et al. (2004, Table 1) found mean male home
ranges of approximately 14,349 acres (58.1 km²) and mean female home ranges of
approximately 3,701 acres (14.9 km²), averaging 9,025 acres (36.5 km²). Given that
fisher have been detected in all major watersheds on HRC lands, and using young, mid,
late seral, and hardwood stands as a habitat surrogate (total 198,554 acres), crude density
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estimates derived from Buck (1983) and from Zielinski et al. (2004) would range from
approximately 22 to 54 fishers, with an average of 38 fishers.
Thus, fishers are extant on portions of their historic range on HRC lands in Humboldt
County, and while these lands include some unentered old growth stands, they are clearly
not characterized by large tracts of undisturbed forest. In contrast, the lands have a long
history of disturbance, including timber harvest and extensive roading. Given the current
measures in place to retain fisher habitat, including key structural components, it is likely
that fisher habitat conditions will continue to improve over time.
HRC Growth and Yield Document and Habitat Conservation Plan
HRC operates under the California Forest Practice Rules (CFPRs) as well as a federal and
state approved Habitat Conservation Plan. HRC’s method of providing for Maximum
Sustained Production of High Quality Timber Products as required by the CFPRS is
achieved by meeting the requirements of Option (a) of 913.11 of the CFPRs. Briefly, this
option provides for:
1. Producing the yield of timber products specified by the landowner, taking into
account biological and economic factors, while accounting for limits on
productivity due to various constraints including but not limited to wildlife,
2. Balancing growth and harvest over time,
3. Realizing growth potential,
4. Maintaining good stand vigor, and
5. Making provisions for adequate regeneration.
The Option (a) projections for growth and harvest include all constraints of the HCP
relative to conservation of the covered species, including fishers. The Option (a)
document applies to the approximately 209,000 acres of HRC lands in Humboldt County.
In turn, the HRC HCP is a multi-species HCP for their covered lands in Humboldt
County, California. The Pacific fisher is one of the 17 covered species of this 50-year
HCP. The Pacific fisher conservation strategy is a combination of a habitat-based
approach with an additional structural component element. The management objective is
to maintain enough suitable habitat to contribute to a sustainable population fishers in the
northern California coastal province. Conservation measures that are intended to meet
this objective include retention of late seral habitat, aquatic resource protection, measures
to retain and recruit habitat structural components, and old growth habitat reserves (i.e.,
the MMCAs), as well as spotted owl conservation areas.
The HCP requires that HRC retain at least 10% late seral habitat, defined as WHR 5M,
5D, or 6 size and density class, per Watershed Assessment Area over the life of the HCP.
HRC’s long term harvest planning document, or Option (a) described above, includes this
constraint on harvest in the planning horizon.
Aquatic resource protection that contributes to fisher habitat includes Riparian
Management Zones (RMZs) for Class I, II, and III waters (as defined by the HRC HCP),
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and Mass Wasting Areas of Concern (MWACs). In these riparian buffers and areas prone
to landslides there are places where no, or very limited harvesting is allowed.
The HCP also includes a strategy for the retention of snags, culls, large hardwood trees,
large downed logs, and for retaining green replacement trees when there are not enough
snags to meet the minimum retention requirements. Information on size and species
requirements for fisher den and rest trees was used in the development of this strategy.
HRC foresters currently use a “live cull and green wildlife tree scorecard” to ensure that
culls and trees that are retained during harvest activities have the characteristics of fisher
den and rest trees (scorecard attached).
Finally, the HCP included the set-aside of approximately 8,000 acres in old growth
habitat reserves, the MMCAs, primarily focused on maintaining the best remaining
nesting habitat for marbled murrelets, but also intended to retain suitable habitat for other
covered species including northern spotted owls and Pacific fishers. Importantly, the
fisher conservation measures established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
California Department of Fish and Game for the HRC HCP were determined in
consideration of many of the same findings cited by the petitioners, for example, Freel
(1991), and Powell and Zielinski (1994).
Effectiveness monitoring for fishers under the HCP is to be accomplished through the
development and implementation of a research and monitoring strategy. The initial
objective of this project has been to examine the distribution of fishers on HRC lands
using remote-sensing cameras at bait stations, as described earlier.
The HCP also requires that HRC review aquatic protection measures over time through a
process called Watershed Analysis. Aquatic protection measures can change as a result of
the findings of the individual analyses. The interim “one size fits all” protection measures
of the HCP are typically changed to meet site-specific conditions within different
watersheds. Our experience to date is that the post-watershed analysis prescriptions are
somewhat less restrictive than the interim measures, but in some cases have become more
restrictive to address local resource conditions. Regardless, the proposed site-specific
prescriptions are assessed for potential negative effects on terrestrial species like the
fisher, and are subject to revision prior to their approval by the agencies to ensure that
conservation measures for the fisher are not compromised.
Trapping is not permitted on HRC lands; therefore incidental fisher mortality due to
trapping is not occurring. Analysis of potential cumulative effects to late seral forest
occurs with every harvest plan document that is filed with the State. These analyses are
done within the context of the CFPRs and HCP.
Because the term of the HCP is 50 years, and the above mentioned habitat requirements
apply throughout the period, the long term outlook for fisher habitat on HRC lands is
good. At a minimum, the landscape should include a shifting mosaic of selectively
managed timber stands connected by RMZs, MWACs, spotted owl habitat retention
areas, and habitat reserves such as the MMCAs. Thus, under the HCP suitable fisher
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habitat is being retained, and key structural components of fisher habitat are being
retained and recruited for future forest stands.
Summary
Simply put, listing the Pacific fisher as a Threatened species under the ESA is not
warranted, nor is it necessary. The threats to the species that are listed by the Service are
not valid threats to the fisher on HRC lands.
As described above, HRC has existing measures in place in its HCP to conserve habitat
and key structural components to contribute to the existing fisher population. HRC’s
forest management, including selection harvest and retention of all old growth trees on
the landscape meeting the company’s old growth policy will maintain suitable fisher
habitat over time. In addition, HRC has monitored fisher presence using remote camera
sets, and monitors fisher habitat through forest inventory and GIS methods.
Catastrophic wildfire is unlikely to eliminate fisher habitat on HRC lands. HRC has not
had any large illegal marijuana grows on its property, and toxicants (rodenticides) from
such grows are scarce or non-existent on HRC lands.
Existing regulatory mechanisms, including the HRC HCP, provide significant
conservation measures for the fisher. As evidenced by the above information, the HRC
HCP explicitly contains both short-term and long-term strategies to retain and recruit
habitat and habitat structural components for fishers, as well as to conduct both
compliance and effectiveness monitoring for the fisher conservation strategy.
Thank you for your consideration and please contact me if I can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,

Sal Chinnici
Forest Science Manager
Humboldt Redwood Company
P.O. Box 712
Scotia, CA 95565
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System for Rating Cull/Wildlife Trees: Rating Table/Scorecard
Applies to all conifers ≥30” dbh and to all hardwoods ≥20” dbh, and not to smaller trees
For any tree, only one score is applied for a category, e.g., if multiple large limbs are present, the tree’s score for large limbs is 2, or if
both a cavity and basal hollow are present, 5 points apply for that column.
TREE CHARACTERISTICS
Large Tree Size
Conifer:
dbh ≥36"

Points
Example

Structural Features Present

Hardwood:
dbh ≥24"

3

4

Cavity,
Large
Hollow, or
Limb(s)
Basal
hollow

5

2

Mistletoe
Broken Top Complex
Total Points
broom or ≥18"
crown,
max =15 - conifer,
limb cluster diameter
diseased, or max = 16 - hardwood
small cavity

2

4

2

1

15 or 16

1

5

Example 3
2
1
6
Example 1: 28” dbh tanoak: large size plus small cavity: 5 pts, does not count towards 4/ac in HCP 6.11.2.2 (“live cull trees”)
Example 2: 45” dbh redwood: large size, cavity, broken top 14” diameter at break (complex crown): 6 pts, counts towards 4/ac
Criteria for Tree Characteristics:
Broken top ≥18" diameter: any broken-topped tree with a minimum diameter at the break of 18 inches or larger
Large limb(s): tree has one or more limbs 12" or greater in diameter
Cavity/Basal Hollow/Hollow:
Cavity: A cavity (or void within a tree bole or large limb), with a relatively small opening; includes all cavities with entrances 2.5to-6” across the smallest direction (for example, a vertical slit-like opening 4” across would count, as would a more circular
entrance).
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Notes: Can include enlarged woodpecker nest cavities as well as natural cavities. Cavities with smaller entrances (see
Complex crown below) and larger openings (see Basal hollow) are addressed separately below. Entrances should be above the
ground level (see Basal Hollow for ground-level cavities); entrance height is often above 15 feet, but cavities with lower
entrances may be used by fishers and other species, and are included as cavities. In practice, interior dimensions are usually not
visible, so classification should be based primarily on dimensions of the opening.
Basal hollow (including goose pens): a hollow at ground level, extending at least 1/3 of the distance into the trunk diameter, or (for
trees larger than 54” dbh) for a distance of at least 18".
Notes: Typically formed by fire which destroys cambium on a portion of the bole, and fire also plays an important role in
maintaining and enlarging many basal hollows. Basal hollows are generally at least one to several feet tall (tall enough to
provide shelter to fisher-size or larger wildlife).
Hollow: Hollows have similar characteristics as cavities, are located above ground, but have a larger entrance (larger than criteria
above for “cavities”).
Complex Crown/Small Cavity/Diseased:
Complex Crown: Crown features not otherwise listed, including: multiple crown leaders/reiterated trunks, broken tops 6-18"
diameter at break, and epicormic branches (large branches that sprout from adventitious buds on the bole of a tree, usually when it
tree is stressed or bole is subjected to full sunlight).
Notes: To be counted, multiple leaders/reiterated trunks and epicormic branches should be large enough or form a large
enough crotch to provide a nesting or resting opportunity for a Pacific fisher, peregrine falcon, or similar-sized species.
Small Cavity: Cavities with entrances 1- 2.5” across the smallest direction (smaller than criteria for “Cavity” above).
Diseased: Visible signs of disease that are indicative of heart rot, notably presence of fruiting fungi on the bole (such as conks) or
at the base of the tree.
Mistletoe brooms and limb clusters: a cluster of branches dense or large enough to form a potential platform or fisher rest site.
Notes: “Platform” or other potential rest site structure must be of sufficient size to provide a nesting or resting opportunity for a
Pacific fisher, peregrine falcon, or similar-sized species. Single large limbs are treated separately.
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Pacific Fisher – Threatened Species Designation

Summary of Information
1. The proposal was posted on October 7, 2014 and comments are due January 5, 2014.
2. The basis for the F&W proposal of a Threatened Species Designation is habitat loss from wildfire and vegetation
management; toxicants (including anti‐coagulant rodenticides); and the cumulative and synergistic effects of
these and other stressors (including marijuana grows, logging, mining and recreational activities) acting on small
populations.
3. In addition to the threatened species designation, F&W plans to make a critical habitat designation through the
ESA (RIN 1018‐BA06), which would impose restrictions on activity that could conceivably harm the fisher
population, including timber harvests, mining, etc. This must be completed within one year of the threatened
species posting – they show a target date of September 2015.
4. While economic impact is not supposed to be considered when a critical habitat designation is planned, there
are some provisions for a negative decision when the economic costs significantly outweigh the benefits of the
designation.
5. It is debatable whether the F&W actually has any documented record of historic presence in Butte County’s
Sierra Nevada Mountains, but since they have populated the west coast mountains, and the habitat is conducive
to their presence, they have imputed a historic range that includes the entire Sierra Nevada range. There is
documented presence of fishers in the Southern Sierra Nevada.
6. The F&W report supporting their plan includes a statement that the studies done in Northern CA‐Southwestern
Oregon were not conclusive and that it is difficult to determine whether the fisher population as a whole is
increasing, decreasing or stable.
Current reports on populations and Reintroduction Populations:
SPI implemented a cooperative venture with the F&W Service and the California Dept. of F&W in 2009. Project plans
call for monitoring the introduced population for 7 years. The monitoring results through the fall of 2013 indicate the
population is being sustained and may be growing. Their studies show that the fishers are actively using managed
landscapes for hunting food, finding shelter, and reproduction. SPI has a 20 year contract with F&W to support the
fisher population and monitor progress on their managed lands. They are also focusing on fuel removal to reduce the
likelihood of wildfires and routinely monitor their lands for any illegal marijuana cultivation activities. SPI believes that
the California F&W supports this program and will weigh in against designation of the fisher as a threatened species due
to the current conservation/reintroduction programs in place in the state.
The results derived from a more seasoned reintroduction program, managed by Humboldt Redwood Company since
2000, support SPI’s belief that their reintroduction efforts will successfully grow the fisher population. A HRC survey was
done 2000‐2005 that confirmed increasing populations, and a second survey done 2010‐2014, detecting fisher on more
of the sample units than on the initial survey.
The Roseburg Resource Company recently completed surveys of 75,000 acres of land between Burney and Redding,
65,000 of which had burned in the 1991 Fountain Fire. They found fishers were established in 19 of the 30 four square
mile quadrants tested. This demonstrates that managed lands, even after a devastating fire, will support a thriving
population.
The monitoring requirements set in place by a threatened species/critical habitat designation will be expensive and
time‐consuming for smaller logging companies such as Soper‐Wheeler. Restrictions on timing and locale of logging
activity reduce revenue and impair the financial health. Adverse economic impact should be considered in light of the
likelihood that current reintroduction and conservation efforts will be successful in improving habitat and building fisher
populations without additional restrictive actions by F&W.

Recommendation for letter (consider e‐post and by mail):

Ask that the comment period be extended so that State F&W studies currently ongoing may be completed (peer reviews
are in progress, but apparently will not be completed in time to meet the comment submission deadline) and additional
research information may be reviewed.
The County could argue that we would oppose the threatened species designation if an extension is not possible, due to
the preliminary positive results of ongoing reintroduction programs conducted by SPI and the California F&W in Butte
County; results that are supported by results from similar management programs in other areas of California, such as the
Humboldt Redwood Company’s successful program, and the potentially significant adverse impact private landholders
with successfully managed forests.

