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IV.1 Responses to Individual DEIR E-Mail 
Comments E-1 to E-26 

 
This section presents responses to individual public comments (i.e., not form letter or form letter 
based) received via e-mail. The responses immediately follow each letter and are organized in 
the same order as the comments in each letter. Several of the letters included attachments. 
Attachments were not included herein if our response did not directly reference the attachment. 
 
E-mail submissions with multiple copies of a single letter format will be addressed in one sample 
from each type of form letter. Those with additional comments added will be addressed 
individually if the comment is substantive and thus warrants a separate response. 
 
There will not be comment letters for every number within the series because some letters 
dropped if they were duplicates or if they were found to be form letters.  Form letters are 
responded to in their own section of the FEIR.  
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Email Letter  E-1 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Opposition to the DFMP noted.  Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board and CAL FIRE are responsible for developing a management plan that is consistent 
with existing legislation.  Public comment was encouraged throughout the development of the 
DFMP and EIR/RDEIR process.  Public concerns and their effect on management are discussed 
in the DFMP starting on page 28.  Additional measures, such as increased Marbled Murrelet 
habitat protection, were incorporated into Alternative C2 based on public comments (see Section 
VII.6.6.4). The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) designates 
additional acreage to late seral development, which is aimed in part at providing the structural 
characteristics necessary to provide Marbled Murrelet habitat (see General Response 2, 8,9,11 
and 12).  
 
There is no specific allocation for group selection in the oldest second-growth stands, but given 
the goal of increasing late seral and older forest structure on the Forest it is likely that the use of 
group selection in the oldest second-growth stands will be limited to prescriptions aimed at 
improving late seral structural characteristics.  There will be additional opportunities for public 
input on a more site specific basis during the THP process.  
 
Several of the alternatives analyzed were based on input from the public.  Alternative D is based 
on input from the Citizen Advisory Committee and Alternative F was based on Senator Wes 
Chesbro’s proposed Bill, SB 1648, along with detailed comments from the Sierra Club.  The 
range of alternatives analyzed was designed to cover a wide range of management objectives 
and activities (see General Response 4).  The ADFFMP has been developed using components 
of several alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board contends that the DFMP and the ADFFMP provide for management of JDSF that goes 
well beyond that of a tree farm (see General Response 2).   The Board recognizes that the 
citizens of California own the Forest, and that CDF manages the forest on their behalf under the 
guidance of the Board.  The comment provides no support for the conclusion that the proposed 
project violates the intent and purpose of the public comment process. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The EIR includes an analysis of potential effects associated with a broad range of alternatives 
and their associated management activities (see General Response 4).  The ADFFMP contains 
elements from several alternatives, and reflects consideration of public input.   
 
Response to Comment 5 
The ADFFMP addresses the inadequacies of the previous management plans in regards to roads 
with the inclusion of an Accelerated Road Management Plan (see General Response 13).  
Timber sales are the source of funding utilized for management purposes on the State Forests.   
 
Response to Comment 6 
See General Response 11. Timber sales are the source of funding utilized for management 
purposes on the State Forests.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
Forest Practice enforcement is not funded through the Demonstration State Forest system.  
Timber Harvesting Plans implemented on JDSF are subject to all applicable CEQA requirements 
for resource protection, including enforcement.   
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Response to Comment 8 
JDSF is open to public access and recreation.  While most visitors to the Forest abide by all 
applicable rules and regulations, some do not.  It is recognized that illegal activity, such as 
dumping and OHV trespass, occurs on the Forest.  Damage caused by illegal activity is ultimately 
the responsibility of the person or persons conducting this illegal activity.  CAL FIRE employs staff 
dedicated to law enforcement, but this limited staff is incapable of preventing all illegal activity.  
However, when individuals are encountered who are breaking the law, they are dealt with 
appropriately. 
 
JDSF staff devotes a considerable amount of time, effort, and expense to the pickup and disposal 
of refuse dumped illegally within the Forest.  A clean-up staff of three part-time employees, often 
in combination with a heavy equipment operator and a conservation camp crew, has loaded and 
hauled hundreds of cubic yards of illegally-dumped refuse from the Forest, in addition to dozens 
of abandoned automobiles, travel trailers, and miscellaneous household appliances.  This is an 
on-going activity, conducted in response to illegal dumping within the Forest.   
 
The funding for these activities must be balanced with other management activities.  Timber sales 
are the source of funding utilized for management purposes on the State Forests.  
Implementation of the FMP is not expected to cause significant adverse environmental impacts.   
 
Response to Comment 9 
Timber sales are the source of funding utilized for management purposes on the State Forests. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
See General Response 4.  The Board and CAL FIRE are responsible for developing a 
management plan that is consistent with existing legislation.   
 
Response to Comment 11 
See General Response 6.  The comment provides no evidence to support the statement that 
“Studies by prominent scientists were ignored”, so a reasoned response is not possible.  The 
input from the Citizen’s Advisory Committee led to the analysis of Alternative D and, while not 
implemented in its entirety, several elements of Alternative D have been incorporated into the 
ADFFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
See General Response 5.  State of the art, best available information was utilized in the EIR 
analysis.  The comment provides no evidence to support the statement that projections were 
irrelevant and unsubstantiated or that species lists were inadequate.  A reasoned response is not 
possible. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
The DEIR/RDEIR concludes that all potential adverse environmental impacts were either less 
than significant or less than significant after mitigation.  Mitigations are discussed in Section VII, 
Resource Specific Analysis, under Impacts.  See General Response 3. 
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Email Letter  E-2 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Forest Management plan identifies the Pygmy forest as a Special Concern Area.  This area 
will be subject to management restrictions designed to protect sensitive resources and no 
harvesting will occur.  A discussion of potential impacts, mitigation measures and associated 
regulations relating to the Pygmy Forest can be found in DEIR Section VII.6.2-34.  Significant 
adverse impacts to this resource due to the implementation of the Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan are not expected. The DFMP states “JDSF will maintain the current 
distribution and species composition of this plant community and protect it from harmful human 
disturbance, while continuing to allow recreational activities.”  
 
JDSF does have ongoing protection activities for the pygmy forest area. These include: 
 

 barricading or gating the access points from neighboring private lands or public 
roads; 

 patrolling and enforcing the vehicle trespass laws; 
 garbage removal; 
 educating the adjacent landowners as to state forest ownership; 
 and educating the public-at-large about the value, sensitivity and need to protect the 

pygmy forest. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Preference for Alternative F noted.  See also General Response 1 and 2. 
 

Page IV.1-7 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.1-8 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Email Letter  E-3 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan places increased emphasis on the 
Research and Demonstration mandate.  The JDSF management plan will maintain a viable 
outdoor laboratory by managing the Forest to create diverse stand and habitat types (see 
General Response 2).  
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board recognizes recreation as a compatible use of the Forest (see General Response 14). 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board recognizes the importance of timber based revenue for the State Forest system, as 
well as the local and regional economy. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
A wide range of comments were received from locals, as well as people from distant urban 
centers.  Many locals have submitted comments advocating a preservation oriented management 
plan. 
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Email Letter E-4 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Preference for Alternative C1 noted.  JDSF will continue to be managed as a research and 
demonstration forest.  The JDSF management plan will maintain a viable outdoor laboratory by 
managing the Forest to create diverse stand and habitat types (see General Response 2).  This 
will include areas that are designated to allow even-age management, including clearcuts (see 
General Response 10).  As part of the adaptive management and research programs a variety of 
stream buffer strategies will be utilized on JDSF using the applicable Forest Practice Rules as a 
minimum, except as modified to support research conducted under appropriate authorities (see 
General Response 11).  Demonstration of economic forest management will not be limited to 
those activities applicable only to small land owners. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
A significant level of sustained timber production will occur at JDSF.  The Board supports a 
balanced multiple use concept and maximum sustained production of high quality timber 
products.  The Board recognizes the importance of a diversified economy in the region, including 
timber (see Section III of the DEIR for a detailed discussion of regional economic impacts).  See 
also General Response 14. 
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Email Letter  E-5 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative B, with exceptions, noted.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan calls for the use of prescribed fire as 
resources allow (see Section VII.8.1 for a detailed discussion of fire related issues).  Fire is 
recognized as a natural ecosystem process, however long-standing fire suppression policies 
have altered the fuel loading and forest structure characteristics on JDSF, which will alter the fire 
behavior characteristics such that reintroduction of fire on the landscape may not imitate naturally 
occurring fire intensity.  There is potential for use of areas within JDSF for site-specific research 
in the use of fire as a management tool.  The use of fire can facilitate fire hazard reduction, 
silvicultural and habitat research, and ecosystem management research.  Prescribed fire requires 
careful implementation to avoid impacts to other resource values, such as rare plants, heritage 
resources and private property. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Alternative C1 (or Alternative G) does not preclude the use of herbicides for hardwood 
management The Board has selected an approach that treats hardwoods only where specific 
criteria are met (REIR II-1); seeking to minimize the use of herbicides and employ alternative 
methods. The ecological basis and incorporation of a range of treatment options shares some 
attributes with Integrated Pest Management for invasive weeds (see General Response 7).  The 
JDSF approach to invasive weeds will be prevention oriented. This ecologically based program 
will utilize a combination of control methods and the use of herbicides will be minimized.  One 
component of the forest management plan will be to conduct research and demonstration 
projects on alternatives to herbicides and integrated approaches, including the cost and 
effectiveness of various methods. 
 
On the east end of JDSF the hardwood component is approximately 30 percent of the basal area 
on average.  Silvicultural prescriptions, including hardwood removal, will be utilized in this area to 
slowly shift the hardwood component toward the former pre-European conifer dominated 
conditions.  See General Response 7 and the DIER for discussions of herbicide regulation.  
 
Response to Comment 4 
Preference for the provisions of Alternative C1 in regards to Marbled Murrelet noted. 
Increased Marbled Murrelet habitat protection was incorporated into Alternative C2 (see Section 
VII.6.6.4).  The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan designates additional acreage 
to late seral development, which is aimed in part at providing the structural characteristics 
necessary to provide Marbled Murrelet habitat (see General Response 8, 9, 11 and 12). 
Specifically, Alternative G designates an additional 1,549 acres for the development of late seral 
forest conditions to provide potential habitat for the marbled murrelet. 
  
Response to Comment 5 
Preference for the provisions of Alternative C1 in regards to rare plants noted. 
JDSF has committed to completing a scoping process, including rare plant surveys. 
Specifically, for timber harvest plans and other large projects with the potential for 
negative effects on rare plants, JDSF shall follow the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects 
of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural 
Communities (CDFG 2000). On smaller scale projects, the survey effort will be 
appropriate for the level of CEQA analysis and the risk of impact to rare plants.    
 
Response to Comment 6 
Preference for the provisions of Alternative E with regards to herbicides noted.  See General 
Response 7. 
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Response to Comment 7 
Preference for the provisions of Alternative E with regards riparian zones noted.  See General 
Response 11. 
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Email Letter  E-6 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board recognizes the importance of funding for programs such as CFIP.  However, revenue 
from the state forest system no longer funds the CFIP program.  This program is now supported 
by the General Fund. Demonstrations and research that are conducted on JDSF will continue to 
provide valuable information for private landowners and contribute to the knowledge base for 
improved forest management throughout the Redwood region. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board recognizes the value of the Research and Demonstration aspect of the JDSF 
management plan for private landowners.  The ADFFMP places increased emphasis on the 
Research and Demonstration mandate.  The JDSF management plan will maintain a viable 
outdoor laboratory by managing the Forest to create diverse stand and habitat types (see 
General Response 2). 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board agrees that JDSF has for the most part been historically well managed. 

Page IV.1-16 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.1-17 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Email Letter  E-7 
 
Response to Comment 1 
JDSF will continue to be managed as a Demonstration Forest.  The Board recognizes the 
important role that JDSF provides including, research and demonstration, sustainable production 
of high quality timber products, revenue generation, and employment (see General Response 2).  
By providing an area dedicated to demonstration and research, the State forest system plays a 
critical role in the development of improved forest practices. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Support for Alternative C1 noted.  The Board recognizes the pressure of land use conversion.  
JDSF will continue to be managed as a Demonstration Forest and will not be converted to other 
uses.  The Forest will continue to be available for research purposes, including the development 
of functional Forest Practice Rules.  The Board supports a balanced multiple use concept and 
sustained production of high quality timber products.  The legislative mandate requires active 
management of the Forest. 
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Email Letter E-8 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative C1 noted.  The Board recognizes the importance of generating revenue to 
support important management activities.  The legislation that provided for establishment of the 
State Forest makes it very clear that demonstration of maximum sustained timber production is 
one of the primary purposes of Forest management.  A significant level of sustained timber 
production will occur at JDSF.  JDSF will not be converted to a park or other “non-producing 
conservation easement”.  Continued production of high quality timber products from the forests of 
California is encouraged by the Board.  
 
The Board-developed Administrative Draft Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) strives to 
balance the concerns of all Californians while remaining consistent with the legislative mandate 
and Board policy for the Demonstration State Forest system (see General Response 2).  The 
timber harvest level and allocation of silvicultural prescriptions under the Alternative G and the 
ADFFMP are based on providing a varied landscape with a diverse set of forest structures 
designed to support a world-class forest research and demonstration program, rather than to 
achieve a particular level of timber production.  This diversity of conditions is needed for a broad 
range of research and demonstration activities.  Among other things, the research conducted on 
JDSF will help to improve our understanding of forest ecosystems and to guide the development 
of improved management practices and future forest practice rules.  A summary of the history, 
purpose, guiding legislation and management direction of JDSF can be found in General 
Response 2.   
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Email Letter E-9 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative C1 noted.  The Board recognizes the value of the Research and 
Demonstration aspect of the JDSF management plan.  The ADFFMP places increased emphasis 
on the Research and Demonstration mandate.  The JDSF management plan will maintain a 
viable outdoor laboratory by managing the Forest to create diverse stand and habitat types (see 
General Response 2).  The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept and maximum 
sustained production of high quality timber products. 
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Email Letter  E-10 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see response to comments in DEIR mailed comment letter P-6. 
 
The Board recognizes the continuing and increasing pressures of land use conversion and the 
environmental degradation associated with the problem.  The Board further recognizes the role of 
sustainable, economic forest management for maintaining natural land cover.  The California 
Timberland Productivity Act of 1982 (PRC 51102) establishes as one of its goals to “discourage 
premature and unnecessary conversion of timberlands to urban and other uses”.  The 
management plan will continue the tradition of a working forest landscape that serves to 
demonstrate viable and sustainable forest management.  It is hoped that by demonstrating 
economic alternatives to land use conversion this problem can be reduced. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The JDSF management plan will maintain a viable outdoor laboratory by managing the Forest to 
create diverse stand and habitat types (see General Response 2).  The ADFFMP places 
increased emphasis on the Research and Demonstration mandate.  The legislation that provided 
for establishment of the State Forest system makes it very clear that demonstration of economic 
forest management and maximum sustained production of high quality timber products is one of 
the primary purposes of JDSF.   
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board recognizes the importance of a diversified economy in the region, including timber.  
See Section III of the DEIR for a detailed discussion of regional economic impacts.  See also 
General Response 14. 
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Email Letter  E-11 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 2.  JDSF will remain a redwood forest.  The ADFFMP establishes a high 
degree of protection to all of the associated resource values, including wildlife.  One of the 
primary goals of the JDSF Management Plan is to achieve net improvements of conditions for all 
natural resources over time in comparison to existing conditions.  The current plan is based on a 
monitoring and adaptive management feedback system.  Goals are set for desired future 
conditions and monitoring is utilized to provide feedback regarding the effectiveness of 
management strategies in achieving those goals.  Subsequent management actions will be 
modified as necessary to insure that resource conditions are on the correct trajectory to meet the 
stated management goals.  The management plan represents state of the art management 
practices and implementation is not expected to produce significant adverse environmental 
impacts (see General Response 6, 10 and 11) 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See Form Letter 6/6A Response to Comment 2 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 2.  Qualified support of Alternative F noted.  The likely result of further 
restricting the economical management of redwood forests would be to cause private holdings to 
be converted to other land uses, such as residential housing.  Economic pressure to convert 
expensive redwood forest properties to other land use is ongoing and the desire to preserve 
redwood forests by further regulating timber production must be balanced with this reality.  The 
Board recognizes the value of JDSF to reduce this trend, and the inherent environmental 
degradation, by providing demonstration of viable and sustainable forest management.  
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Email Letter  E-12 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board agrees that JDSF is well suited to demonstrate restoration.  The ADFFMP has placed 
greater emphasis restoration, with the goal of improving all resource values.  The management 
plan includes an accelerated Road Management Plan, higher levels of aquatic habitat protection, 
and plans for continuing research and demonstration of alternative methods to control invasive 
plants (see General Response 7, 11, 13, and 15).   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board does not control the operating budget for the forest.  However, the Board supports the 
concept that the Forest be self sufficient, and develops sufficient funding to enable full 
implementation of the management plan.   The management plan includes some expansion of 
the recreation opportunities, but economics of adding recreation based employment are not 
expected to replace timber based employment (see General Response 14). 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See Response to Form Letter 6/6A. 
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Email Letter E-13 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative D noted.  The comment does not provide evidence that the DFMP 
represents the implementation of “old, or irrelevant, models of timber harvest”.  The ADFFMP 
represents state of the art management practices and implementation of the plan is not expected 
to produce significant adverse environmental impacts.  See General Response 10, 11, 14, and 
15. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See Response to Form Letter 2 and General Response 5. 
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Email Letter E-14 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Forest management and the regulations associated with timber harvesting have continued to 
evolve over time, so research and demonstration of forest management practices retains its value 
for both timberland owners and regulatory agencies.  Often the research and demonstration is 
aimed at developing new and improved management practices that either mitigate potential 
adverse environmental impacts associated with timber harvesting or aid in the development of 
desirable stand characteristics.  Some examples would be: studying the effectiveness of retaining 
various habitat elements from the original stand to improve wildlife habitat when implementing 
even-age management; testing the effectiveness of various strategies to protect aquatic 
resources; and testing the use of different management techniques to accelerate the 
development of late seral stand characteristics.  Private industry cannot be expected to 
implement experimental management practices and dedicate tracts of land to long term research. 
 
CDF is currently developing a website to catalogue the research and demonstration projects 
and/or publications that have been developed on the State forests (http://demoforests.net/).  The 
website is incomplete, but the intention is to provide a means to disseminate information, 
including data sets, regarding projects on the State forests.  The commenter is encouraged to 
visit the website.  This website will be moved to the main CAL FIRE website 
(http://www.fire.ca.gov/) in the near future.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The comment erroneously interprets the statement.  While no harvesting has occurred, some 
limited management has occurred.  The revenue from timber harvesting is utilized to fund other 
management activities.  Therefore, absent harvesting, and the funding it provides, the other 
management activities have been limited. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The exact meaning of the comment is not clear, but it is assumed that the comment indicates that 
the DEIR does not adequately address the benefits associated with managing JDSF for the 
development of old growth in the context of the surrounding State parks.   
 
The ADFFMP presents a workable approach to create and maintain multiple seral stages, along 
with important structural habitat elements.  It preserves all existing old-growth groves, 
augmenting most of them to provide large, contiguous areas of older forest habitat.  It provides for 
recruitment of late seral habitat in the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area, upper 
Russian Gulch, lower Big River, and upper Thompson Gulch, as well as along all Class I and II 
streams. See General Response 9. It also provides for a broad corridor of forest with the 
structural characteristics of older forest that extends from the west to the east and the north to the 
south.  The Plan protects individual large old-growth trees and smaller residual old-growth trees 
with unique habitat attributes.  See General Response 8. And it sets goals for increased structure 
retention of snags, downed logs, and large green trees and their associated biodiversity values.  
The management of JDSF is therefore expected to augment the “substantial benefits” of the 
preservation based management of the State parks by increasing the connectivity of late seral 
and older forest habitat.   
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Email Letter E-17 
 
Response to Comment 1 
JDSF will not be sold off, converted to parks or residential housing, or set aside as a reserve.  
The legislation that provided for establishment of the State Forest system makes it very clear that 
demonstration of economic forest management and maximum sustained production of high 
quality timber products is one of the primary purposes of JDSF.  The timber harvest level under 
the ADFFMP is based on providing a varied landscape with a set of forest structures designed to 
support a viable research and demonstration program rather than a goal of a particular level of 
production.  This analysis has resulted in a planned average annual harvest level of 
approximately 20 to 25 million board feet.  Please see General Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 14. 
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Email Letter E-18 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The comment provides no evidence of over cutting on JDSF.  Average annual timber harvesting 
has never exceeded average annual growth over the “last several years”.  The timber harvest 
level under the ADFFMP is based on providing a varied landscape with a set of forest structures 
designed to support a viable research and demonstration program rather than a goal of a 
particular level of production.  This analysis has resulted in a planned average annual harvest 
level of approximately 20 to 25 million board feet which is well below current growth.  In addition, 
the commitment to monitoring and adaptive management will ensure not only that harvest does 
not exceed growth, but that other timber related resource conditions are on the correct trajectory 
to meet the stated management goals.  Potential impacts to other resource values have been 
mitigated to “less than significant”.  
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 2, 8 and 9. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Support of Alternative D noted. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
See General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
See General Response 10. 
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Email Letter E-19 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative C1 and its inherent management flexibility noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See Email Letter E-10, Response to Comment 2.  See also General Response 2 and 14.
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Email Letter E-20 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative C1 noted.  The Board recognizes the important role that JDSF fills by 
demonstrating sustainable forest management practices for private landowners. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See Email Letter E-10, Response to Comment 1 and General Response 16. 
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Email Letter E-21 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 2, 8, 9, 11, and 12. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Please see General Response 14 and 15. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Please see General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Privatization of JDSF and its forest resources is not proposed. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept that provides high levels of resource 
protection and sustained production of high quality timber products.  The ADFFMP has placed 
greater emphasis on protection and restoration, with the goal of improving all resource values 
over time in comparison to existing conditions.  Protection is provided to wildlife and plants, and 
significant impacts are not expected to occur.  Please see General Response 2. 
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Email Letter E-22 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 12. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
See General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The ADFFMP establishes a high degree of protection to all of the associated resource values, 
including old growth trees and wildlife.  One of the primary goals of the JDSF Management Plan 
is to achieve net improvements of conditions for all natural resources over time in comparison to 
existing conditions.  The management plan represents state of the art management practices and 
implementation of the plan is not expected to produce significant adverse environmental impacts.  
See also General Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
See General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
See General Response 8 and 9. 
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Email Letter E-23 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board agrees that it would be highly beneficial for the State Forest to fully resume 
management activities, so the Board is working actively to certify the EIR and approve a 
management plan.  The Board recognizes that the lack of timber production in recent years has 
resulted in the loss of revenue for the State and the valuable programs that it supports.  Forest 
practice regulation is no longer funded by timber revenue from the State forest system. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
A significant level of sustainable timber production will continue at JDSF.  A discussion of the 
economics of the timber industry is contained in Section III.5.4 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Active management is required by the legislative mandate that created Jackson Demonstration 
State Forest.  The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept and sustained production of 
high quality timber products. 

Page IV.1-48 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.1-49 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
 
 

 
 

Page IV.1-50 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
Email Letter E-24 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative D noted. The timber harvest level under the ADFFMP is based on 
providing a varied landscape with a set of forest structures designed to support a viable research 
and demonstration program rather than a goal of a particular level of production.  This analysis 
has resulted in an expected average annual harvest level of approximately 20 to 25 million board 
feet which is well below current growth.  CAL FIRE has consistently harvested well below the 
growth of the forest, resulting in an ever increasing inventory of larger, older trees.  In addition, 
the commitment to monitoring and adaptive management will ensure not only that harvest does 
not exceed growth, but that other timber related resource conditions are on the correct trajectory 
to meet the stated management goals.  Taken as a whole, the implementation of the ADFFMP is 
expected to have many beneficial impacts to the overall forest health of JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The ADFFMP limits the use of even-age management to approximately 26 percent of the Forest 
(see General Response 2 and 10).  Most of the remaining 74 percent of the Forest will be 
restricted to either no harvest or uneven-age management.  Clearcutting is further restricted as 
described in General Response 10.  The designation of 30% of the land base in the DFMP, and 
26% of the land base in the ADFFMP, is designed to allow some flexibility when locating even-
age silvicultural prescriptions.  The area designated to allow the use of even-age management 
will include clearcutting and variable retention prescriptions, but will also utilize uneven-age 
management.  The use of even-age management is not expected to result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 7 
 
Response to Comment 4 
See General Response 2, 8, 9, and 12. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board recognizes the importance of “good decisions made on the ground” when marking 
selection prescriptions.  The Board further recognizes the advantages of this silvicultural method 
when properly implemented to reduce some types of potential adverse environmental impacts 
associated with timber harvest. The proposed management plan uses a set of structural goals to 
guide planned harvest actions.  The central goal is not a particular level of timber harvest or a 
preferred method of harvesting but a set of forest structures that represent the full breadth of 
forest conditions. See General Response 2.  
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Electronic Comment E-25  
 
Response to Comment 1  
The DEIR and RDEIR are intended as a public disclosure and decision making tool to be used by 
the Board to analyze the significant potential effects arising from implementing the draft JDSF 
Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP) and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan (ADFFMP), to identify alternatives, and to disclose feasible measures to reduce or avoid 
significant impacts.  The lead agency, in this case the Board, is obligated to produce a 
comprehensive document that addresses the full range of potential significant environmental 
impacts in sufficient detail that a determination of significance can be made with regard to the 
proposed project and the alternatives.  The size of the document is largely determined by the 
complexity of the potential effects of the proposed project, plus the alternatives, and the 
requirement of CEQA that the EIR adequately address those potential effects. 
 
The DEIR is also responding to a judicial decision that required an expanded regional setting and 
cumulative effects sections.  The DEIR is complex because it examines a number of complex 
issues.  The use of existing studies is not an uncommon information source in EIR development.  
CEQA does not require the sole use of original research for alternative development and impact 
analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The DEIR alternatives are described generally in the text, then explained in a detailed, 
comparative fashion in Table VI.1.   
 
DEIR pages II-10 to -14 describes the programmatic nature of the DEIR and its relationship to 
future projects.  The DFMP contains both general planning elements and specific proposed 
projects.  The programmatic nature of the DEIR focuses on planning documents that generally 
contain a lesser level of detail than that found for an individual project.  The DEIR examines a 
series of potential future projects that are geographically similar, carried out under the same 
authority, and have similar environmental effects and are mitigated in similar ways. 
 
For the DEIR, spatial comparison of Alternatives was not conducted beyond the first decade 
given the speculative nature of the precise location of land management activities in space and 
time under any particular Alternative.  Where supportable, spatial analysis was conducted using 
harvest units and prescriptions identified for Alternative C1 over the first ten year planning period.  
Retention or removal of Alternative C1 harvest units and/or change in harvest prescription was 
done for each Alternative to spatially characterize each Alternative for the Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Analysis (See DEIR page VII.6.6-216 Spatial Pattern Analysis for Species of Concern).  
The DFMP included maps (figures 5 and 7) that illustrated attributes of Alternative C1. In the 
DEIR the spatial attributes for action alternatives were included (Map Figures D & Z) as well as 
the alternative with spatially unique attributes, (F) was included, (Map Figure AA.) The RDEIR 
included Map Figure 1 to illustrate Alternative G. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The comparison tables were developed to demonstrate similarities as well as differences 
between Alternatives.  Consistent with CEQA guidelines, CAL FIRE evaluated a broad range of 
alternatives and used a matrix to summarize the differences among alternatives (Guidelines § 
15126.6d).  The impact levels used to characterize effects are required in environmental impact 
analysis reporting.  While the check-boxes alone may appear to provide a somewhat coarse (but 
CEQA-compliant) ranking, the text within the tables provides finer-grained information about the 
performance of the various alternatives at addressing potential environmental impacts.  Further 
discriminating information about the alternatives can be found in the text portion of the various 
impact analysis sections.   
  
That there are only relatively minor differences in identified impacts after mitigation and 
management measures are incorporated is a positive result and not an indication that significant 
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impacts were not identified or ignored.  Alternatives that are at the extremes of the spectrum of 
management activities will exhibit clear differences.  Management activities that are more 
conservative or closely related on the spectrum will exhibit differences that are less distinct. 
 
Apparently, the commenter used the comparison tables to inform the very analysis conducted by 
the commenter to identify the “highest performing alternatives” thereby demonstrating the utility of 
the tables.  There is no CEQA requirement that the proposed project be environmentally "highest 
performing" than any of the Alternatives; either before or after mitigations are applied.  CALFIRE 
identified Alternative E as being the "Environmentally Superior Alternative" (DEIR page VI-13). 
 
Differences in alternatives’ goals and values are compared clearly and in detail in DEIR Table 
VI.1, which runs some 38 pages.  The impact comparison tables at the end of each resource 
analysis section clearly compare (with check-boxes and text) the impact differences among the 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The wide range of background information, varying at times in its detail or spatial 
comprehensiveness, is reflective of the information that was reasonably available for use in the 
DEIR.  Taken as a whole, however, this information provides a robust picture of the aquatic 
resource conditions on JDSF, the larger watershed cumulative effects assessment area, and the 
broader regional setting.  One intent of the DEIR was to provide the reader with a regional context 
that could then be applied specifically to considerations of JDSF.  Threatened and endangered 
salmonids are of significant public concern.  The Aquatic Resources section was arranged 
purposefully to respond to judicial direction to explicitly improve upon the setting section with 
additional information of a regional context.  The section is arranged to examine the topics of 
habitat, populations, and the regulatory environment first at a regional scale, and then at the local 
scale of the JDSF ownership and adjacent ownerships.  For example, section 6.1.2 provides a 
regional overview of aquatic habitat conditions followed by section 6.1.3 describing aquatic 
conditions within the JDSF ownership and by section 6.1.4 which examines aquatic conditions on 
adjacent watersheds and downstream areas.  Similarly, section 6.1.6 examines salmonid 
population status in a regional context, followed by section 6.1.7 that examines fish distribution 
and status on JDSF proper.  Finally, section 6.1.11 describes elements of the state and federal 
regulatory environment that guide JDSF management, followed by section 6.1.12 that describes 
specific regulatory and other specific management measures already incorporated in the JDSF 
management plan.  Addressing aquatic resource setting issues at multiple scales for a 
programmatic EIR is clearly complex.  That complexity was recognized early on and the DEIR 
aquatic resources section organized to minimize reader confusion. See also response to 
Comment 1. 
 
Macroinvertebrate population composition and density is frequently considered as a measure of 
overall stream biological condition.  That macroinvertebrates can be a useful indicator of overall 
stream condition is well known.  However, one issue relative to their use for this purpose is the 
wide range of stream conditions occupied by species within the same family.  The wide range of 
environmental conditions represented by macroinvertebrates that are not keyed to species and 
the general lack of macroinvertebrate data across JDSF and the cumulative effects assessment 
area led to the use of other metrics.   
 
Response to Comment 5 
The commenter does not specify which topics have “important omissions,” making a reasoned 
response difficult. Regarding the specific examples provided by the commenter, they are 
recognized in the DEIR.  The DEIR focuses on riparian shading as an important determinant of 
stream temperature because it is the principle driver that can be influenced by management 
activities.  A comprehensive review of stream temperature is provided in Appendix 12 of the 
DEIR.  This includes a discussion of the implications of the research presented by Bartholow 
(2000).  Appendix 12 (page 1) specifically identifies upland vegetation as a factor in stream 
temperature.  The Mattole River watershed has experienced a marked increase in acreage 
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converted to early seral stages of forest development since the 1940s.  Accepting the hypothesis 
that ground-water temperature increases with the extent of early seral acreage, it is likely that 
project-associated effects would result in a decrease in ground water temperature on JDSF, since 
the proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan will increase the area of later 
seral stages on JDSF.  Site-specific results of extensive (>50% of watershed area) even age 
harvests specifically at JDSF in NF Caspar resulted in small, temporary increases in temperature 
that were within the tolerable range for coho salmon and steelhead (DEIR VII-6.34). 
 
Regarding monitoring of hillslope conditions, stream channel conditions, stream temperatures, 
and fish and amphibian populations, Chapter 5 of the DFMP or ADFFMP provide further details,  
beyond the information provided in the DEIR, on monitoring plans for each of these areas and 
more.   
 
Response to Comment 6 
The commenter is apparently basing his concerns and observations only on review of DEIR 
Section 6 (Biological Resources), and more specifically Section 6.1 (Aquatic Resources) as a 
stand alone watershed assessment.  DEIR sections VII.7 (Geology and Soils), VII.10 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality), VIII (Cumulative Effects), Appendix 10 (Peak Flow Analysis), Appendix 11 
(Sediment Studies), and Appendix 12 (Stream Temperatures), also provide important watershed 
analysis elements for JDSF and informed the evaluation of project impact.  Given the complexity 
of watershed processes and aquatic ecosystem functions, it was necessary to both integrate and 
split the various resource analysis elements.  The basic conclusion reached by the analysis and 
independent research reported in these sections is that aquatic conditions are not “continuing to 
degrade” but are improving and are expected to continue to do so.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
The relative value of certain watersheds found on JDSF to the sustainability of coho in a regional 
context is acknowledged in the DEIR. The distribution of coho salmon is illustrated on DEIR page 
V-16 (Environmental Setting).  Similarly, the value of JDSF as a provider of important aquatic 
habitat for coho and other species is noted on DEIR pages V-29 (Environmental Setting), VII.6.1-
2 (Aquatic Resources), VII.6.1-31 (Habitat Suitability Overview), VII.6.1.53-64 (Regional Salmonid 
Population Status) and VII.6.1.85-87 (Critical Habitat).  The commenter’s own GIS analysis  
(Strittholt et al. 1999) to identify focal areas for redwood ecosystem conservation was used in the 
DEIR and provides information on the relative condition and intact nature of JDSF watersheds in 
a regional context (DEIR pages V-26 to -29 and VII.6.6-26 to -28). 
 
Another example of how the DEIR identifies watersheds with high value for fisheries is found in 
section VIII.7.1 of the DEIR.  Here, a GIS model is used to identify watersheds with the best 
riparian habitat indicators and the lowest sediment delivery potential.  This model provided one 
indicator of the watersheds within the cumulative effects assessment area with some of the best 
potential habitat conditions for salmonids. 
 
In addition to the programmatic measures provided in the DEIR/RDEIR and ADFFMP, forest 
management activities that are conducted in a “stronghold watershed” or other area of recognized 
importance to salmonids would be provided protection on a site- and project-specific basis that 
may exceed programmatic requirements.  These protections would be commensurate with the 
resource values requiring protection and would be determined following a detailed analysis of 
potential impacts.  Project and site-specific management planning is part of a tiered approach to 
environmental review that will result in greater detail and identification of potential impacts and 
mitigation.     
 
Response to Comment 8 
The commenter does not recognize the evidence provided in the DEIR analysis that ecosystem 
processes on JDSF and adjacent ownerships are in a state of recovery, and recovering at a rate 
that is greater than that added by expected future disturbance (Section VIII Cumulative Effects).  
That adding new stressors to already compromised systems results in a net negative is broadly 
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recognized where that system is in a state of decline.  The aquatic environment on JDSF and 
surrounding ownerships is considered to be improving under current management.   The degree 
of impact associated with new and added stressors was determined to be markedly less than the 
net effects of natural recovery processes and the application of proposed mitigation and 
management measures to protect and enhance aquatic values. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
See response to Comment 7 regarding the programmatic nature of the DEIR.  The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides direction regarding the examination of negative and 
positive influences of land management activities.  The DEIR clearly addresses a broad range of 
resources that are potentially affected by timber harvesting and other management activities.  
One of the primary functions of the Demonstration State Forest is to examine the potential conflict 
between timber management and other resources. 
 
The broad range of alternatives considered in the DEIR and the detailed analysis of their potential 
environmental effects provides a clear evaluation of the tradeoffs between various levels of forest 
resource utilization (e.g., annual average harvesting levels ranging from zero to 36 million board 
feet per year). 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The central thrust of the comment appears to be the identification of the need for a monitoring 
and adaptive management approach for JDSF.  Chapter 5 of the DFMP or ADFFMP provides 
information on the extensive monitoring and adaptive management approach for the Forest.  This 
approach will provide the information needed to evaluate, over time, the changes in 
environmental conditions on the Forest, thus providing an opportunity to validate the 
environmental impact conclusions made in the DEIR and RDEIR.  Where departures from 
anticipated environmental indicator values are found, steps will be taken to identify and address 
the causes for the departures. To the extent feasible, a GIS will be use to store, present, and 
evaluate the monitoring information that is collected over time.  
 
The commenter does not articulate a specific concern regarding the need for “spatially explicit 
underpinnings for managing JDSF.”  We do not believe that “spatially explicit underpinnings” are 
missing from JDSF management.  The commenter’s contention that data must be spatially 
explicit to inform management decisions is not supported.  The DEIR went to significant lengths 
to avoid the speculative interpretation of available data “that in all likelihood will later be found to 
be grossly inaccurate…” whether those data were spatial or non-spatial in nature. 
 
With respect to the level of GIS-based analysis already included in the DEIR, see the response to 
Comment 2 and other comments below.  Where spatial information existed and was not 
considered overly speculative, a spatial analysis of Alternative impacts was conducted.  For 
example, see DEIR Pages VII.6.6-216-240 Spatial Pattern Analysis for Species of Concern and 
DEIR Pages VII.7.1-43 Geology and Soils.   
 
Response to Comment 11 
For rare plants JDSF has both a GIS layer and list of occurrences on JDSF.  CAL FIRE provides 
all new CNPS list 1& 2 occurrence information to CNDDB so that this information can be 
formatted in a standard manner and shared.  JDSF has draft quality floristic lists for upland areas 
of the forest that could be affected by timber management. For individual projects the information 
has varied historically from full floristic lists to general descriptions. JDSF also maintains plant 
lists from several research projects focusing on plant occurrence and ecology.  
 
Species survey requirements for plants are described in the RDEIR page II-38 and in the 
ADFFMP. The survey process will include pre-harvest qualitative surveys (DFG 2000 Protocol). 
Monitoring is also described in Chapter 5 of the ADFFMP. 
 

Page IV.1-70 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Response to Comment 12  
The definitions of the terms “late seral” or “late successional” are broadly recognized to include 
both mature and old-growth forests.  Current “old-growth” forest stands are identified and mapped 
in the planning process.  The late-successional development areas are described in the ADFFMP 
(Chapter 3):  “Late seral stands are dominated by large trees and have multiple canopy layers, 
relatively few trees per acre, and substantial amounts of large, down wood”.  In addition, 
individual old-growth tree characteristics are defined.  “Late successional” or “late seral” as used 
in the ADFFMP  when referring to late-seral development areas is meant to identify those forest 
stands that will be managed toward those conditions.  The intent of the language used was, in 
part, to avoid confusion with current identified and mapped “old-growth” stands on JDSF that are 
recognized by the public.  
 
It is not determinable what proportion of late seral (successional) stands would be considered 
“mature”, “over-mature”, or “old-growth” over the 100-year planning period and within the 
designated recruitment areas given the forest structure underpinnings of the terms definition and 
their related positions along the continuum of forest development-- although all of these forest 
conditions can be represented in the more general “late successional stage” of forest 
development.   
 
The commenter discusses the broadly understood limitations of age as a basis for assigning 
forest acreage to a successional stage but then suggests that age is an important forest variable 
to map in order to evaluate Alternatives.  Age is less important as an ecological variable than is 
structural condition (tree size, canopy closure, presence of special habitat elements etc.) in an 
assessment of ecological function.  The latter was mapped and reported in detail which formed 
the basis for a habitat assessment by Alternative.  The US Forest Service sought to identify 
ecological characteristics for a number of forest types in the early 1990s (US Forest Service.  
1992.  Old growth definitions/characteristics for eleven forest cover types.  Pacific Southwest 
Region, California. Memo and report compilation from Regional Forester Ronald F. Stewart,  
Director, USDA Forest Service Pacific Southwest Experiment Station, to Forest Supervisors, 
Albany, CA. June 19, 1992.): 
 

Successional stages are most often recognized by structural characteristics such 
as size of trees, distribution of tree sizes, presence and size of snags and logs, 
understory composition and heterogeneity, and horizontal diversity in structure.  
Late successional forests in general contain trees that are large for their species 
and the site, often a variety of tree sizes, large snags and logs, and a developed 
and often patchy understory.  While the structural features of late successional 
forests, or old-growth, are generally recognizable, a myriad of community and 
ecosystem interactions (or functions) may also be diagnostic but are more difficult 
to measure and describe.… Stand age is often considered less important than 
structure in describing late successional forests because the rate of stand 
development depends more on environment and stand history rather than age 
alone. 

 
Stand age can be roughly estimated from harvest history maps kept at JDSF.  However, the 
results should be considered only as an estimation, because some relatively historic harvest 
operations were not mapped, and other non-harvest events that impact stand development (e.g. 
stand replacement fires) have not been recorded. The CWHR maps provide a better description 
of stand conditions than an age-based map. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
The DEIR recognizes the regional conservation value of old-growth retention and recruitment and 
clearly describes the effort to meet this long-term management objective. The ADFFMP provides 
for: 

 Protection of all old growth groves and aggregations; 
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 Creation of a contiguous 6,803-acre Older Forest Structure Zone, extending across much 
of JDSF from west to east and north to south, composed of older forest structure 
development area, old growth reserves, and late seral development areas; 

 Management of riparian zones on Class I and II streams for the development of late 
successional habitat and the recruitment and placement of large woody debris; 

 Upper Russian Gulch/Lower Big River (1,549 acres) designated as a late seral 
development areas for Marbled Murrelets and their habitat and  

 Designation of most the Woodlands Special Treatment Area (2,207 acres) for late seral 
development; 

 Overall, designation of one-third of the forest for maintenance or development of a range of 
older forest conditions.    

  
Response to Comment 14 
The commenter may be confusing the application of two different habitat data sets.  Table 
VII.6.6.1 is found in the Regional Setting section and uses the California Wildlife Habitat 
Relationships System (CWHR) to describe extent of habitat types.  In order to provide a relative 
comparison of habitat types for JDSF and the region in general a common and regionally derived 
vegetation coverage was necessary. FRAP Veg was utilized for this purpose and reference to the 
mapping methodology used is noted in the footnote DEIR Page VII.6.6-2.   
 
Table VII.6.6.18 describes the extent of CWHR habitat types on JDSF derived from vegetation 
mapping and forest plot sampling.  The habitat type mapping completed at the scale of JDSF was 
used for alternative analysis and wildlife habitat relationship modeling.  Locally derived data were 
utilized as the preferred option wherever possible.  
 
Contrary to comment, CWHR was explicitly developed to be applied to areas of the size of JDSF 
and its larger assessment area.  The limitations, benefits, and assumptions inherent in a variety 
of wildlife habitat relationship modeling tools were considered prior to application to alternative 
analysis.  The CWHR was judged to be the best modeling system available to examine trend in 
habitat capability for as many terrestrial vertebrates as were likely to occur within the project area.  
As required, ancillary data and occurrence records specific to JDSF were also utilized to refine 
species occurrence outputs of the CWHR model.  
 
CWHR is the most comprehensive wildlife information system for vertebrates in California today -- 
containing life history, geographic range, habitat relationships, and management information on 
692 species of amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals known to occur in the state. 
 
Development of the CWHR System started in the late 1970s.  The California Interagency Wildlife 
Task Group (CIWTG) was formed in 1981 to provide guidance for system development, with a 
final Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by sixteen total state and federal resource 
agencies and public universities in 1985.  CIWTG continues to meet quarterly on scientific 
research and policy issues related to CWHR.  The System represents nearly 30 years of work by 
wildlife biologists, vegetation ecologists, geographers, land managers and planners, computer 
programmers, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) analysts, statisticians, modelers, database 
managers, research writers, and wildlife artists working in a wide array of public and private 
organizations devoted to resource protection. 
 
There are currently approximately 900 professional users of the CWHR System, representing 
biologists, environmental scientists, researchers, and land managers from public and private 
organizations throughout California. 
 
The CWHR System is managed by professional biologists and GIS analysts in the Biogeographic 
Data Branch (BDB) within the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  BDB actively 
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acquires, integrates, improves, and distributes biological resource data sets in support of 
conservation needs.  CWHR represents its most analytical tool, predicting species presence 
based upon geographic location and habitat conditions.  It complements data representing wildlife 
sightings, such as the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), because it predicts the 
presence of species in locations or habitats where they are likely occur but for many reasons 
have not been seen.  Many species are difficult to detect and many places in the state have not 
been surveyed often for wildlife.  A model such as CWHR can alert land managers to the 
potential presence of a species that may otherwise be missed in a resource assessment based 
solely upon wildlife surveys and databases of positive wildlife sitings. 
 
The DEIR recognizes some of the complexities of using CWHR modeling, especially for late seral 
habitat. (VII.6.6-19). 
 
Response to Comment 15 
See response to Comment 14.  The CWHR model is clearly described as are important model 
assumptions.  The comment does not suggest an alternative modeling approach that would 
provide more accurate results nor is it specific regarding the habitat or species predictive error 
that leads to an “extremely unreliable” conclusion. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
The Board believes that  non-spatial CWHR model outputs provide a reasonable assessment of 
trend in habitat capability (as derived from reproduction, foraging and cover requirements) for a 
wide range of species potentially occurring in the project area.  The CWHR model considers all 
habitat types and stages used by the terrestrial vertebrate species expected in the project area.  
However, the Board recognized the inability of the CWHR model to explicitly report which habitat 
type and structural characteristics were primarily responsible for the modeled change in habitat 
capability and made model output adjustments to capture that information.  Habitat type and 
structure changes responsible for marked change in species habitat capability are described for 
many taxa and for each Alternative.   
 
CWHR is a non-spatial model and as such should not be expected to provide insight into a spatial 
evaluation of Alternative impacts.  A spatial representation of habitat capability was developed 
using the BioView model described on DEIR Pages VII.6.6-219-221.  See also response to 
Comment 17. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
The limitations and assumptions associated with the spatial representation of Marbled Murrelet 
habitat are clearly described on DEIR Page VII.6.6-78-79 and Page VII6.6-238-239.  This species 
requires very specific forest stand and individual tree characteristics that are not readily mapped 
or captured with the CWHR habitat classification system.  It would be incorrect to assume that the 
species specific habitat issues identified by the commenter and reported in the DEIR for the 
potential Marbled Murrelet habitat map (Map Figure R) would also extend to the other species 
that were considered in a spatial context in the DEIR.   
 
The following explanation can be found on pages VII.6.6-78 to -79 (Marbled Murrelet): 
 

In addition to old-growth stands, other forest stands of various CWHR classes 
may provide suitable habitat in the form of single or small groups of large old-
growth residuals.  However, specific data is not available.  Therefore, for 
purposes of this analysis, JDSF provides 459 acres of old-growth and numerous 
scattered residuals that are considered potential murrelet habitat (DFMP 
Appendix V, Table 2). The suitability for Marbled Murrelets would depend on the 
specific characteristics of the stand, including the presence of mature trees with 
large branches, deformities, and other formations that provide nesting platforms.  
For this analysis, these habitat types are used to represent potential habitat for 
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Marbled Murrelets, although it is important to recognize that many of these 
stands may not provide suitable habitat. 

 
Recognizing the limitations of the CWHR system, and limitations associated with available survey 
for murrelets and other species, it is possible and even likely that some of the stands identified as 
being either suitable or unsuitable for any given species may not be correct.  In the absence of 
field assessment and survey at the stand level, it is impossible to state with certainty that a given 
habitat area is suitable or not suitable.  CAL FIRE may not "take" the marbled murrelet.  Prior to 
the conduct of projects that propose to impact potential marbled murrelet habitat, an assessment 
of impacts must be conducted, including survey for the species.  In the case of identifying 
potential future murrelet habitat for management purposes, it should be recognized that the 
assessment can serve only as a rough indication, and that further, more detailed analysis, is 
required at the project level. 
 
Marbled Murrelets are known to nest inland at distances similar to that of James Creek in eastern 
JDSF.  James Creek is approximately 17 miles inland and is similar to the greatest distance from 
the coast for 10 murrelet nests reviewed by Hammer and Nelson (17.34 miles) (See DEIR Page 
VII.6.6-75).  However, the commenter is correct in the generalization that forest stand occupancy 
likely decreases with distance from the coast.  This relationship is described in the Marbled 
Murrelet species account in the DEIR.    Recovery Zone 5 that includes Mendocino County 
extends inland for a distance of 25 miles from the Pacific Coast. 
 
The spatial pattern analysis conducted for species of concern did not utilize the FRAP Veg 
database as asserted by the commenter.  JDSF Veg (2004) formed the basis for a distribution of 
CWHR habitat types for the analysis.  JDSF Veg differentiates vegetation conditions to a greater 
degree than the habitat classification system and so cannot be used within the CWHR system to 
estimate the value of the habitat for various species.  This is why the JDSF vegetation types were 
converted to CWHR habitat types.   Map Figure 8 in the Draft Management Plan uses an older, 
less accurate vegetation coverage than that which was used in the DEIR  (JDSF Veg  2004).   
Map figures J and K of the DEIR use the 2004 JDSF Veg for polygons within the forest boundary.  
Mendocino Redwood Company (MRC) vegetation polygons were used for MRC lands, and 
CALVEG was used for the remaining areas outside the forest boundary.  It was CAL FIRE’s intent 
to use the best available data even though it originated from several sources.  JDSF and MRC 
vegetation layers were used because they were created in 2004 by foresters using aerial photos 
and field surveys and were considered more accurate than remotely sensed data based on the 
older satellite imagery. 
 
Response to Comment 18 
The habitat relationship model results from the CWHR System are considered the best available 
for the purposes of a programmatic DEIR.  See response to Comment 14.  CWHR produces a 
non-spatial characterization of habitat capability.  BioView, a model developed by the California 
Department of Fish and Game, was used to illustrate habitat suitability for the eight species in a 
spatial context after consultation with the Department of Fish and Game.  This model is described 
on DEIR Page VII.6.6-220 to -221 and a URL provided for additional information.  There are 
limitations with any modeling approach.  The model allowed an objective evaluation of the 
amount and configuration of habitat available under each alternative for each of the eight species. 
 
Response to Comment 19 
CAL FIRE, after consultation with the Department of Fish and Game, selected 6 landscape 
measures to apply to each of the 7 Alternatives and for each of the eight species.  The six 
measures were chosen for a variety of ecological and reporting considerations, including relative 
ease of understanding by the reviewing public.  In addition, many of the FRAGSTATS metrics are 
highly correlated and the additional reporting of all FRAGSTATS metrics would not necessarily 
result in new or better information (DEIR page VII.6.6-28-33). 
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Response to Comment 20 
The Board used the best data available for a spatial assessment conducted at the scale reported.  
The degree that inputs to the Spatial Pattern Analysis for Species of Concern are “spatially 
coarse” and “largely unreliable,” as asserted by the commenter, is a species-specific 
determination.   
 
That the spatial data generated are coarse is recognized.  However, precise and spatially fine-
grained analytical findings were not sought. The intent of the spatial analysis was to report the 
relative magnitude of differences between commonly used landscape metrics for each of the 
selected species under each DEIR Alternative.  A key assumption, as indicated in the DEIR, was 
that all else being equal, a marked change in landscape metrics could, when viewed in the 
aggregate, indicate an important trend in habitat suitability as a result of Alternative 
implementation.  Such a finding would require additional review of possible impacts and 
mitigation or management measure development..   
 
Response to Comment 21 
The limitations and uncertainties of the modeling approach are described in detail on DEIR Pages 
VII.6.6-216 to -221, including mapping resolution, minimum mapping unit, and home range size.  
The commenter is not specific as to which species are not considered at the appropriate scale.  
The analysis does not assume that each species will respond in the same way as suggested by 
the commenter.  Habitat suitability values are species-specific and derived from the reproduction, 
foraging and cover values a species finds for a particular CWHR habitat type and structure.  The 
mapped polygon is then categorized as to suitability for that species.  In other words, what is 
considered fully suitable for one species may be determined to be of low value for another 
species. 
 
Response to Comment 22 
See response to Comment 19 and Comment 20.  The DEIR followed a coarser more general 
analytical approach than that presumed by the commenter.  The DEIR sought to examine for 
each species of concern the relative change in simple landscape metrics across all alternatives.  
The DEIR did not attempt to speculate on the ecological functionality of metric values derived for 
each species of concern by alternative beyond basic landscape ecology principles.  For example, 
as described on DEIR pages VII.6.6-216 to -221, species preferring interior forest conditions and 
larger blocks of habitat closely spaced on the landscape would likely be better served by one 
alternative over another.  Any alternative may well meet the spatial habitat requirements of a 
particular species over time, the objective of the analysis was to rank or group alternatives for 
each species using the metrics selected.  
 
The relative ranking of alternatives as a result of the spatial analysis was summarized for the 
reader on DEIR Pages VII.6.6-237-240.  This includes species-specific information. Habitat 
relationships for each species of concern were described in detail for each species of concern in 
the species accounts, DEIR Pages VII.6.6-44-110. 
 
Response to Comment 23 
Individual planning units or watersheds were not used as the analytical landscape for a variety of 
reasons.  First, for several of the species examined, individual home range and proportion of the 
landscape used by the population are not influenced by watershed boundaries.  Second, 
conducting the analysis for each planning watershed by alternative and for each of the eight 
species of concern would have resulted in markedly more analytical effort and data of uncertain 
utility.  Third, determining the spatial distribution of future THPs by watershed, beyond the first 
decade, and those silvicultural prescriptions to be applied is highly speculative.  The result is a 
large number of possible management scenarios impossible to effectively analyze. The intent of 
the analysis was to provide a relative ranking of alternatives by the expected effect on widely 
recognized landscape metrics as guided by the habitat requirements for eight species of concern.  
The Board believes that the analytical objective was met. 
 

Page IV.1-75 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Response to Comment 24  
See responses to comment 20 and 22. No thresholds beyond the recognition of basic landscape 
ecology tenets were considered.  Developing a threshold based on percent change in a particular 
metric would have been arbitrary.  Note that comments 14 though 24 entail specific comments on 
analysis process. In responding to specific comments, the Board is attempting to explain the 
analysis process. Most comments do not suggest a specific flaw, rather set forth an opinion on a 
theoretically preferred analysis method. The comment provides no factual basis to assume that 
the Board failed to use adequate data inputs or analysis processes. Any analysis can only be 
legitimately conducted to the level of detail present in the initial data. The Board has recognized 
that fact, and has cautiously modeled and analyzed potential impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 25 
The JDSF DEIR and RDEIR follow the CEQA Guidelines by providing a discussion of cumulative 
impacts of a project (the JDSF management plan) that is both comprehensive and rigorous.   The 
CEQA guidelines state that the discussion of cumulative effects should be “guided by standards 
of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the 
identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not 
contribute to the cumulative impact” (15130b).   The DEIR and RDEIR provide listings and 
discussion of all past, present, and probable future projects that potentially contribute to 
cumulative effects, which is considered one of the necessary methods for an adequate discussion 
of significant cumulative effects [15130 (1a)].  In addition, following the Dunne report (Dunne et al. 
2001) the DEIR uses spatially specific models to evaluate aquatic habitat conditions and potential 
cumulative impacts from timber harvesting, roads, water flow, and water temperature (DEIR 
pages VIII.66 – VIII.72; Appendix 10). 
 
The DEIR and RDEIR provide discussions of cumulative effects in multiple, appropriate places 
throughout the documents.  Cumulative effects are addressed in a number of the individual 
resource analysis sections, as well as a single section that deals entirely with cumulative effects 
(Section VIII in the DEIR and Section IV in the RDEIR).  Sections of the DEIR and RDEIR that 
address cumulative effects can be readily identified in the table of contents.  Some cumulative 
effects issues are crosscutting: For example, how do sediment, stream temperature, nutrients, 
flow, and large woody debris combine to affect in-stream fish habitat?  Such issues are 
appropriately addressed in integrative sections like VIII in the DEIR and IV in the RDEIR.  Other 
cumulative effects issues are more focused on how a single impact type may accumulate over 
space and time, such as loss of a particular habitat type and its impacts on a species that prefers 
that habitat (e.g., needs of Marbled Murrelets for trees, typically old growth, with large platform 
branches to provide nesting sites).  This kind of focused impact can be appropriately contained 
within a section addressing wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
 
As a detailed example of integration of crosscutting cumulative effects in the DEIR, Section VIII.4 
addresses in one place the five important “watershed products” that are the key factors for in-
stream fish habitat.  These are the five factors that are most often influenced by forest 
management activities.  
 
Further integrative analysis is found in the use of several models and large quantities of data in 
the cumulative effects section VIII.7.1, Aquatic Resources, of the DEIR.  For an example of how 
the DEIR uses a model to integrate across multiple cumulative impacts, see the discussion of 
Model 1: GIS Evaluation of Cumulative Watershed Effects and Recovery Potential (DEIR page 
VIII-66 et seq.).  This model integrates the following factors across planning watersheds within 
the JDSF cumulative effects assessment area and yields an aquatic habitat recovery score that 
provides an integrated indictor of cumulative effects: 
 

 Structure of riparian forest stands; 
 Riparian shade; 
 Channel characteristics; 
 Road sediment; 
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 Density of road and stream crossings; 
 Riparian road density; 
 Stream temperature; and 
 Timber harvesting history. 

 
 
This integrative analysis in Section VII.7.1 also includes the use of the EMDS model (see 
Comment 29).   
 
The table at the end of the cumulative effects section in the RDEIR, Table IV.2. Summary of 
Potential Adverse and Beneficial Potential Cumulative Effects, provides a thorough overview of 
the results of the cumulative effects analysis and the broadly-encompassing range of factors 
(both individual and integrative) examined.  The results shown here indicate that Alternative G, 
the basis for the ADFFMP, would provide a large number of significant beneficial cumulative 
effects and no significant adverse cumulative effects. 
 
The DEIR and RDEIR make it clear when they are addressing cumulative impact issues.  When 
addressed in single resource area sections, cumulative impacts are typically addressed after 
individual impacts.  Further, the impact summary sections provided at the end of the executive 
summaries of DEIR and RDEIR, at the end of each resource analysis section, and at the end of 
the cumulative impacts sections all clearly identify where cumulative impacts have been identified 
in the analysis. 
 
The comment suggests that every individual impact combines with every other individual impact, 
resulting in an implied matrix of myriad interactions.  No models exist to evaluate such a matrix.  
Further, interactions of impacts are in reality more limited than this.  The DEIR identifies where 
meaningful impact interactions occur and addresses the potential for those impacts to be 
significant.  For an example of a simple interaction, the discussion of Marbled Murrelet identifies 
that recreational use in areas in or adjacent to the seabird’s habitat can be problematic because 
the food waste that recreationists often leave behind attracts corvids that also prey on Marbled 
Murrelet eggs (see DEIR Table VII.6.6.34, page VII.6.6-246).  An example of more complex 
interactions is the GIS Model 1 discussed a few paragraphs above. 
 
Response to Comment 26 
The comment notes that “the dominant stressor discussed throughout the DEIR is forest 
management.”  Forest management broadly encompasses virtually all land use on JDSF and the 
other portions of the designated cumulative effects assessment area.  Forest management 
includes roads (their construction, use, maintenance, upgrading, removal, etc.) and the use of 
chemical treatments to control vegetation.  Both of these areas of forest management are 
thoroughly addressed and evaluated in the DEIR and RDEIR.  The RDEIR finds no significant 
adverse impacts, cumulative or individual, that would result from Alternative G.   
 
Forest management also includes the use of forests for recreation, gathering of minor forest 
products, protection of cultural resources, restoration, monitoring, collection of information about 
resource conditions, fire protection, and many more items.  All of these forest management 
elements and others are thoroughly addressed in the DEIR and RDEIR.  The comment does not 
specifically identify any relevant stressor that the DEIR or RDEIR has failed to address 
adequately.   
 
Response to Comment 27 
The comment expresses a simplified view of roads, road density, and associated impacts that 
does not reflect the variability of forest conditions.  For example, while two separate watersheds 
may share the same road density, one may have much greater potential for impacts to watershed 
resources, due to the type, maintenance, and location of the roads that exist.  A given length of 
road constructed with little excavation, located on a gently sloped ridge does not share the 
potential for impact of a similar length of old road constructed in the inner gorge adjacent to a 
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stream. An overarching consideration with respect to this comment is that fact that the ADFFMP 
proposes to implement an aggressive Road Management Plan that will reduce the mileage of 
potentially damaging roads on JDSF and reduce the sediment and hydrologic effects of the 
remaining roads.  New road construction will follow modern construction and maintenance 
practices, and will be largely located on the upper slope away from watercourses. The Road 
Management Plan will thus reduce the current level of road-related environmental impacts, 
resulting in a long-term improvement of environmental conditions.   
 
An overall average road density for JDSF of 6.0 mi/mi2 does not in itself present a problem for 
aquatic resources. The road density on JDSF is in fact generally less than for other ownerships 
within the cumulative effects assessment area. There is unlikely to be single road density 
threshold that is appropriate for all watersheds.  Theoretic and simulation analysis suggests that 
road density is a poor measure of road-related sediment delivery to the stream network. 
(University of Washington 2000). While sediment is produced on all forest roads used in timber 
harvest operations, its delivery to a stream is a function of its distance to the stream.  Separation 
of roads from streams is an effective means of reducing sediment delivery, and JDSF has an 
active road abandonment program for high risk roads located near streams.  CAL FIRE is 
committed to identify sediment sources from roads and decommissioning roads that are no longer 
needed or pose high environmental risk.   
 
The Board agrees that roads can have major ecological impacts on ecosystems.  The DEIR 
rigorously identifies the Forest’s road network, to estimate its contributions to sediment 
production, to identify measures that will be taken to reduce road sediment, and to assess the 
likely effects of sediment on aquatic resources and water quality.  The DEIR uses a much more 
objective, evidence-based assessment approach to roads and sediment than the approach that 
the commenter uses.  In addition to reviewing the significant existing body of studies of roads and 
other sediment sources in the cumulative effects assessment area (see DEIR Appendix 11, 
Overview of Existing Sediment Studies Relevant to the JDSF EIR, which cites 55 studies and 
reports), the DEIR uses the widely accepted spatially explicit road sediment model “SEDMODL2” 
to estimate road sediment sources within the cumulative effects assessment area.   
 
Section VII.7, Geology and Soils, presents the results of SEDMODL2 and other GIS analysis in a 
highly detailed fashion at the planning watershed level (see DEIR Tables VII.7.1 and VII.7.2, and 
Figure VII.7.1).  The planning watershed level is a very robust level of spatial analysis for a 
programmatic EIR; for example, the planning watershed is the typical unit of analysis used for 
watershed cumulative impacts at the project level, such as a timber harvesting plan.  The 
SEDMODL2 results are incorporated into the integrated cumulative impacts analysis model 
detailed in the response to Comment 25.   
 
The comment expresses a specific concern that the road density information provided in DEIR 
Table VIII.6b is too coarse for meaningful analysis.  DEIR Table VII.7.1 provides highly detailed 
road density information, and other road information, at the planning watershed, subwatershed, 
watershed, and cumulative effects assessment area level.  Density information is provided for 
both JDSF and non-JDSF ownerships.  From this table one can ascertain, for example, that road 
density on JDSF is generally less than for other ownerships within the cumulative effects 
assessment area. 
 
The Board concurs with the stress the commenter places on the importance of roads along 
streams, since these roads can be very detrimental to riparian and aquatic ecosystems.  As 
stated in the comment, sediment potential is not equal for all roads—roads within 200 feet of 
streams or near stream crossings have a much higher potential for sediment delivery than roads 
near ridgelines.  Therefore, riparian road densities and crossing densities are a better index of 
potential impacts to streams and aquatic habitats than road densities for entire watersheds.  
DEIR Table VII.7.1 provides the same level of detail on riparian road miles as described 
previously for overall road density.  Table VII.7.2 provides equally detailed information on road 
crossings.  In addition to its use in assessing cumulative impacts, the detailed information in this 
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table also will be useful in helping to set priorities for implementation of the ADFFMP’s Road 
Management Plan.  For example, watersheds with the highest road sediment risk will be 
inventoried first.  Road segments identified during the inventory process as having the highest 
sediment potential will be treated first.   
 
In addition to discussing current conditions with respect to roads (which the DEIR and RDEIR do 
thoroughly), it is critical that the CEQA analysis discuss how the proposed project would lead to 
changes—to the environmental good or detriment—in those existing conditions.  The DEIR and 
RDEIR also do this.  For example, it is anticipated that implementation of the ADFFMP and its 
Road Management Plan will result in a reduction in the miles of potentially damaging roads on 
JDSF.  It will result in the proper abandonment (permanent closure of roads in a way that reduces 
long-term sediment production, maintains hillslope stability, and re-establishes natural drainage 
patterns) of some road segments and the likely construction of other road segments that pose a 
lower level of environmental risk.  Remaining roads will be improved to reduce their sediment and 
hydrologic impacts.  Overall, the road sediment impacts of JDSF will be reduced substantially as 
the Road Management Plan is implemented over time.  The Road Management Plan is detailed 
in ADFFMP Appendix IV.    
 
The DEIR and RDEIR find that, for Alternatives C1 and G, respectively, the proposed 
management, with application of identified management measures and mitigations, would have: 
 

 Less-than-significant individual or cumulative effects of sedimentation on listed aquatic 
species (DEIR Sections 6.1.16 and VIII.8.5; RDEIR Sections III.6.2 and IV.3); 

 Less-than-significant individual or cumulative effects related to violation of water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements (DEIR Sections VII.10.9 and VIII.8.5; RDEIR 
Sections III.10 and IV.3); 

 Less-than-significant individual or cumulative impact on soil erosion or loss of topsoil 
(DEIR Section VII.7.6; RDEIR Section III.7). 

 
 
It is anticipated that implementation of the ADFFMP will result in a net decrease in the total 
amount of potentially damaging road length and area on JDSF over time.  This change will result 
in improvements in wildlife habitat conditions related to roads over time.  We also note that road 
edge is a positive habitat value for some species.  The DEIR discusses road related impact to 
habitat utilized by various terrestrial wildlife species (e.g., Cooper’s Hawk, Marbled Murrelet, 
Northern Spotted Owl, Sonoma red tree Vole, southern torrent salamander, tailed frog, foothill 
yellow-legged frog). 
 
The DEIR includes a mitigation to Alternative C1 to address potential project impacts, including 
those from roads, to snag and LWD dependent species: 
 

Mitigation 1 
Retain all snags within all timber harvest areas with the exception of snags 
that pose a fire or safety hazard, or are within the alignment of roads 
proposed for construction.  The largest snags, including residual old-growth 
snags, should have priority for protection until the snag retention goals of the 
DFMP are met.  (DEIR p. VII.6.6.131) 

 
 
The commenter incorrectly speculates that roads significantly open the forest canopy and allow 
more light to reach the ground. This is an over-generalization. With the exception of main haul 
roads, forest roads are usually sufficiently narrow that the forest canopy closes above the road 
within a few years of construction. It is common industry practice to estimate no loss of growing 
space due to forest roads. The DEIR addresses the issue of invasive species at length. The 
Board agrees that the literature supports the contention that roads and roadside habitats can be 
invaded by a suite of exotic (nonnative) plant species, which may be dispersed by "natural" 
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agents such as wind and water as well as by vehicles and other agents related to human activity, 
and that they can adversely impact some terrestrial species (Gucinski et al. 2000).  To reduce this 
impact, the management plan calls for implementation of an integrated weed management 
program (see ADFFMP Chapter 5 and DEIR sections VII.6.2 and VII.8).  The risk of spread is 
expected to be reduced over time.  Some important elements of the program will include shade 
management, maintenance of ground cover adjacent to roads, encouragement of revegetation by 
native species, and monitoring of new road segments.  The DEIR and RDEIR examined and did 
not identify any potential significant effects related to invasive species.   
 
Response to Comment 28 
See response to Comment 25 regarding organization and integration of cumulative effects in the 
DEIR and RDEIR. 
 
We note, as described in the response to Comment 25, that the cumulative effects analysis in the 
DEIR and RDEIR point to a number of positive cumulative effects from the implementation of 
Alternative C1 or Alternative G (the ADFFMP), given the various management measures and 
mitigations applied.  The fact that many beneficial effects would result reduces the need to utilize 
even more fine-grained or quantitative analytical approaches than the ones already applied.  
Where potential impact outcomes tend to be adverse, there is a greater need for fine-grained 
quantitative analysis that more precisely assesses whether various quantitative thresholds might 
be breached, leading to likely significant adverse impacts.  Given that these circumstances do not 
exist with respect to the proposed JDSF management, the level of analysis conducted in the 
DEIR and RDEIR is more than adequate to assess potential cumulative adverse impacts.  
Further, existing models and reasonably available data are substantially limiting in permitting a 
more detailed quantitative analysis than that already provided in the DEIR and RDEIR. 
 
The DEIR discussed quantitative threshold values in many areas, these include: 
 

 Air quality (see DEIR section VII.5); 
 Stream temperature impacts on salmonids (see DEIR pages VII.6.1-15 et seq., VII.6.1-26 

et seq., and Appendix 12); 
 V* measurement of instream pool filling (see DEIR pages VII.6.1-21 et seq.); 
 Turbidity impacts on fish (DEIR pages VII.10-7 et seq.); 
 Flow effects (DEIR pages VII.10-4 et seq. and Appendix 10). 
 Change in measures of species habitat capability. 
 Existing snag densities and recruitment. 

 
 
All items in this list of thresholds are potentially measures of cumulative effects, since each may 
represent an accumulation of effects within the ambient air, within a stream system, or forestland 
condition. 
 
In many cases, models do not exist to specifically evaluate the effects of management activities 
on these parameters, especially at the level of a programmatic EIR.  However, modeling used in 
the DEIR did specifically evaluate potential quantitative effects on stream flow, road sediment, 
and wildlife habitat,   
 
The analysis made full use of the best available information and analysis methods.  In addition to 
being limited by existing models and reasonably available data, the ability to fully conduct spatial 
analysis of potential effects over time is limited by the programmatic and long-term nature of the 
project and the EIR.  It also is limited by the need to use a cumulative effects assessment area 
that includes substantial amounts of privately held land (77 percent of the 214,000-acre 
cumulative effects assessment area is owned by landowners other than JDSF, mostly private 
industrial timberlands).  Retrospective and forward looking spatial information was used to the 
extent it was available (e.g., the short-term harvests identified for JDSF).  Historical trends were 
used to generate projected average spatio-temporal relationships at the planning watershed level, 
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even if site-specific information was not available.  For example, historical harvesting trends on 
non-JDSF lands were used as a predictor of future harvesting activities.   
 
Dunne et al. 2001 state that computer models should be used to scientifically address cumulative 
impacts from different stressors, but no one has been able to actually develop and link all of these 
models for the necessary components in a comprehensive way.  Perhaps the closest computer 
model we currently have for doing this work is NetMap, but this tool is not currently available 
since most of the JDSF assessment area has not been inventoried.  See also response to 
Comment 29. 
 
Response to Comment 29 
The cumulative effects analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR goes well beyond “cobbl[ing] together 
whatever could be found.”  See responses to above comments 25, 27, and 28. 
 
The Board and Department have experience in using the EMDS model in a collaborative context 
with the Department of Fish and Game and other collaborators (see, e.g., Walker et al. 2007).  
EMDS is used in the DEIR for the assessment of cumulative effects related to in-stream habitat 
quality (see DEIR pages VIII-73 et seq.).  While the EMDS system has some advantages, EMDS 
is a sometimes elegant compromise between hard science and “arm waving.”  Walker et al. note 
a number of limitations of the model, but state that agency scientists found it useful for the in-
stream reach condition form it was used in the DEIR.   
 
No one has yet moved beyond the largely conceptual level in the development of a convincing 
method for transparently and comprehensively analyzing or predicting cumulative watershed 
effects in a single, all-encompassing model.  For example, Dunne et al. (2001) provide the 
conceptual framework for a comprehensive risk-based approach to cumulative watershed effects 
assessment.  They describe that “The risk assessments would be made through spatially 
registered mathematical simulation of watershed processes, using recently developed methods of 
modeling and spatial data acquisition and processing,” (ibid. at p. 1).  However, Dunne et al. 
describe 10 different legal, conceptual, information, knowledge, economic, and social 
impediments to achieving their assessment approach (ibid. at p. 54).  They specifically note, “The 
implementation of the proposed modeling approach for predicting [cumulative watershed effects] 
will require a significant increase in our current state of knowledge, particularly of the linkages 
between physical watershed changes and their biological consequences,” (ibid. at p. 59).  While 
some progress has been made against the impediments identified by Dunne et al., the current 
state of knowledge and data still falls far short of what is needed to achieve implementation of 
their recommended approach. 
 
Cumulative effects analysis is commonly accomplished through approaches that fall short of 
scientific perfection, but that nevertheless provide a level of assessment adequate to meet the 
requirements of CEQA.  By all accounts, scientists and practitioners are still searching for better 
analysis methods to measure and predict cumulative watershed effects.  What is presented in the 
DEIR and RDEIR meets the requirements of CEQA and is adequate to ensure public disclosure 
and protection of the environment.  Modeling environmental responses to management can take 
a variety of forms and levels of sophistication.   
 
Response to Comment 30 
Chapter 5 of the DFMP or the ADFFMP provides the monitoring and adaptive management 
framework that the commenter suggests here. 
 
Response to Comment 31 
The DEIR provides information about historical management at JDSF and within the broader 
redwood region.  Section VII.6.3.1 provides quantitative information on timber harvesting from 
1949 forward for JDSF, as well the North Coast region and Mendocino County.  It also provides a 
qualitative description of the harvesting history on JDSF and for the region from the first Euro-
American harvesting in the 1800s forward.  For related historical information also see, e.g., DEIR 
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sections III.5 through III.6.3.  Historical harvesting Information also is provided in Chapter 2 of the 
DFMP or ADFFMP.   
 
The DEIR provides a general understanding of how older historical management has influenced 
current conditions.  While information on harvesting prior to 1986 is not brought in detail into the 
data presentation, analysis, and discussion in the cumulative effects section, it is important to 
recognize that the current conditions within JDSF and the larger cumulative effects assessment 
area reflect older harvesting activity.  Extensive presentation and use of information on current 
conditions within the cumulative effects assessment area occurs throughout the DEIR and 
RDEIR.  This information on current conditions provides the baseline of information from which 
the potential for future cumulative effects can be assessed.   
 
Historic harvesting on the Chamberlain Creek watershed, an area specifically identified in the 
comment, is briefly discussed on page VII.6.3-3 of the DEIR and in Chapter 2 of the DFMP and 
ADFFMP.  Stream temperature issues and data are covered at length in the DEIR, including 
section VII.6.1 in the main body and in Appendix 12.  For example, with respect to the stream 
temperature example the commenter used for Chamberlain Creek, Appendix 12 identifies in 
detail the various determinants of in-stream water temperature.  Table 1 in the appendix focuses 
on land management influences on stream temperature.  Given the land use and water resource 
use of JDSF and other lands within the cumulative effects assessment area, the most relevant 
factors for water temperature in the Chamberlain Creek watershed are removal of upland 
vegetation and riparian management that affects large woody debris or shade canopy.  Appendix 
12 (starting at page 6) has a section discussing logging history and water temperature.  While this 
section does not discuss Chamberlain Creek specifically, it provides an overall understanding of 
logging history and the way it influenced streams in the area.  Table 4 in Appendix 12 provides 
information on stream canopy for Chamberlain Creek and other JDSF streams.  The table 
indicates that Chamberlain Creek has a high degree of canopy closure (which is significantly 
related to stream shading), and that 95% of the stream length has 70% or greater canopy (rated 
as “high” canopy coverage).  
 
Upland vegetation removal and conditions also are factors for stream temperature, as mentioned 
above.  Table VIII.3 in the DEIR shows that the Chamberlain Creek watershed has had just 50 
acres out of 7,863 acres (or 1%) harvested since 1986.  The harvesting done is identified as 
being of a type that only partially removes the forest canopy.  Given the lack of recent harvesting, 
the current vegetation conditions should largely reflect the influence of the longer term-harvesting 
history for this watershed.  Map Figures K in the DEIR and 2 in the RDEIR show information 
about current vegetation conditions in the Chamberlain Creek watershed.  Map Figure K from the 
DEIR uses the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System (WHR) of classification.  It shows 
that the Chamberlain Creek watershed is predominantly Douglas-fir in WHR Class 4 (mean tree 
diameter of 11-24 inches), with significant areas of redwood in WHR classes 3 (mean tree 
diameter of 6-11 inches) and 4.   Map Figure 2 from the RDEIR provides information on the 
number of trees per acre greater than 30 inches in diameter at breast height.  It indicates that the 
Chamberlain Creek watershed is dominated by stands with 4 or fewer of these larger trees per 
acre; with the exception of the western edge of the watershed, which has stands with up to 15 
larger trees per acre.  These larger trees play an important role in habitat structure for wildlife, as 
well as for potential recruitment into streams as large woody debris to provide a key in-stream 
habitat structure element.   
 
While the discussion above goes on at some length about the Chamberlain Creek watershed, it 
illustrates the high level of detail of information that is included in the DEIR and how that 
information is used to draw inferences about the relationships among past land use, existing 
vegetation, and habitat conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 32 
Past research and professional experience have shown that limiting harvest to a certain percent 
of the basin per year to keep sediment levels or other impacts below a set level is too simplistic to 
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be a robust indicator of potential environmental impacts.  The approach does not account for 
regional or watershed variability, harvest location, silviculture, yarding system, roading, etc., and 
assumes a direct causal mechanism between harvest and the magnitude of impact. In most 
cases, it is not the fact that trees were harvested, but how they were harvested, where on the 
landscape, methods of roading and yarding, degree of riparian protection, and other factors that 
determine the impact of a forestry operation (Beschta et al. 1995).   
 
JDSF-specific research is relevant to the issue of rate of harvest and potential for watershed 
cumulative effects.  On the North Fork of Caspar Creek, approximately 45 percent of the 
watershed was clearcut harvested in approximately three years for the purpose of answering 
these questions.  Research conducted in the North Fork of Caspar Creek watershed began in 
1985 and directly addressed cumulative watershed effects. Most of the logged units were cable 
yarded and new roads were built along the ridge lines (thus avoiding sensitive riparian areas). 
Nested watersheds with individual gauging stations measured sediment routing. None of the 
statistical tests performed on the sediment data revealed significant positive interactions that 
would indicate disproportionate disturbance effects at downstream gauging stations (Lewis 1998). 
In both pre and post-treatment, main stem gauging stations had higher unit area sediment loads 
than in the tributaries, which could reflect the greater availability of sediment stored in lower 
gradient reaches. The intensive level of timber management in the North Fork of Caspar Creek 
watershed also did not cause large changes in watershed physical or biological variables in this 
moderately stable geologic formation (Ziemer 1998, Lewis 1998, Cafferata and Spittler 1998, 
Nakamoto 1998, Bottorff and Knight 1996, Bawcom 2003).  Ziemer (1998) states that “the effect 
of logging on stormflow response in Caspar Creek seems to be relatively benign. The resulting 
changes in streamflow do not appear to have substantially modified the morphology of the 
channel (Lisle and Napolitano 1998) or the frequency of landsliding (Cafferata and Spittler 1998).”  
The Caspar Creek results show that significant adverse hydrologic and geomorphic changes 
resulting from timber operations can be prevented by the application of mitigation and 
management measures such as those contained in the California Forest Practice Rules and 
embodied in the ADFFMP.   
 
The Report of the Scientific Review Panel on California Forest Practice Rules and Salmonid 
Habitat (SRP Report; Ligon et al. 1999) looked at percentage-based harvest limitations and found 
agreement that, “it would be difficult to set specific limitations of percent harvest goal per decade 
due to the effect of confounding and, in some cases, mitigating factors, (page 67).  The SRP did 
not find “any widely accepted methodology or program that quantifies the level of harvesting with 
either cumulative effects or flooding,” (ibid. at page 68).  Despite such problems, the SRP 
suggested that a harvest limitation based on percentage of watershed harvested per decade 
should be considered for application on watersheds, pending completion of a watershed analysis.  
However, the DEIR provides a significant level of watershed analysis, thus largely eliminating the 
usefulness of a simple rate-of-harvest threshold. 
 
Response to Comment 33 
See response to Comments 25, 27, 28, and 29.  The DEIR uses a substantial quantity of spatial 
and nonspatial data and a variety of models and other analytical approaches to describe current 
conditions and assess how future actions are likely to affect those conditions and values of 
interest.   
 
The discussion of cumulative impacts found in an EIR does not need to provide as great detail as 
for the individual project effects and should be guided by reasonableness and practicality (CCR 
§15130(b)).  And, the sufficiency of an EIR is to be determined in light of what is reasonably 
feasible and not by the exhaustiveness of the analysis and review (CCR §15151).  In that this is a 
programmatic EIR the degree of specificity is limited, with greater analytical detail provided in 
support of individual site specific projects prior to their approval (CCR §15146).  
 
Cumulative effects analysis is commonly accomplished through approaches that fall short of 
scientific perfection, but that nevertheless provide a level of assessment adequate to meet the 
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requirements of CEQA and to ensure the protection of the environment.  By all accounts, 
scientists and practitioners are still searching for better analysis methods to measure and predict 
cumulative watershed effects.  What is presented in the DEIR and RDEIR meets the 
requirements of CEQA and is adequate to ensure public disclosure and protection of the 
environment at a programmatic level.    
 
Response to Comment 34 
The ADFFMP provides a clear path to the improvement of ecological conditions on JDSF, and the 
analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR indicate that many beneficial ecological effects will result and 
that no significant adverse impacts will occur.  These improvements will build on the many steps, 
documented in the DEIR, that have been taken in recent years to improve ecological conditions 
within the cumulative effects assessment area for JDSF.   DEIR Table VIII.7 identifies 126 
projects undertaken since 1991 to improve conditions related to stream sedimentation, fish 
passage, fish habitat, riparian restoration, or planning activities.  While impressive, this list does 
not identify all such improvement projects.   
 
Response to Comment 35 
The DEIR provides substantial information on the regional and local ecological context for JDSF 
(see, e.g., DEIR Sections III and IV, and each individual Resource Analysis section).  The Board 
believes that the ADFFMP provides a viable approach to lead “the way through demonstration 
and education on how to return ecological integrity to a degraded forest landscape and still 
maintain a steady and reliable economic return.”  Just one indicator of the fact that JDSF is 
already well along the road to demonstrating this ecological and economic balance is the simple 
fact that JDSF stands are so much better stocked than private timberlands in the North Coast 
region.  Average timber volume on JDSF is greater than 40 thousand board feet (MBF) per acre; 
private lands in the region have an average volume of about 15 MBF/acre (Waddell and Bassett 
1996).  However, JDSF is public land, subject to a different set of constraints and management 
objectives than most private timberland holdings. None-the-less, JDSF management serves as a 
demonstration of sustainability under the appropriate set of conditions and management 
incentives.   
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Email Letter E-26  
 
Overall Response to Comments in Electronic Comment E-26 
Many of the comments in this letter raise the issue of historic and recent land management 
practices as contributors toward the existence of significant cumulative environmental impacts 
today.  These are important factors; however, it must be recognized that the intent of CEQA is the 
evaluation of the effects arising from proposed future actions relative to the baseline conditions 
that exist today, which by definition include the legacy of past practices.  While the DEIR and 
RDEIR look extensively at the potential cumulative interaction of the past practices with proposed 
practices (i.e., the DFMP and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan), CEQA 
does not require future actions to mitigate for past effects.  Nonetheless, the DFMP, 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR contain many elements 
that will contribute toward the recovery of environmental conditions within the watershed 
cumulative effects assessment area evaluated in the DEIR.  The issue of recovery is discussed 
further below. 
    
Response to Comment 1 
The DEIR provides a thorough discussion of coho salmon and their use of habitat on JDSF (see 
Aquatics section VII.6.1).  This section of the DEIR includes a discussion both of the regional 
setting for coho (VII.6.1-10 to -21) and the environmental setting within JDSF.  This discussion 
largely consists of comparisons of habitat conditions both on and off JDSF (see, e.g., DEIR 
Figures VII.6.1.3 and VII.6.1.4 on p. VII.6.1-23).   
The proposed management plan does recognize the importance of habitat conditions provided on 
JDSF to coho salmon.  The management emphasis of promoting late seral conditions in the 
WLPZ areas bordering Class I and Class II streams is intended to maintain and enhance aquatic 
habitat conditions.  The Additional Management Measure for Large Woody Debris Survey, 
Recruitment, and Placement, provided in the DEIR, has the same goal.  Over time these 
improving conditions are expected to contribute to recovery and are consistent with the Recovery 
Goals as stated in the Fish and Game Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon (DFG 2004, 
p. ES.2). 
 
Response to comment 2 
The JDSF DEIR and RDEIR follow the CEQA Guidelines by providing a discussion of cumulative 
impacts of a project that is both comprehensive and rigorous.   The CEQA guidelines state that 
the discussion of cumulative effects should be “guided by standards of practicality and 
reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects 
contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative 
impact” (15130b).   The DEIR and RDEIR provide listings and discussion of all past, present, and 
probable future projects that potentially contribute to cumulative effects which, is considered one 
of the necessary methods for an adequate discussion of significant cumulative effects [15130 
(1a)].  In addition, following the Dunne report (Dunne et al. 2001) the DEIR uses spatially specific 
models to evaluate aquatic habitat conditions and potential cumulative impacts from timber 
harvesting, roads, and water temperature (DEIR pages VIII.66 – VIII.72). 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Public Resources Code (PRC) §21081.6 requires a lead agency to adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program designed to ensure compliance with the measures intended to mitigate 
project impacts.  California Code of Regulations (CCR) §15097(b) goes on to explain that where 
the project is the adoption of a plan-level document the mitigation monitoring plan may consist of 
the policies included in the adopted plan.  The final Forest Management Plan will incorporate all 
measures identified in the certified final EIR thus ensuring compliance during individual project 
implementation.   
 
The JDSF Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan includes a Chapter 5, Monitoring 
and Adaptive Management.”  The approach was developed to track critical ecosystem processes 
that are potentially impacted by management practices.  Many of the management measures 
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described in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan and the mitigations and 
Additional Management Measures provided in the DEIR are designed to protect and mitigate 
potential impacts from management practices.  Examples of this include the no-cut zones in 
WLPZ areas bordering Class I and Class II streams.  In addition, any mitigation measures or 
monitoring requirements discussed in the DEIR and RDEIR are presented with the intention that 
they shall be implemented. 
 
Further, CEQA emphasizes the application of mitigation measures when analysis indicates that 
there is the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts.  Since the DEIR analysis 
found few potentials for significant adverse impacts for most of the alternatives, the DEIR needs 
to “emphasize feasible mitigation measures” only in a limited number of instances.  Table I.2 in 
the DEIR (p. I-10 to -25) and Table I.1 in the RDEIR summarize the potentially significant impacts 
and proposed mitigations for the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The DEIR and RDEIR provide a full CEQA programmatic analysis for the DFMP and 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.  They do not rely on the “functional 
equivalency” of the certified state regulatory program found in PRC §21080.5.  Where later 
activities include timber harvesting, requiring the preparation of timber harvesting plans, 
environmental protection will be ensured through adherence to the Forest Practice Rules (FPRs) 
as well as compliance with the relevant sections of CEQA. However, the DEIR and RDEIR do not 
solely rely on the standard FPRs to mitigate the Plan’s cumulative or individual effects.  Rather 
the DEIR and RDEIR identify specific activities where the FPRs or other management practices 
are not sufficient to prevent significant effects and require additional mitigation to lessen those 
impacts. For example, the DEIR identifies a potential for impacts to snag and LWD dependant 
species as a result of implementing the DFMP.  As such, mitigation is required, that is in addition 
to the standard FPRs, which mitigates this impact (Page VII.6.6-131).  Even where no potential 
impacts are identified, the DEIR requires additional Management Measures in certain instances 
to ensure protection of sensitive resources (e.g., Section VII.6.2.7, Additional Management 
Measures for Botanical Resources). 
 
The Dunne Report does discuss limitations in the current framework for addressing cumulative 
effects, but it does so with the intent of improving the review of timber harvesting plans.  
Consistent with the Dunne Report, the DEIR, RDEIR, and the JDSF Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan are designed to reduce, not eliminate the risk of further impairment of 
environmental resources from timber harvesting.  Additionally, while the Dunn report provides 
considerable commentary on perceived limitations with cumulative effect analysis included as 
part of THPs in the late 1990s, it suggests requirements to deal with cumulative watershed 
impacts that would require additional budgetary and regulatory authorities.  Also, all of the 
comprehensive computer models suggested for addressing cumulative watershed effects 
prediction were not, and have not yet, been developed for this type of work.   
 
Regarding the Collison report, conclusions included were made with the panel apparently 
unaware of provisions in the Forest Practice Act (FPA) and FPRs that give CDF the ability to 
require and enforce practices that protect water quality.  This report also includes criticism of FPR 
sections that are restatements of legislative intent in the FPA and misconceptions about the THP 
review process, which indicates that the Panel did not have an adequate understanding of the 
legal framework for the preparation, review, and approval of THPs.  Therefore, many of the 
criticisms found in Collison and others (2003) are already addressed in the existing THP process.  
Finally, regarding the Ligon et al. (1999) report, while the Scientific Review Panel concluded that 
the FPRs did not ensure protection of anadromous salmonid populations in 1999, the current 
rules in effect for JDSF have been considerably expanded with the passage of the July 2000 
Threatened or Impaired Watersheds Rule Package and with the additional measures included in 
the DFMP, Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR.  Further, the 
DEIR contains cumulative effects assessment approaches consistent with those recommended in 
Dunne et al. 
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Response to Comment 5 
See response to Comment 2 for a discussion on the adequacy of the DEIR to address cumulative 
watershed effects (CWE).  Chapter 5 of the JDSF Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan provides a clear and well-defined monitoring program for the Forest.  No monitoring plan or 
management plan could “guarantee positive trends in aquatic health or fish populations.”  Rather, 
the monitoring program is designed to minimize the risk of further impairment and by design the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan is expected to aid in recovery of fish 
populations.  Monitoring is used in part to track progress towards a desired goal or future 
condition.  If monitoring shows that resource conditions are deviating from the desired condition, 
then an adaptive management approach is used to make adjustments to the management plan 
(see Chapter 5 of the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan). 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Impacts from relatively recent clearcutting have been monitoring very intensely in the Caspar 
Creek watershed study—North Fork Phase and results have been described in depth in the DEIR 
as well as in numerous publications (Ziemer 1998, Lewis 1998, Lewis and others 2001, Keppeler 
and others 2003, Lewis and Keppeler 2004).  In summary, the Caspar Creek results have shown 
that the impacts of clearcutting nearly half the watershed in three years were relatively benign 
and did not cause large changes in watershed physical or biological variables.   
 
More broadly, Bawcom (2003) evaluated the amount of landsliding on 50 clearcut units 
throughout JDSF produced from 1982 to 1994.  She found a total of 32 shallow seated landslides 
failed within the clearcut units. Of the 32 landslide failures, all but four were associated with 
roads, landings, and skid trails. Bawcom (2003) reported that these results suggest that there is 
little evidence that vegetation removal associated with clearcutting alone was a significant 
contributor to slope instability or reactivations of dormant landslides.  Almost all of the observed 
landslides that delivered sediment to watercourses were shallow failures that were associated 
with old roads constructed decades ago. In general, this study found no increase in the rate of 
landsliding or initiation of movements of older landslides within clearcuts on JSDF. 
 
Based on these two comprehensive studies conducted on JDSF, it is possible to conclude with 
assurance that relatively recent clearcut harvesting has not produced high levels of impacts to 
aquatic resources.  Proposed harvesting under Alterative C1 or the proposed Administrative Draft 
Final Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G would treat much smaller percentages of 
watersheds than were treated by clearcutting in the North Fork of Caspar Creek.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
The adequacy of an EIR is not determined by whether it “prove[s]” that a proposed action will or 
will not result in a significant effect but rather whether it discloses the potential for significant 
effects and identifies feasible mitigation.  Two or more experts may reach completely opposite 
conclusions in interpreting the same information presented in an EIR, yet the EIR may still be 
deemed adequate.  The courts will not attempt to determine if the EIR’s conclusions are correct 
as long as the decision that is reached is supported by substantial evidence. 
 
The Board does recognize that timber harvesting and other forest management projects can 
incrementally contribute to pollutant loads, but the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan has built in management measures to anticipate these incremental impacts and to reduce 
the impact to level that is less than significant.  Further protections, such as the DEIR’s Additional 
Management Measure for an Accelerated Road Management Plan, have been incorporated into 
the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.  The watershed analysis results 
presented in the DEIR and RDEIR also recognized that aquatic habitat conditions on JDSF and 
surrounding areas continue to improve over historic conditions. 
 
Note also that the analysis performed for the EIR found that most of the aquatic system within the 
assessment area is in a state of recovery.  Relatively small and well distributed incremental 
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effects are expected to occur, but these are not expected to prevent recovery or produce 
significant impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The comment is non-specific and as such the BOF is unable to provide a detailed response.  
However, the BOF has attempted to address previous comments in the DEIR and RDEIR.  
Where appropriate, the BOF has provided references that further the discussion and analysis.  
The BOF believes that the significance and relevance of most references is evident, but without 
specific examples is unable to provide additional explanation. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
Please see Response to Comments 17-21, below. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The DFMP, Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR include and 
clearly describe a variety of measures designed to protect and improve coho habitat quality 
based in large part on environmental risk factors identified in the California Department of Fish 
and Game Coho Recovery Plan and by the National Marine Fisheries Service Biological review 
Team.  DEIR pages VII.6.1-90 through -98 lists other pertinent measures.  These include but are 
not limited to an accelerated road management plan, WLPZ management to enhance late 
successional forest conditions and recruitment of large woody debris to stream ecosystem 
processes, measures to improve canopy cover and stream temperature, and provisions for 
providing extensive areas of late seral and older forest (over one-third of the Forest under the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan). 
 
Response to Comment 11 
Map colors were carefully chosen to illustrate the intended message of the various map figures.  
In some cases, due to the large number of classes of information the maps are intended to show, 
the level of distinction between colors/classes may have been somewhat difficult to discern. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
As explained in the DEIR at page VI-9, Alternative B provides a baseline of recent past 
management direction against which the potential effects of the other alternatives can be 
compared. Management of JDSF under the 1983 Plan will continue until a new plan is adopted by 
the Board. The CEQA Guidelines [CCR 15126.6(e)(3)(A)] require an EIR to consider a “no 
project” alternative which discloses the impacts of continued management under an existing plan.  
While the alternative is “infeasible” in the sense that it is precluded by Board policy and the 
settlement agreement, it is still an alternative to the Plan that is useful in disclosing the 
environmental consequences of continuing current management practices.  
 
Response to Comment 13 
The DFMP, Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR provide 
numerous protections that go beyond those explicitly enumerated in the Forest Practice Rules.  
These documents provide numerous protections that go beyond those explicitly enumerated 
minimum standards in the Forest Practice Rules.  In addition, the Rules provide for an 
assessment of potential impacts, and the implementation of protection practices is not limited in 
any way by the Rules themselves. Protection provided by the DFMP, Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR includes: 
 
• Twenty-five-foot buffers along Class I and I streams where harvest is prohibited or limited to 

habitat improvement (DFMP/ Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan); 
• Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones are established as Special Concern Areas 

designated for special management to protect aquatic and riparian resources, maintain 
terrestrial habitat connectivity for wildlife, and promote development of late-successional 
forest stand conditions; silviculture is limited to no harvest or special uneven-aged regimes 
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designed to promote development of late-successional forest stand conditions 
(DFMP/Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan); 

• Retention of a minimum 240 ft2 basal area of conifers (DFMP/ Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan); 

• Road Management Plan (DFMP) and Additional Management Measures for Accelerated 
Road Management Plan (DEIR/ Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan);  

• Additional Management Measure for Survey, Recruitment, and Placement of Large Woody 
Debris (DEIR/ Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan); 

• Monitoring and Adaptive Management approach including hillslopes, stream channels, 
stream temperature, and fish and amphibian populations (DFMP/ Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan). 

 
The comment related to Ligon et al. (1999), Dunne et al. (2001), and Collison et al. (2003) is 
addressed under the Response to Comment 4, above. 
 
The analysis presented in the DEIR and RDEIR indicates that the proposed Administrative Draft 
Final Forest Management Plan will not result in significant adverse impacts to salmonids and that 
it will result in beneficial impacts to a number of important factors for salmonids, including water 
temperature, large woody debris recruitment, migration barriers, riparian forest quality and extent, 
and instream habitat and streambank stability (see DEIR p. VII.6.1-99 to -120 and Table 
VII.6.1.12; see RDEIR p. III-25 to -45 and Table III.6). 
 
Response to Comment 14 
As noted in the DEIR (p. VI-9), Alternative A “…is not intended as an alternative that could 
feasibly be adopted; rather, it is intended as a baseline for purposes of comparing the project 
setting (and the absence of any management plan activities) to several different management 
strategies represented by Alternatives B through F.”   
 
Response to Comment 15 
Alternatives C2 through E vary slightly to substantially from Alternative C1.  Alternative G, which 
is the basis for the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, incorporates a number of 
the elements from Alternatives C2 through F that will provide an overall higher level of resource 
protection and recovery than would Alternative C1.  Of particular relevance to this comment, the 
proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan would designate over one-third of 
the Forest for the development of late seral or older forest characteristics. 
 
As directed by (a) existing statues for JDSF and the Demonstration State Forest Program in 
general and (b) Board policies (see Appendix 5 of the DEIR), the Board must consider many 
other factors in addition to ecology when determining the appropriate management direction for 
JDSF.   
 
Response to Comment 16 
 
The DFMP documents that prior to the first harvest entries in JDSF beginning in the 1860s, most 
of the Forest was assumed to have been virgin old growth (see DFMP p. 6).    
 
Response to Comment 17 
The DEIR analyzed data for a period spanning 1991-2003.  However, the locations of the 
monitoring stations (or data loggers) have moved periodically, and thus not all locations have 
data for the entire duration that monitoring has occurred.  The comment most likely refers to 
figures VII.6.1.6 and VII.6.1.8 in the Aquatics section that showed data for the time period 1995-
2003.  These figures are just two examples from the entire data set that was analyzed.  The 
entire data set is provided in Appendix 12 of the DEIR.  At the time that the NOP was issued 
(January 2004) stream temperature data from the summer of 2003 included the most recent 
observations.   
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Response to Comment 18 
Both of these areas currently support coho salmon (per DFG stream surveys), and shade levels 
are expected to increase as the trees within the riparian zone in these locations continue to grow 
and develop.  Increasing shade levels are expected to result in lower water temperature. 
 
The DEIR discusses the elevated temperature issues in Parlin Creek and along the South Fork of 
the Noyo (p. VII.6.1-29 and Appendix 12 p. 9, 12-14, 21).  Valentine (1996) provides the most 
comprehensive study of stream temperatures in this specific location.  The conclusions in his 
report suggest that conditions did not represent a serious cause of concern with regard to coho 
salmon.  JDSF continues to monitor water temperature along the SF Noyo at the lower JDSF 
boundary.  There were several years of decreasing temperatures since 1997 followed by two 
years of increasing temperatures recorded in 2004 and 2005 (see Table 1, below).   With no 
timber harvesting during 2004 and 2005, changes in temperature likely represent natural 
variation.  JDSF will continue monitoring at this location and modify management practices as 
needed. 
 

Table 1. Stream Temperature Data SF Noyo at the lower JDSF Boundary 
(ID 25010).   
YEAR 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2004 2005 
MWAT 16.2 17.3 16.2 15.9 15.8 17.1 16.5 
Note that no data were recorded at this location between 2000 and 2004. 

 
 
Response to comment 19 
The cautions noted by Collision et al (2003) are broadly recognized.  The Board does not omit 
data to support or refute a stated hypothesis.  See Response to Comment 8.  The water 
temperature data that were analyzed, covering the time period 1991 – 2003, are provided as 
attachment A in Appendix 12 of the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 20 
The Board is aware of historic water temperature data in this location.  Detailed discussion of 
water temperatures on the South Fork Noyo can be found in DEIR Appendix 12, starting a page 
12 and in the main body of the DEIR on pages VII.7.6-27 to -30.  Stream temperatures recorded 
along the SF Noyo in 1997 did exceed optimal conditions for coho salmon, but as shown in 
Figure 5a the temperature decreased by a degree (Celsius) or more for the next three 
consecutive years.  More recent data for this gauge site collected in 2004 and 2005 shows a 
slight increase, but still below the temperature recorded in 1997.  With little or no management 
activity in the last several years the recent increase is not likely to be management related, but 
instead reflects temporal variability. 
 
Response to Comment 21 
The DEIR analysis of turbidity included a range of thresholds from 40 NTU to 500 NTU (DEIR, 
Table VII.10.3).  Table VII.10.3 reported all of the turbidity data provided in Lewis 2000.  Recent 
field and laboratory studies have revealed that while the foraging efficiency of juvenile salmonids 
was decreased by increased turbidities, fish continue to capture prey at turbidity levels in the 
range of 40-50 NTUs (Hadden and others 2004). The value of the lower threshold is 
acknowledged and will be taken into consideration for future water quality monitoring.  The Big 
and Noyo Rivers are listed as impaired for sediment, and suspended sediment concentrations are 
highly correlated with turbidity for a given watershed.   
 
All data produced on JDSF are available to the public.  Much of this data has been published or is 
available on the Internet.  Any other data is available on request to CAL FIRE.  CAL FIRE State 
Forest Program staff are continuing to make additional data sets available on the Internet over 
time, as funding allows. 
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Response to Comment 22 
The results from the Klein (2003) study are based on a small sample size and are not conclusive.  
In the report Klein states that the results are preliminary and in need of further replication.  The 
implications from the study are discussed in the Cumulative Effects section of the DEIR (VIII-53).  
However, the need to collect additional turbidity data in other planning watersheds is a valid 
comment and will be given consideration as a research project or as part of the monitoring 
program, pending the availability of funding. 
 
While it would be advantageous to install continuous recording turbidity monitoring stations in 
several locations throughout JDSF, the cost is prohibitive. It is unusual and highly beneficial to 
already have 21 continuous recording turbidity stations currently operating within the boundaries 
of a forest ownership the size of JDSF.  Considerable amounts of suspended sediment and 
turbidity data exist from these South and North Fork Caspar Creek stations and were reported on 
in the DEIR in considerable detail.   
 
Klein’s (2003) report suggests that there are thresholds of harvested acres beyond which 
additional harvesting will cause large increases in turbidity.  Beschta and others (1995) write, 
however, in a comprehensive review of watershed relate cumulative effects, that natural systems 
rarely recognize discrete thresholds and can respond incrementally and interactively to change.   
 
Additionally, Klein states in his report that that while turbidity levels might be decreased by 
reducing the density of roads in a watershed and limiting the annual rate of timber harvest, his 
“results should be considered preliminary and not be used alone for policy decisions or regulatory 
standards” (italics added).  He also wrote that while his study argues for quantitative limits on 
annual harvest rates, they should be “perhaps customized to accommodate the variability in 
erosional sensitivity found within the northcoast. But a stronger analysis, one that includes a 
greater sample size of northcoast streams, is needed to establish defensible harvest rates that 
ensure protection of beneficial uses” (italics added).   
 
Observing just the data from Klein’s (2003) paper collected on JDSF (the North Fork and South 
Fork Caspar Creek stations), the data show that the relationship described between increased 
harvesting rate and increased turbidity duration does not apply—the South Fork turbidity value is 
higher than the North Fork, even though the recent North Fork harvesting rate was higher.  This 
outcome is likely explained by past roading practices and road abandonment work in the South 
Fork conducted in the late 1990s.  Therefore, it appears from the data collected on JDSF that 
road construction, maintenance and abandonment practices are a very important factor to 
consider when discussing duration of turbidity—and more important than harvest rate.   
 
Response to Comment 23 
The comment suggests that the source of the deposit seen in the photo is related to logging, but 
does not indicate how this determination was made.  Natural processes such as landsliding and 
bank erosion can lead to similar sediment inputs to streams. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
The DEIR discusses the significance of Knopp’s (1993) study in the Aquatics section of the DEIR 
(VII.6.1-18 to VII.6.1-24).  The DEIR explicitly acknowledges that management activities have 
affected channel geomorphology on Class I and Class II streams (VII.6.1-104). As stated in the 
DEIR, Knopp’s results suggest that V* measurements for pools on JDSF are twice as high as 
undisturbed channels with similar geology (VII.6.1-104).  More recent data reported by Stillwater  
for the draft 1999 HCP/SYP showed a much lower range of values for V*.  The V* metric is very 
difficult to collect in a consistent fashion, which may contribute to the vast difference in V* 
numbers related to the same stream system. Most likely more consistent monitoring protocols are 
needed.  
 
V* data also have been collected by the USDA Pacific-Southwest Research Station in the North 
and South Forks of Caspar Creek (Lisle and Napolitano 1998), and values from the early to mid-
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1990s are generally similar to those reported by Knopp (1993).  More recent values are lower, as 
displayed below in the following plot provided by Sue Hilton (USDA Forest Service, Pacific-
Southwest Research Station, personal communication) in 2006 [note that data from Little Lost 
Man Creek (shown as “llm”), a reference watershed located in Redwood National Park is also 
included in this plot with the North Fork (“nfc”) and South Fork (“sfc”) of Caspar Creek].  Observe 
that there is a general decreasing trend for both forks of Caspar Creek over time.   
 

 
 
 
Response to Comment 25 
CAL FIRE funded a very detailed study of sediment storage and transport in the South Fork Noyo 
River Watersheds (Koehler et al. 2001).  The DEIR discusses the results in Appendix 11.  The 
findings suggest that large amounts of historic logging-related sediment are stored in channels 
and transported downstream during high discharge events (DEIR Appendix 11, p. 3).  Not much 
is known about sediment waves because they are difficult to observe and model and have highly 
variable behaviors (Lisle 1997). 
 
Response to Comment 26   
The DEIR does acknowledge potential cumulative effects, particularly from historic management 
practices.  Language from the DEIR such as “Streams on JDSF lands may also be more 
advanced relative to their recovery and flushing of sediment than pool habitats in other streams 
that were studied,” (DEIR p. VII.6.1-22) and “A number of streams outside of JDSF within the 
Noyo Basin have pool frequencies below 20% (Figures VII.6.1.3 and VII.6.1.4), which may 
indicate a higher level of recovery in the streams of JDSF (Figure VII.6.1.2),” (DEIR p. VII.6.1-12), 
and “The habitat frequency chart from the North Fork of the South Fork Noyo within JDSF depicts 
some degree of recovery from past activities but pool frequency is still below the optimal range 
cited in the literature,” (DEIR p. VII.6.1-12), clearly indicate that the DEIR is addressing this topic 
from a cumulative effects perspective.  Further, the DEIR states on p. VII.6.1-37, “Historic 
management practices and more recent (mid-1980s to mid-1990s) harvest levels in assessment 
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watershed areas (Noyo and Big River) and other adjacent watersheds (Pudding Creek, Ten Mile) 
at the regional scale may have contributed to the decline of salmonid habitat quality .”   
 
Habitat typing data are presented and discussed in the DEIR Aquatics section (p. VII.6.1-18 to 
24, and are further discussed in DEIR section VII.6.1.4 (beginning on p. VII.6.1-37).  
 
Response to Comment 27  
The cumulative effects sections of the DEIR and RDEIR rely on timber harvesting data from 1986 
to the present to disclose and discuss potential impacts (see, e.g., DEIR p. VIII-4).  Further 
detailed timber harvesting data, THP by THP, are presented in DEIR Appendix 14.  The data in 
the DEIR are summarized by CALWATER Planning Watershed and by silvicultural system.  
Timber harvesting data also were used explicitly to evaluate and quantify hydrologic impacts 
related to changes in peak flows (DEIR Appendix 10).   
 
The BOF, in evaluating the DFMP, did not find that “all impacts are fully mitigated”.  Rather the 
BOF found a number of instances where implementation of the DFMP would lead to potentially 
significant effects and has required that measures to mitigate those effects be adopted.  Further, 
it should be noted that CEQA is primarily concerned with the identification of potentially significant 
impacts and feasible mitigation.  CEQA does not require that less-than-significant potential 
impacts be discussed in the same detail as significant potential impacts, nor does CEQA require 
that less-than-significant potential impacts be mitigated.  We note, however, that the DFMP and 
DEIR contain numerous provisions that will avoid or mitigate both significant and less-than-
significant potential impacts.  Many of these elements with respect to aquatic species and their 
habitat have already been detailed in the Responses to Comments above. 
 
The Reeves et al. (1993) article is of limited application to JDSF and the larger watershed area 
within which it lies.  Oregon forest practice regulations during the 1985-1989 period examined in 
the article were less restrictive than those of California at the time, and were far less restrictive 
than today’s California Forest Practice Rules.  California has had significant Watercourse and 
Lake Protection Zone rules in place since 1984, and those rules in place for the JDSF area were 
further strengthened with the implementation of the WLPZ rules for Threatened and Impaired 
Watersheds in 2000 (see the Forest Practice Rules at 14 California Code of Regulations § 916.9  
et seq.)  
 
There are several differences between the Oregon Forest Practice Rules and those enforced in 
California.  While watercourse protection measures for fish-bearing streams have improved 
considerably in Oregon, major revisions to the Oregon Forest Practice Rules did not take place 
until September 1994.  Oregon currently does not have buffer strip requirements that require 
conifer trees to remain post-harvest for non-fish bearing streams [the current Hinkle Creek 
watershed study in Oregon has as primary objective to determine the impacts of contemporary 
logging practices on non-fish bearing streams--with implications for the need for buffer strips on 
non-fish bearing streams].  Clearcut size in Oregon is limited to 120 acres [as compared to 20-40 
acres under the California Forest Practice Rules (14 CCR §913.1)] within a single ownership. In 
many situations, a written plan is not required, only a 2 page notice of operation document is filed.  
Prior approval from the ODF before operations can begin and a written plan are only required for 
logging proposed in areas with a high potential for causing resource problems (operations within 
100 ft of certain types of streams, high risk landslide sites, operations within 300 ft of areas 
identified as important sites for certain wildlife species, etc.) (Adams 1996).   
 
The DEIR acknowledges that applicability of the Reeves et al. article also is limited by the 
different precipitation regimes and geology of the coastal Oregon basins examined by the authors 
as compared to the central Mendocino coast of California.  There are considerable differences 
between trees species growing on JDSF and those found in the Oregon Coast Range in terms of 
slope stability.  Sidle and others (1985) report that the influence of timber harvest on slope 
stability depends on the density of residual trees and understory vegetation, rate and type of 
regeneration, site characteristics, and patterns of water inflow after harvesting. In areas with 
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marginal slope stability, loss of root strength and/or increased soil moisture from reduced 
evapotranspiration following logging can lead to an increased rate of slope failure (Sidle and 
others, 1985; Ziemer, 1981a). The influence of timber harvesting on slope stability depends on 
site characteristics (slope, geologic parent material, past landslide history), the tree species 
present, density of residual trees and understory vegetation, rate and type of regeneration, and 
size of storm events that occur after harvesting (Sidle and others, 1985).  
 
Data collected to date in northwestern California areas with sprouting coast redwood does not 
show a clear relationship between clearcutting under the current FPR regime (sometimes in 
combination with requirements included in landscape level documents) and landslide rates. Most 
of the recent mass wasting features are related to roads and landings (Spittler and Cafferata 
2004, Bawcom 2003).  Improved Forest Practice Rules, mass wasting avoidance strategies, and 
requirements for professional input appear to be substantially reducing rates of mass wasting 
from northwestern California recent clearcuts. As stated in the above response to Comment 6, 
Bawcom (2003) examined rates of mass failures for redwood dominated clearcuts in western 
Mendocino County on Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF). For this area, little evidence 
was found to indicate that vegetation removal associated with clearcutting alone conducted under 
the modern California Forest Practice Rules (1982 to 1994) was a significant contributor to slope 
instability or reactivations of dormant landslides. Almost all of the observed landslides that 
delivered sediment to watercourses were shallow failures that were associated with old roads 
(particularly low on the slope near watercourses) that were constructed decades before the 
recent harvesting. Similar conclusions were reached earlier for the North Fork of Caspar Creek 
on JDSF by Spittler (1995) and Cafferata and Spittler (1998). 
 
In the Pacific Northwest, including the Oregon Coast Range reported on in Reeves and others 
(1993), where the tree species harvested do not sprout from the root mass, the period of 
increased landslide frequency after timber harvesting is elevated the most between the time of 
root dieback from harvested trees and the establishment of stabilizing roots by incoming 
vegetation (Swanson and Dyrness, 1975). This period of time is considered to be from 3 to 15 
years after clearcutting (Sidle and Wu, 2001).  For example in the slide-prone Mapleton area of 
the Siuslaw National Forest in the Oregon Coast Range, Ketcheson and Froehlich (1978, in Sidle 
and others, 1985) found a 3.5 fold increase over a 15 year period in the volume of debris 
avalanches and torrents in clearcut areas versus forested areas. 
 
More recently in Oregon, Robison and others (1999) reported on the erosional consequences of 
two very large storm events which occurred in February and 
November of 1996 in western Oregon. Both storms resulted in a large number of 
landslides, debris torrents, and altered stream channels. A three year monitoring 
project was undertaken to evaluate the effects of the storms. The majority of the 
identified landslides were not associated with roads, but were in clearcut units, with 
the highest hazard area for shallow rapid landslides occurring on slopes of over 
70%. Data from this study indicated a higher incidence of landslides between 0 
and 10 years after clearcut timber harvesting (Spittler and Cafferata 2004). 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The commenter is expressing an opinion regarding the extent of past impact, the level of impact 
associated with specific forms of stand management and timber yarding, and an associated 
period of time for which management should be confined to the specific form that he 
recommends.  Further, the commenter has specified that only a single form of stand management 
should occur (thinning from below), while simultaneously specifying that selective logging and 
light touch forestry should occur.  While selection logging may include some thinning from below, 
thinning from below is not synonymous with selective cutting, and "light touch forestry" is not a 
defined term.  These comments represent over generalization that is not supported. The Board 
will not speculate as to why the commenter believes that future management should be limited as 
specified. In fact, the analysis performed for this EIR indicates that the watershed is in a state of 
active recovery from past impacts, and that this recovery will continue coincident with the 
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management that has been proposed.  The proposed management includes a broad spectrum of 
individual stand management and timber yarding techniques, and each proposal to harvest timber 
will be accompanied by a site-specific analysis of potential cumulative effects. 
 
The DFMP and Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan recognize the sensitivity of 
streams and riparian areas to potential management impacts and designate these as Special 
Concern Areas.  As such, these areas have significant restrictions on management operations in 
WLPZ areas, as documented in number of the responses to comment above. Over time, the 
implementation of this plan should assist in the recovery of degraded channel conditions.   
 
The JDSF DFMP, Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, and DEIR, in part, use the 
results of the Stillwater-Sciences-produced watershed analysis work to identify approaches to 
reduce cumulative impacts to a level less than significant.   Specifically, on-site impacts from 
individual and multiple projects will be reduced by a combination of the FPRs, added measures 
provided for in the DFMP, Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR, 
and site-specific measures added from the THP preparation process and Review Team agency 
review of THPs, as well as from pre-plan consultation with qualified experts.  Repair of existing 
road-related sediment problems will be accomplished through the Additional Management 
Measure for an Accelerated Road Management Plan.   
 
The rate of sediment production from new activities (i.e., from roads and harvest units) described 
in the DFMP is not expected to inhibit watershed recovery.  The total amount of harvest-related 
sediment and the proportion of sediment production between harvest areas and roads vary 
depending on logging systems and road location, type, design, and use and with differences in 
planning watershed sensitivity.  In general, there should be near recovery to original or new 
baseline suspended sediment conditions within approximately 10-20 years following harvest 
(Grant 2000).  The hazard of sediment production from permanent roads can be considered as 
constant after about 10 years, although actual amounts will vary by road type and storm size–with 
less frequent, episodic inputs associated with large storms.  Higher rates of surface erosion and 
failures due to poor design or execution are most likely during the first few years following 
construction.   
 
Data provided in Table VIII.10 of the DEIR shows that the intensity of future harvesting on JDSF 
in the next 10 years will be less than has been tested in the North Fork of Caspar Creek, where 
approximately 45% of the watershed was clearcut harvested in three years.  Research conducted 
in the North Fork of Caspar Creek watershed beginning in 1985 directly addressed cumulative 
watershed effects. Most of the logged units were cable yarded and new roads were built along 
the ridge lines. Nested watersheds with individual gaging stations measured sediment routing. 
None of the statistical tests performed on the sediment data revealed significant positive 
interactions that would indicate disproportionate disturbance effects at downstream gaging 
stations (Lewis 1998). In both pre and post-treatment, main stem gaging stations had higher unit 
area sediment loads than in the tributaries, which could reflect the greater availability of sediment 
stored in lower gradient reaches. The intensive level of timber management in the North Fork of 
Caspar Creek watershed also did not cause large changes in watershed physical or biological 
variables in this moderately stable geologic formation (Ziemer 1998, Lewis 1998, Cafferata and 
Spittler 1998, Nakamoto 1998, Bottorff and Knight 1996).  The Caspar Creek results show that 
downstream water quality impacts of hydrologic changes resulting from timber operations can be 
prevented by the application of mitigation measures contained in the California Forest Practice 
Rules. 
 
Also note that the anticipated amount and intensity of harvesting is less in the Administrative Draft 
Final Forest Management Plan than was proposed in Alternative C1.  The Administrative Draft 
Final Forest Management Plan, or Alternative G, makes a smaller amount of the Forest available 
for evenaged management, designates over one-third of the Forest for development of late seral 
or older forest conditions, and places significant limitations on the acreage of evenaged 
management that can be conducted each decade.   
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Response to Comment 29 
See Response to Comment 7.1, above.  The Board examined the specific map cited here, Map 
Figure Z, Silvicultural Spatial Allocation Plan, in both the printed version of the DEIR and in the 
PDF version [as downloaded from the Board website (http://www.fire.ca.gov/php/rsrc-
mgt_content/downloads/jdsf_deir_05/DEIR_Map_FigureZ_SilviculturalSpatialAllocation.pdf) and 
viewed on computer screen].  While the map colors could have been more distinct, we were able 
to reasonably easily discern the different silvicultural systems displayed in the printed version of 
the figure.  The on-screen image was less clear, but still distinguishable.   
 
In the DFMP, the same figure is provided as Figure 7, Timber Management Areas.  The printed 
version of Figure 7 in the DFMP has very clear distinction between the colors.  The electronic 
version of Figure 7, as provided to the public via the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection 
website (http://www.bof.fire.ca.gov/pdfs/fig7.pdf) and on CDs, is somewhat more easily 
distinguishable than the DEIR electronic version of Map Figure Z.   
 
With respect to the expressed concern about Brandon Gulch being designated for short-rotation 
silviculture, we note that Map Figure Z clearly shows that Brandon Gulch is allocated to 
unevenaged management (to which the concept of rotation does not apply), plus a Special 
Concern Area.  Further, it should be noted that the silvicultural allocations presented in Figure Z 
are general designations.  Additional information on slope stability (such as that shown and Map 
Figures V and W) and on-the-ground determinations of slope stability made by a licensed 
engineering geologist will be used to develop the actual silvicultural treatments provided on any 
specific area. 
 
In the RDEIR, Map Figure 1 provides the equivalent spatial information on silvicultural allocations 
for Alternative G, as does Map Figure 5 in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan.  The color scheme in these map figures is very distinctive.  Under Alternative G and the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, management in Brandon Gulch would 
continue to be unevenaged. 
 
Response to Comment 30 
Section 10.3.3 of the DEIR (p. VII.10-6 to -7) provides a discussion of the effects of timber 
harvest on flows, and Appendix 10 provides a lengthy and detailed discussion of this topic.  The 
Aquatics section (VII.6.1) discusses the importance of flow as a habitat factor for fish.   
 
The main body of the DEIR addresses roads and their effects on sediment detail in several 
places: 
 
• Section VII.7.2.4 (p. VII.7-7 to -19); 
• Section VII.10.4.2 (p. VII.10.-7 to -10); 
• Section VIII.3.1 (p. VIII-15 to -17); 
• Section VIII.3.3 (p. VIII-39 to -40. 
 
In addition, Appendix 11 focuses solely on the issue of sediment and contains extensive 
discussion and data related to roads and sediment. 
 
Quantitative information on roads and sediment can be found in a number of places in the DEIR.  
See the following tables or figures and the related discussion: 
 
• Table VII.7.1 
• Table VII.7.2 
• Figure VII.7.1 
• Table VIII.6b 
• Table VIII.7 (documents projects implemented to reduce road-related sediment) 
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• Appendix 11: Figures 2, 4, 7, 8; Tables 2 plus 4 attached tables. 
 
Matthew’s sediment source area analysis work is discussed in the DEIR in Appendix 11.   
The DEIR analyzed the effects of roads on sediment yield.  Sediment budget work completed by 
Stillwater Sciences for the draft HCP/SYP for JDSF was incorporated into the DEIR and is 
consistent with the work by Mathews in that they both recognize roads as a primary sediment 
source.  Matthews’s estimates of sediment yield from roads by time period are an office-based 
assessment with little or no field validation.  Through field-based inventory and prioritization, the 
Road Management Plan proposed in the DFMP (or the Additional Management Measure for an 
Accelerated Road Management Plan) provides a practical, proven approach to reducing sediment 
loads.  This approach also is included in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 31 
The BOF and CAL FIRE are committed to identify sediment sources from roads and 
decommissioning roads that are no longer needed or pose high environmental risk.  However, 
there is unlikely to be a single road density threshold that is appropriate for all watersheds.   
 
The Road Management Plan included in the DFMP and the Additional Management Measure for 
an Accelerated Road Management Plan provided in the DEIR are both indicative of the Board’s 
and CAL FIRE’s commitment to address road related impacts on ecosystems, including removal 
of roads.  The Road Management Plan includes road abandonment as one of its elements (see 
DFMP Appendix VI).  This approach also is included in the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan.     
 
Response to Comment 32 
Appendix 12 of the DEIR discusses a range of variables that can potentially influence stream 
temperature.  Previous modeling studies by Bartholow (2000) found that shading and stream 
width were the most influential variables in determining stream temperature.  The results from 
Welsh et al. (2005) do suggest that groundwater can play an important role in regulating stream 
temperatures during the warm summer months.  The role of groundwater in regulating stream 
temperatures across JDSF is not well understood.  It may be a useful research or monitoring 
project to consider if future funding becomes available.  JDSF currently uses a well distributed 
network of stream gauges to monitor stream temperature and where stream temperatures are of 
concern management prescriptions are adapted as needed.   
 
With respect to the findings of Welsh et al. and their relevance to JDSF, it is important to note the 
following: 
 
• Late seral stage vegetation types will be increased with implementation of the DFMP, in 

riparian areas in particular, and not decreased as occurred in the Mattole River basin cited by 
Welsh et al.  Under the proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, over 
one-third of JDSF is designated for the development of late seral or older forest structure. 

• Welsh et al. (2005) determined that the primary processes influencing faunal assemblage 
patterns were vegetation changes resulting from the harvesting of late-seral forests and the 
clearing of forest for pasture.  With the implementation of the DFMP, no wide-spread 
conversion to early seral stages or clearing for pasture will occur.  Late seral forest conditions 
on JDSF will be significantly increased under the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan, not decreased. 

• Welsh et al. (2005) stress the importance of appropriate microclimatic environments 
associated with late-seral forests.  A detailed riparian microclimate study is currently being 
conducted on JDSF (and a control in Russian Gulch State Park) forest lands by the 
Department of Fish and Game (Chapman and others 2004).  Summer (May through 
September) temperature gradients are being monitored along fifteen transects in stream 
riparian zones within four different watersheds. A minimum of seven stations are set along 
each transect.  This study will provide quantitative information on riparian microclimate for 
pre- and post-harvest conditions.  Based on the results of this study, adaptive management 
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will occur under the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan if necessary to 
prevent significant adverse impacts to sensitive aquatic species.   

 
 
The DEIR includes substantial information on current seral conditions and projected seral 
conditions.  Current seral conditions are depicted using the Wildlife Habitat Relationship System 
classifications (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988) in Map Figures J and K.  Tabular information on 
current seral conditions are presented in Tables VII.6.6.1 and VII.6.6.2 in DEIR section VII.6.6.1 
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat.  Summary bar graphs of seral classes are presented in Figures 
VII.6.6.1.1 and VII.6.6.1.2.  The data developed by Warbington et al. (1988) and cited in the 
comment was one of the sources used in these compilations and analyses. 
 
The DEIR includes extensive modeling to project seral conditions over time.  See pages VII.6.6-
131 through -208.  This modeling included both JDSF and areas outside of JDSF within the 
cumulative effects assessment area.   
 
Information based on Keithley (1999) is provided and discussed in the Cumulative Effects section 
of the DEIR (VIII-66 to -72).  Information is not provided as charts, but the quantitative data is 
presented in tabular form. 
 
Response to Comment 33 
The cited change detection data is better suited for broad landscape level analysis.  The mapping 
is done across geographic areas that are much larger than the DEIR planning area.  CAL FIRE 
has very detailed management data in the form of timber harvest histories and inventory data that 
more specifically account for changes in land use than the change detection data.  These 
changes are also reflected in the revised vegetation map for JDSF.  It is unclear that the 
additional analysis would yield better information on current conditions.   
 
The suggested analysis using the change detection data to assess the 1994-1998 change in 
riparian vegetation would push both the change detection data and the available stream location 
data beyond their levels of accuracy. The Board reviewed change detection data in preparing the 
DEIR, but determined that available field-based surveys of riparian areas on JDSF and adjoining 
Mendocino Redwood Company lands provided a more detailed and reliable set of information.  In 
this case the change detection data had limited field checking and lacked a detailed description of 
the actions that caused a change in vegetation condition.  Further, CAL FIRE has developed a 
very detailed GIS database that identifies timber harvesting and other management activities 
throughout the DEIR planning area.  This kind of information is much more reliable when 
collected from aerial photographs or on the ground than from LANDSAT imagery.  DEIR section 
VII.6.1 Aquatics includes information on streamside vegetation, including canopy cover (see, e.g., 
Table VII.6.1.4) and large woody debris. 
 
Response to Comment 34 
The analysis performed for the EIR clearly recognizes the relationships between past 
management and current conditions.  The EIR includes very extensive discussion of the 
relationships between management and impacts associated with sediment, canopy reduction, 
and water temperature.  The reader is encouraged to review Section V (Regional Setting) for a 
description of existing conditions and past effects, Section VII.6.1 (Aquatic Resources) for an 
analysis of potential impacts to aquatic resources, Section VII.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
for an analysis of potential land management effects upon stream flow and water quality, and 
Section VIII for an assessment of potential cumulative effects.  Appendix 12 includes a discussion 
of water temperature, clearly articulating the relationship between canopy and water temperature. 
 
The DFMP does not set up the context for “a new wave of clearcutting” on JDSF.  Table VII.6.3.4 
(p. VII.6.3-28) provides information on the silvicultural allocation plan for the DFMP, and a short-
term harvest schedule also is included in the DFMP.  Similar information is provided in the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.   
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Under the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, the only areas of the Forest 
specifically designated as eligible to receive evenaged management total 26 percent of the Forest 
area;  and these areas are designated to receive either evenaged or unevenaged management.  
The extent of clearcutting and other forms of evenaged management are strictly limited to no 
more than 2,700 acres per decade.   
 
With respect to the two cited watersheds of concern, James Creek is designated to receive either 
older forest structure or unevenaged treatments; no clearcutting or other forms of evenaged 
management are anticipated under the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.   Part 
of the Chamberlin Creek watershed is designated for older forest structure and part is designated 
for either evenaged of unevenaged prescriptions.  The short-term harvest schedule presented in 
the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (Table 9) identifies only unevenaged 
management harvests for the Chamberlin Creek watershed.  No harvests are identified for James 
Creek. 
 
Finally, as discussed several times above, the DFMP, Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan, DEIR, and RDEIR provide numerous measures to ensure that significant 
adverse impacts of the type described in the comment do not occur.  The DEIR and RDEIR 
conclude that taken as a whole, these measures will contribute to recovery of aquatic habitat 
conditions and salmonid populations. 
 
Response to Comment 35 
Almost all of the Class I streams within JDSF support coho salmon, including most of those with 
water temperature that exceeds preferred levels.  The Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan will provide for the continued development of canopy and large woody debris, 
which will increase cover and result in lower water temperature. 
 
Juvenile coho salmon require cool water to survive and grow and are susceptible to increased 
summer water temperatures because they rear in freshwater for at least a year.  Temperatures 
below 16.8° C are in a range that is considered optimum for Coho.  Temperatures beyond 16.8° 
C have been shown through numerous studies to introduce stress that inhibits growth and or 
avoidance among juvenile coho.  There is not typically a single number that determines whether a 
stream supports coho.  Rather, Appendix 12 of the DEIR discusses a range of thresholds for 
coho.  The map is however instructive for highlighting areas where stream temperatures are 
potentially constraining the distribution of coho.  Many of these areas have also been the focus of 
restoration activities to improve canopy cover and increase shading. 
 
Response to Comment 36 
Appendix 12 of DEIR provides a comprehensive evaluation of water temperature data and 
canopy cover throughout the assessment area.  The report evaluates the historical record of 
water temperature and discloses locations where water temperature impairment is of concern.  In 
addition, JDSF is committed to maintaining a robust water quality monitoring program that 
includes collecting water quality data.  Further exploration of the relationship between water 
temperature and riparian habitat will be considered as part of the research program at JDSF, 
pending available funding.  The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan specifically 
designates three areas on the forest for testing these kinds of relationships.   
 
In addition to examining current riparian conditions on JDSF and the anticipated results of the 
management proposed in the DFMP and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, 
the DEIR explores riparian conditions on the other ownerships in the broader cumulative 
watershed effects assessment area.  For example, the discussion notes that one of the major 
industrial landowners within the assessment area, Mendocino Redwood Company (manages 
about 25 percent of the cumulative watershed effects assessment area), has in place riparian 
management practices that go substantially beyond the Forest Practice Rules (see DEIR p. VIII-
44). 
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Response to Comment 37 
The Board agrees that some stream reaches within the assessment area contain water that is 
above the optimum temperature range for salmonids, and that canopy growth and development 
will eventually result in a reduction in stream temperature in many of these reaches. The DEIR 
recognizes that impaired water temperatures are by definition a cumulative effect and clearly 
states locations both on JDSF and throughout the Noyo and Big River where water temperatures 
are high and of potential concern.   Detailed information on riparian trees and canopy conditions 
was provided and discussed for MRC lands.  For other private lands within the Noyo and Big 
Rivers there was limited available information on which to base an analysis.  Where the data 
were made available, the Board evaluated canopy cover for adjacent landowners.  Further, 
Appendix 12, clearly address stream temperature issues that exist off JDSF lands, but within the 
Noyo and Big River watersheds.  Chapter 5 Environmental Setting (p. V-14) shows a map that 
depicts the framework that was used for interpreting cumulative watershed effects that includes 
an evaluation of effects throughout the Noyo and Big Rivers, as well as four additional coastal 
drainages.  The DEIR also discusses the management practices that MRC has in place to protect 
riparian habitat values. 
 
Response to Comment 38 
SHALSTAB was used by Stillwater Sciences in their watershed analysis work completed for the 
draft HCP/SYP for JDSF. This work was used in the DEIR development of the DFMP and 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.  Further, the California Geological Survey 
updated geologic and geomorphic maps for JDSF, Big River, and Noyo River watersheds. 
SHALSTAB was one of the data layers used to in developing maps of relative landslide potential.  
Tables VII.7.5 and VII.7.6 of the DEIR provide a summary of the extent of mass wasting features 
(debris flow, rock slide, earth flow, debris slide, etc.) across most of the assessment area (see p. 
VII.7-21 to-26).  Also, this data layer is displayed graphically in DEIR Map Figures V and W.   
 
The DFMP (p. 71-72) and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan describe the 
hillslope management procedures to be used in potentially unstable areas.   This process 
involves office review (including the use of relative landslide potential maps), field review by a 
Registered Professional Forester using the 1999 “California Licensed Foresters Association 
(CLFA) Guide to Determining the Need for Input From a Licensed Geologist During the THP 
Preparation,” and CEG consultation as appropriate during the design phase of timber sale 
preparation work to address slope instability and erosion issues identified during office and field 
reviews.  This process in intended to ensure that harvest units and road designs are proposed 
that adequately protect unstable areas and inner gorges. 
 
The DEIR adds a further mitigation to the process to require: 
 

Use CGS-compiled landslide maps (Short and Spittler 2002a; Manson, 
Sowma-Bawcom, and Parker 2001; Manson and Bawcom 2001) and relative 
landslide potential maps [Short and Spittler 2002b; Manson, Sowma-
Bawcom, and Parker 2001] to (a) identify areas of potential instability during 
THP preparation, road layout, and other construction activities, and (b) 
designate “shallow landslide potential areas” as Special Concern Areas. 

 
JDSF currently has a half-time certified engineering geologist (CEG) on its staff.  Duties of the CEG 
include field evaluation of projects (such as THPs) to identify and mitigate potential effects on slope 
stability. 
 
Response to Comment 39 
The management plan proposes to manage Class I and II riparian zones to develop late seral 
characteristics.  Management to attain early seral stages within the riparian zone is not proposed.  
Water quality conditions for coho salmon and tailed frogs are comparable.  The coho salmon and 
steelhead were used as the key aquatic species of concern in the DEIR given the greater 
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availability of historic as well as current information on their status from both a regional and local 
perspective. 
 
It should also be noted that, as the result of past management practices, early seral stages are 
not characteristic of riparian areas on JDSF.  The canopy information for JDSF streams alone is 
indicative of this fact (see Table VII.6.1.4 on p. VII.6.1-27 of the DEIR).  The aerial-photo-based 
information on JDSF Class I and II streams in Table VII.6.1.4 indicates that, in 1996, 89 percent 
of the stream miles had 70 percent canopy closure or greater.  Given the Forest Practice Rules, 
the Forest Practice Rule for Threatened and Impaired Watersheds, and management practices 
on JDSF, the level of canopy closure has in all likelihood increased since the time this analysis 
was conducted.   
 
Response to Comment 40 
The Board has determined in the DEIR that management of JDSF, as proposed, will result in 
continued recovery of aquatic habitat within the Forest.  This habitat is expected to contribute to 
the recovery of salmonid populations. The DEIR emphasized habitat condition discussion over 
population parameters given the large degree of annual population variation and inconsistent 
effort and timing of data collection, particularly for adults and the youngest salmonid age classes 
(DEIR Page VII.6.1-61-64).  Section VII.6.1.16 Project Impacts DEIR Pages VII.6.1-99-111 link 
habitat measures to expected impacts on fish populations.  The conclusions of Brown et al. 
(1994) are noted on DEIR page VII.6.1-53 to -54 and in Tables VII.6.1.8 and VII.6.1.9 on DEIR 
pages VII.6.1-55 and 56, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 41 
Aquatic habitat conditions regionally and within JDSF, including V*, are discussed at length in 
DEIR section VII.6.1 Aquatic Resources.  JDSF-specific discussion of fish populations is found on 
DEIR pages VII.6.1-72 through -84.  Regional and local salmonid population status and 
relationship to habitat conditions is detailed in DEIR pages VII.6.1-53 through -84. 
 
Response to Comment 42 
Section VII.6.1 of the DEIR contains extensive information on the presence and absence of 
salmonids on JDSF and within the cumulative effects assessment area.  Map Figure E in the 
DEIR provides recent spatial information on coho and steelhead presence on JDSF and the rest 
of the cumulative effects assessment area.  The Board considered a map of the historic spatial 
distribution of salmonids of concern.  Illustrating spatially where coho and steelhead were located 
historically with regularity would be largely speculative due to the lack of systematic information.  
The DEIR notes that coho and steelhead likely occurred throughout JDSF where their movement 
was not restricted by barriers.  Differences in survey timing and effort and transitory effectiveness 
of barriers are variables that would reduce the utility of a map based on presence/absence.  
Further, correlation of presence/absence with little or no stream habitat data would not be 
supportable.  That the coho and steelhead distribution has retracted from historic levels is broadly 
recognized. 
 
The issue of the importance of JDSF as regional refugia was discussed above. 
 
Response to Comment 43 
The DFMP and the DEIR recognize the issue of how thinning from below can be used as a tool to 
accelerate development of late seral stands and encourages the use of such management.  The 
DFMP calls for this treatment to be applied, as appropriate, in Class I and Class II WLPZs to 
hasten the development of late seral habitat that is called for in the Special Concern Areas 
established in these areas.  The DFMP describes such areas thus: 
 

Watercourse and lake protection zones (WLPZ) - 7,440 acres. Areas 
designated for special management to protect aquatic and riparian 
resources, maintain terrestrial habitat connectivity for wildlife, and 
promote development of late-successional forest stand conditions. 
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Silviculture is limited to no harvest or special uneven-aged regimes 
designed to promote development of late-successional forest stand 
conditions.  (DFMP p. 149, emphasis added) 

 
The DFMP also suggests thinning from below for late seral development in the Woodlands 
Special Treatment Area: 
 

Late-successional forest characteristics will also be managed for in the 
Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area (2,224 acres located in 
the Lower North Fork Big River planning watershed excluding the 
Railroad Gulch Research Area). Management in this area may include 
thinning from below and individual tree selection designed to emphasize 
development and retention of large trees.  (DFMP p. 61, emphasis 
added) 

 
The DEIR provides an Additional Management Measure for Large Woody Debris Survey, 
Placement, and Recruitment (see DFMP p. VII.6.1-97 to -98).  This measure requires that all 
Class I and II streams be surveyed for large woody debris loading either programmatically or 
during THP preparation.  Where debris loading falls short of the specified criteria, the called for 
treatments include “removal of codominant, intermediate, or suppressed trees to promote growth 
on the larger diameter dominant trees and improve LWD recruitment potential,” i.e., thinning from 
below. 
 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan goes well beyond the DFMP to propose 
substantial additional areas for the development of late seral and older forest characteristics.  
Thinning from below and careful single tree harvest prescriptions will be essential tools to 
attaining these goals. 
 
Response to Comment 44 
While the future management of the Forest will provide for continued recovery, as concluded in 
the DEIR, existing science does not enable a prediction of either the slope of the recovery 
trajectory or the time necessary to achieve full recovery.  Further, CEQA does not require that an 
EIR include a time table for recovery, nor does not achieving full recovery lead to a significant 
effect requiring mitigation, 
 
The DFMP makes a commitment to continue monitoring efforts of many watershed parameters 
within the Caspar Creek Watershed Project area (see DFMP p. 109), and the Department has 
committed to a continuation of monitoring efforts in other areas.  Please see Chapter 5 of the 
DFMP or the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan for a detailed list of proposed 
monitoring efforts, including many that are widely recognized as appropriate for an assessment of 
water quality and aquatic habitat. Note that Casper Creek is the only forested long-term paired 
watershed study ongoing in California (Ziemer and Ryan 2000), with a commitment from the 
USFS-PSW and CAL FIRE to continue the project for 100 years.   
 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan makes a commitment to comply fully with 
all regulations of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, including TMDL 
requirements.   
 
Response to Comment 45 
The instream and hillslope monitoring to be implemented on JDSF is well described in Chapter 5 
of the Draft Management Plan and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.  This 
monitoring will provide an indication of stream condition and attainment of water quality 
objectives.  For instream channel conditions, the document states that “Parameters sampled will 
vary depending on the stream reach evaluated, but may include: 
 
 LWD frequency by size class, with information on condition and placement 
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 Pool dimensions (including pool volume], residual pool depth, and useable 
rearing/holding/overwintering habitat) 

 Pool frequency 
 Gravel permeability, embeddedness and size distribution (including overall d50 of sampled 

reaches) 
 Channel dimensions (measured using transects) 
 Longitudinal profiles and cross sections 
 Bank conditions and entrenchment 
 Benthic macroinvertebrates” 

 
These parameters have associated water quality targets for North Coast listed watersheds. 
 
Further, JDSF will comply with water quality regulations such as the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Act and TMDL requirements, in part through the Waste Discharge Requirement process 
established by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.  These regulatory 
measures are discussed in part VII.7.3 (starting at p. VII.7-27) of the DEIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment 46 
 
The BOF does not agree with the comment.  The DEIR provides an extensive summary of data 
collected over time and for a variety of aquatic resource values.  These provide a baseline for 
future comparative studies and monitoring efforts that under proposed management are expected 
to continue to exhibit improvements.  The Caspar Creek Watershed study provides a scientific 
foundation that has and will continue to provide monitoring data across a broad spectrum of 
resources that effect aquatic resources. 
 
There is a lack of scientific information to assess environmental conditions prior to 1948.  
However, there is a broad source of information on land management practices and the likely 
impacts associated with past management practices.  This information is included in the DEIR.  
Further, information in the DEIR on timber inventory, wildlife, stream channel conditions are well 
developed and will continue to document a watershed recovery. 
 
Response to Comment 47   
The commenter misunderstands the point that the DEIR is trying to make here (quoted section is 
from p. VII-69 of the DEIR).  The section is discussing priorities for restoration, not protection.  As 
used in this context, “restoration” is referring to the taking of affirmative steps to improve stream 
conditions, such as removing roads from Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones, upgrading 
crossings, recruiting or placing large woody debris, removing migration barriers from streams, etc.   
 
The argument being made is based on the fact that available resources for watershed restoration 
are limited.  Thus, the approach to restoration that makes the most sense is: 
 
 Protect watersheds that are in pristine condition and providing fully functioning aquatic and 

riparian habitat; 
 Protect watershed that are in reasonable shape and recovering well on their own; 
 Invest limited restoration resources in making improvements to watersheds that are 

moderately disturbed, where restoration investments will provide a fairly fast recovery 
response at a relatively low cost; 

 Make restoration of heavily disturbed areas a lower priority because the cost of restoring 
these areas will be relatively high and the rate of recovery fairly low. 

 
Response to Comment 48 
The Board and CAL FIRE recognize (as does the DEIR) the biogeographic value of JDSF and 
more specifically the opportunity to contribute to recovery of these and other species.  The 
responses to comments above discuss salmon recovery at some length.  For Marbled Murrelet 
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specifically, the DEIR provides an Additional Management Measure for Contribution to Recovery 
of Marbled Murrelet Habitat (see DEIR p. VII.6.6-123 to -119).  The Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan builds on the DFMP by providing an additional area of 1,500 acres 
specifically for the development of late seral habitat to provide Marbled Murrelet Habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 49 
As indicated in responses to many of the earlier comments in this letter, the proposed DFMP, 
additional measures provided in the DEIR, plus the additional research emphasis that the BOF 
has directed CAL FIRE to incorporate into the final management plan, will make substantial, 
direct progress toward the achievement of the goals enumerated in this comment.  The proposed 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan goes even further toward such goals, in part 
through designating significantly greater areas of the Forest for the development of late seral and 
older forest characteristics. 
 
The one item not specifically touched on in the responses thus far is recreation.  The DFMP and 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan call for JDSF to conduct a recreation survey 
and, based on that, to adjust recreation opportunities.  Further, these plans call for a number of 
specific measures to improve recreation (see DFMP p. 78 or Chapter 3 of the Administrative Draft 
Final Forest Management Plan).  These include improvements to campsites and trails, 
development of route maps for equestrians and mountain bikes, restoring the Little Red School 
House and opening it to the public, and upgrading or roads heavily used by recreationists.   
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