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IV.4  Responses to Individual DEIR E-Mail 
Comments E-114 to E-124 

 
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-114 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The DEIR notes that; “An extensive inventory of the botanical resources of JDSF has not been 
conducted. JDSF maintains a map of known rare plant occurrences and has compiled available 
supporting documents. Inventory is planned to occur on a project-by-project basis through surveys....” 
(DEIR Page VII.6.2-24). 
 
At this time JDSF has a draft quality floristic list that has been supplemented by surveys in THP areas 
and the Bob Woods Meadow.  JDSF staff have benefited from plant community lists shared by 
College of the Redwoods and local DFG staff. The change in the survey requirements (see response 
7 following) insures that THPs will have a floristic element per DFG 2000 survey protocol guidelines. 
Although other survey techniques detect targeted species, conducting floristic surveys can help 
improve understanding of botanical resources. 

 
Response to Comment 2 
The DEIR/RDEIR provides for monitoring of rare plants.  Monitoring rare plants for threats of invasive 
species was included in Chapter 3 of the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan Final 
Management Plan (ADFFMP). The ADFFMP includes a Monitoring and Adaptive management 
section (Chapter 5), which includes plant resources. Informal monitoring of Lycopodium clavatum 
occurrences takes place. JDSF has developed monitoring and road management measures at the 
major Astragalus agnicidus occurrence in consultation with the Department of Fish and Game. The 
Management Plan has focused the Research and Demonstration Goal to include forest ecosystem 
process and forest protection measures. This focus could include rare plants.  
 
Response to Comment 3 
The maps within the DEIR reflect CWHR (California Wildlife Habitat Rating) typing, which provides 
utility for WHR habitat modeling purposes. A vegetation typing exists that differentiates between 
Bishop pine and Bolander pine/pygmy cypress stands and includes more detail that the CWHR map.  
This vegetation information includes some overstory/second story species information. A display of 
other forms of vegetation typing, such as Holland or Keeler-Wolf or CNDDB, is not feasible at this 
time, since the field data have not been developed. There is potential for analysis of future projects to 
incorporate both existing and new information that is in a format of value for botanical assessment. 

 
Response to Comment 4 
The DEIR includes the level of information required for analysis.  Information exists that can be 
displayed in other formats that have utility in analysis of individual projects.   

 
Response to Comment 5 
Bishop pine will be added. 

 
Response to Comment 6 
This correction will be made. 

 
Response to Comment 7 
The second paragraph under the title “Surveys:” on DEIR page VII.6.2-23 will be replaced by:  
 

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). This will result in floristic surveys for the effected 
areas. 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 8 
The referenced section will be modified to state:  
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Habitat Management Practices: The concept of conducting control burns in the 
pygmy forest originated some years ago as an idea to benefit the Lotis blue 
butterfly and a host species coast hosackia (Lotus formosissimus). Currently it is 
understood that other herbaceous members of the pea family may be hosts for 
the butterfly and that host plant habitat is not limited to pygmy forest.  The 
concept of manipulating the rare pygmy forest for the possible benefit of the Lotis 
blue butterfly is not supported at this time.  Local Botanists have supported the 
concept of carefully reintroducing fire into pygmy forest areas on JDSF.  CAL 
FIRE recognizes that any proposal would be; research focused on improving 
understanding of the pygmy forest, limited in scope, based on sound ecological 
and botanical knowledge, supported by experts in the field, undergo appropriate 
CEQA analysis, and include appropriate survey, study, and monitoring. 

 
The following will be deleted:  

 
Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of 
habitat development projects for the Lotis blue butterfly. Prior to habitat 
development projects, rare plant surveys will be conducted according to 
accepted survey guidelines (see previous section) to address sensitive plant 
resources. A qualified botanist will assess the appropriateness of removal of any 
sensitive plant species in relationship to fostering habitat for the growth of the 
butterfly’s host species, Harlequin lotus, (Lotus formosissimus). Effectiveness 
monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice involving 
removal of plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the response of the forest 
to habitat alteration. 

 
The wildlife section will incorporate changes that reflect the other potential hosts and habitat for Lotis 
blue butterfly. 

 
Response to Comment 9 
See response to Comment 7.  
 
Response to Comment 10 
See response to Comments 4 and 7. 

 
Response to Comment 11 
The text will be changed to reflect this fact. 

 
Response to Comment 12 
This information will be added. 

 
Response to Comment 13 
The Mushroom Corners Management Area is mapped in the RDEIR Figure 5 as well as in the Botany 
section of the DEIR and in the RDEIR (Map Figure 1). DEIR Map Figure D (Special Concern Areas) 
includes the State Park Special Treatment Areas.   The boundaries of the state parks also are 
depicted.  
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Email Letter E-115 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The large small and non-industrial landowner base that benefit from research and demonstration on 
JDSF is noted. The Forest plans to continue serving this client base through applied research and 
demonstration, mandated in legislation. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board agrees with the commenter the primary purpose of the State forest program is to conduct 
innovative demonstrations, experiments, and education in forest management (Board Policy 0351.2).  
 
The major goal established for JDSF in the Management Plan is in fact to improve the amount and 
quality of information concerning economic forest and timber management, forest ecosystem 
processes, watershed processes and performance of forest protection measures.  
 
The role of JDSF in testing a range of forest management techniques is specifically addressed in the 
Management Plan, including the designation of three areas for testing approaches to riparian 
restoration demonstration. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Comment noted. A cornerstone of the Management Plan is in fact a statement of the desired future 
conditions on the Forest. These are summarized in Table 1 in the Management Plan, and lay out the 
respective acreages of different forest structures to be accomplished and maintained over time. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board concurs that JDSF is a significant influence on the local economy. The Board is committed 
to getting the Forest back to a productive condition in order to continue its tradition of making a 
significant contribution to the local economy. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
While the Board has not chosen a management direction that will harvest at levels close to growth on 
the Forest, the Management Plan provides the various elements described in the comment, and is 
likely to be acceptable to all the competing public interests involved in the management of JDSF.   
 
It is the Board's intention that the information and education role of JDSF and the entire state forest 
system be enhanced.  Several provisions of the management plan are intended to meet this need, 
including greater availability of research and demonstration materials, expanded data banking, and 
an increase in local involvement in state forest planning and operations. 
 
The management plan meets or exceeds the requirements of the State forest practice rules. It also 
provides for recruitment of restoration of older forest structure conditions, and recruitment and 
recovery habitat for listed species. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
While the Management Plan does not emphasize timber management as much as it could within the 
confines of legislation, Board policy and the principles of sustainability, the Board believes this 
Management Plan is the best compromise between the different public interest groups with a stake in 
the management of the Forest, and is the alternative that has the greatest potential to be accepted 
and resolve years of stalemate and litigation. This Management Plan will result in an average harvest 
level of 20-25 million board feet (MMBF) per year. In no case will the annual harvest be greater than 
35MMBF per year. Annual growth on the Forest is about 65 MMBF per year.  
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Email Letter E-116 
 
Response to Comment  
The commitment to set harvest levels well below growth will ensure that increased carbon storage will 
occur over time on JDSF.  Although it is based on simplified assumptions, and significant 
uncertainties exist in regards to the carbon storage of wood products, projected inventories and below 
ground biomass, DEIR Table VII.16.1 and RDEIR Table III.19 serve to rank the various alternatives in 
regards to carbon sequestration over the 100-year planning period.  The commenter correctly 
identifies Alternative E as having the greatest potential for carbon sequestration under these 
simplified assumptions, although it is important to note that all of the alternatives will have a net 
positive effect.  The ADFFMP calls for a reduction in timber harvest to a level that is close to 
alternative F, which will lead to increased inventories, and therefore carbon storage, in relation to C1 
and C2. 
 
Increased inventories are not the only means of storing carbon.  Wood products can also serve to 
store carbon for many decades.  As stands age, the growth, and hence the rate of carbon 
sequestration, declines. Therefore, harvesting timber to allow a faster growing stand and storing the 
harvested carbon in the form of wood products may provide the greatest potential carbon storage.  As 
stated above there remains considerable uncertainty relating to the carbon storage of in the form of 
wood products and below ground biomass.   
 
Another issue relates to market forces. The coastal redwood/Douglas-fir forest is one of the world’s 
most productive forest types. If we meet the demand for timber products by simply shifting harvesting 
to other less productive forest types the net effect may be to reduce overall rate of carbon 
sequestration. 
 
The management of forests must also be concerned with the effects of climate change on the overall 
health of a forest. In general, maintaining diverse stand structures on the landscape will likely allow 
the greatest flexibility for management and for the forest itself in the face of uncertain climate shifts. 
 
JDSF is well suited to do the research needed to fill the gaps in our understanding of these complex 
issues.  JDSF could be utilized to demonstrate how various management strategies may serve to 
enhance carbon sequestration while remaining economically viable.  The goal of the demonstration 
forests is to test a variety of management strategies and develop economically viable options for 
surrounding landowners.  In this manner, JDSF can extend the possible benefits of various carbon 
management strategies to land beyond its borders.   
  
While the carbon sequestration issue is very important, managing the forest with maximizing carbon 
storage as the primary goal would significantly limit the research and demonstration value for other 
aspects of forest management (see General Response 2). 
 
See also the response to RDEIR comment letter GM-33 (2007 Individual comments, mailed). 
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Email Letter E-117 
 
Mr. Horner makes three main points about the broader economic impacts of different management 
regimes for JDSF that apply to the next decade. 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The first point is that even though Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) is located in 
Mendocino County, the logs will go to the winning bidder and may be processed in mills in Humboldt 
or Sonoma counties. Since most of the direct employment as well as the indirect employment and 
economic activity will be tied to the location of the mill rather than the harvest location, this is quite 
important. Since it is impossible to predict the eventual location of the mill where the redwood or 
Douglas-fir logs will be processed, it would be appropriate to consider the location of the economic 
impact as being somewhere within the three county region (Mendocino, Humboldt, and Sonoma) and 
closely associated with the communities around the mills.   Sections III.5 and III. 6 of the DEIR 
discuss timber supply and economic issues for the North Coast redwood region, including Del Norte, 
Humboldt, and Mendocino Counties.  Some data also are provided for Sonoma County. 
 
The information on the economic and employment effects of timber harvest on JDSF, discussed in 
section III.5, III.6, and VII.6.3 of the DEIR and section III.6.4 of the RDEIR can be utilized to help 
understand the economic effects whether they occur in the county of harvest (e.g., timber yield taxes 
received by Mendocino County) or in the county where processes occurs (e.g., employment effects of 
processing logs into lumber).  Table III.13 in the DEIR examines employment and revenue effects of 
various timber harvest levels.  This table was developed using information from Mendocino and 
Humboldt Counties.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The second point focuses on the short and medium term implications of the harvests from JDSF in 
terms of maintaining a number mills that will be in business when the slower maturing timber stands 
of the non-industrial forestland owners in the region become financially viable for harvesting. One of 
the principal purposes of JDSF is to demonstrate to non-industrial owners the actual benefits of good 
timber management. The state was able to invest more resources decades ago to reduce competition 
from non-commercial hardwoods such as tanoak. The Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) data for 
the North Coast region is referred to in the EIR and clearly shows the much greater stocking of the 
less valuable hardwoods on non-industrial ownerships. JDSF harvests in the upcoming decade will 
demonstrate a range of approaches that can be viewed by non-industrial owners who will be making 
their harvesting decisions a decade or more after similar stands harvested on JDSF.  
 
In addition the demonstration value, the JDSF harvests will also be important for allowing a larger 
number of mills to stay in business during a period when available inventories for harvest may be 
lower than they will be in the following decade.  The proposed Administrative Draft Final Management 
Plan sets an expectation that the annual average harvest level of will be in the range of 20-25 million 
board feet (MMBF) per year during the first 10 years of Plan implementation, but harvest is permitted 
to go as high as 35 MMBF.  The expected range represents 71-89% of the annual average harvest 
(28 MMBF) on JDSF during the last 10 years of full operation (1991-2000) at JDSF prior to court 
injunctions halting timber harvests.  The maximum level of 35 MMBF, which is unlikely to be achieved 
given the range of controls contained in the proposed Administrative Draft Final Management Plan. 
This level of expected harvest does not constitute a “no-harvest” or “low-harvest” management 
approach.  This harvest level will make a significant contribution to the log supply in the North Coast 
region.  Total 2006 timber harvest in Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, and Sonoma Counties was 
estimated at 475 MMBF (State Board of Equalization).  The Management Plan’s anticipated average 
annual harvest of 20-25 MBF is equivalent to 4.2 to 5.4% of this total.  
 
Response to Comment 3 
The final point emphasizes the importance of the intensive forestry research plots within the mix of 
harvest and management strategies that are demonstrated on JDSF. Some, but not all, non-industrial 
landowners will prefer to pursue an intensive approach to forest management on their properties. 
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Maintaining a broad range of forest management approaches on JDSF will allow landowners, 
regulators, and other interested parties to compare different approaches across a whole range of 
variables.  The Administrative Draft Final Management Plan being considered by the Board of 
Forestry and Fire Protection places its primary emphasis on research and demonstration and 
provides for the conduct of intensive forest management, including all forms of even-aged 
management, although evenaged management is limited to 2,700 acres per decade.  The 
Administrative Draft Final Management Plan specifically allocates areas available for intensive forms 
of management and identifies long-term and short-term acreage totals.
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Email Letter E-119A  
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative D is noted.  During and after the period of time in which the Citizens Advisory 
Committee met, a number of the recommendations made by the committee were implemented by the 
Department, in whole or in part.  Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan (ADFFMP) incorporate a number of the elements of Alternative D. They also incorporate many 
of the recommendations of the Mendocino Working Group, a local consensus group formed to 
address concerns about JDSF management.  
 
Response to Comment 2 
The analysis performed for the EIR addresses a broad range of potential impacts to forest lands, in 
addition to inventory and habitat concerns. Concerns about development and conversion to non-
forest uses are specifically recognized.  The economic value of timberlands for other uses, both 
commercial and residential, may be considerably higher than exclusive use for sustainable timber 
production in many cases, depending upon local factors and landowner objectives. The DEIR/RDEIR 
also recognizes that forest ecology and management information developed and demonstrated on 
JDSF can help to inform landowners about economically and environmentally sustainable ways of 
keeping their land as working forest. 
 
The Board agrees that forest conversion results in a reduction in lands available for timber 
production, and depending upon the to which it is converted, can result in alteration of habitat and 
habitat value.  The State Forest system can play a valuable role in demonstrating the multiple 
benefits of continuous timber production and wildlife habitat to private landowners.   
 
Response to Comment 3 
The primary purpose of alternatives in an EIR is to examine the different manner in which the 
alternatives may or may not affect the environment, not to examine different modes or focuses of 
program delivery.  However, demonstration program goals are discussed in the DEIR\RDEIR and the 
ADFFMP.   
 
The demonstration program for JDSF is guided by Board policy, which is generally described in DEIR 
Section II.  The goals established for research and demonstration can be found in the RDEIR 
(Appendix 1), and general management planning for research and demonstration is discussed in 
ADFFMP Chapter 4 (Research and Demonstration).  Further, the kind of demonstration that could 
occur under the various alternatives is in part implicit in the general themes of the alternatives.   
 
With the exception of Alternative A, with its inherent lack of funding, each alternative considered 
offers an opportunity for research and demonstration of potential value to private timberland owners.  
Alternatives C1 and C2 offer a broader range of management practices than are available in 
Alternatives D, E, and F, while sharing in most of the potential management activities that are 
available with these other alternatives. Alternative G, of the ADFFMP, contains a mix of features from 
Alternatives C1 through F.   The Board believes that the ADFFMP, based on Alternative G, would 
provide the potential for a broader range of research and demonstration projects, which is expected 
to benefit a broader range of landowners.  
 
It would be speculative to attempt to determine a level of impact associated with relative 
demonstration opportunity among the alternatives considered in the EIR, or the extent to which the 
demonstrations may ultimately affect the behavior of landowners. However, the statutes governing 
management of the Demonstration State Forests direct that the Forest be managed to provide forest 
management information for private landowners (Public Resources Code § 4631 et seq.). 
 
Response to Comment 4 
A relationship between state forest demonstration value and the current condition of adjacent private 
lands cannot be reasonably made.  The extent to which landowners utilize or benefit from the broad 
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array of demonstration projects is expected to be highly variable and individualized over space and 
time.  In fact, many landowners have visited JDSF, have reviewed printed JDSF reports, and have 
attended seminars and field trips that have included management-related demonstration project 
results from JDSF.  The extent to which this reflected in the condition of timberland is speculative. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board has concluded that a significant impact upon aquatic resources is not expected to occur.  
Please see DEIR Sections VII.6.1, VII.10, and VIII.8.7 and RDEIR Sections III.6.2, III.10, IV.3 and 
IV.6 for the assessment of potential impacts to aquatic systems and species. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The Review Panel report includes a recommendation that the Board consider a limitation upon 
harvest at the watershed level.  They recognized the importance of watershed analysis in helping to 
determine the expected level of impact.  The DEIR provides a substantial level of watershed analysis. 
Please see DEIR Sections VII.6.1, VII.10, and VIII.8.7 and RDEIR Sections III.6.2, III.10, IV.3 and 
IV.6 for an assessment of watershed conditions and expected impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
Each of the alternatives that were considered, with the exception of Alternative A, is expected to 
demonstrate the importance of conserving forestlands so that forestlands can remain intact and 
continue to provide wildlife and water quality values for Mendocino County and the Region.  However, 
the economic viability associated with each alternative can be expected to vary, depending upon the 
management objectives of private landowners and the degree to which their management emulates 
the alternative that is adopted.  Landowners vary considerably in both their ability and intent to retain 
their lands intact.  The Board believes that alternatives that offer a broad range of management 
demonstration will ultimately benefit a broader range of landowners. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The Board believes that future JDSF management will help achieve this objective, by demonstrating 
to forest landowners management methods that can lead to economically viable operations so that 
forestlands can remain intact and continue to provide wildlife and water quality values for Mendocino 
County and the region. 
 
Answering the question of how the failure of JDSF research and demonstration in positively 
influencing private landowner behavior would affect environmental conditions on JDFS itself is highly 
speculative.  Prior to 2006, most of the lands adjacent to and sharing watersheds with JDSF were 
owned by the industrial landowners Mendocino Redwood Company and Hawthorne Timber 
Company. As documented in the DEIR, both of these landowners have been talking steps to improve 
the environmental conditions on their lands.  Thus, the likelihood of these landowners suddenly 
shifting to less protective forms of forest management because of a “failure” of JDSF demonstration 
programs seems remote and highly speculative. CEQA does not require speculation. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
Demonstrating to forestland owners the importance of conserving forestlands sufficiently to maintain 
economically viable operations is embodied in the legislation and Board policies for management of 
the state forests (see DEIR Appendix 5) and in the Goals and Objectives for JDSF (RDEIR, Appendix 
1 or ADFFMP, Chapter 1). 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The ADFFMP places significant limits on the utilization of even-aged management, including 
clearcutting in particular.  The expected average annual harvest level is 20-25 million board feet 
(MMBF), well below the estimated Long-Term Sustained Yield of 56 MMBF/acre.  The ADFFMP 
designates one-third of the Forest for late seral forest and older forest characteristics. A high level of 
protection is provided for streams, well beyond the standard practices of the Forest Practice Rules.  
Additional limitations on the usage or herbicides are put in place, as compared to Alternative C1. 
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The analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR indicated that management of JDSF under Alternative C1 or 
Alternative G (the ADFFMP), taking into consideration all management provisions and mitigations, 
would not be expected to result in significant individual or cumulative adverse impacts related to 
habitat (aquatic or terrestrial) or the value of the land for timber production.  In fact, a number of 
beneficial affects that could contribute to recovery are identified.  Please see DEIR Sections VII.6 and 
VIII for an analysis of potential environmental effects associated with each alternative considered.   
 
 
Response to Comment 11 
The Board believes that the DEIR and RDEIR have addressed these issues.  The eight alternatives 
examined consider and assess a range of values, including timberland productivity and habitat for fish 
and wildlife.  Each provides a unique mix of management proposals relative to productivity and 
habitat.  Timberland productivity and wildlife habitat enhancement are more complex issues than 
suggested by the commenter.  Please see responses 9 and 10 above. 
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Email Letter E-119B 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see response to Comment 1 to Albion River Watershed Association letter dated February 27, 
2006 (Email Letter E-119A). 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Please see individual responses below.  At the time that the Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC) met, 
there was no road management plan.  Subsequent to the CAC meetings, a road management plan 
was prepared and made a part of the DFMP (Appendix VI), and is in Appendix IV in the ADFFMP.  
The road management plan includes appropriate standards for road building and maintenance. 
 
In response to public concerns expressed in the late 1990s, including those of the CAC, the 
Department severely restricted the use of herbicides on JDSF. This self-imposed use restriction 
extended for a period greater than three years, during which time alternatives to the use of herbicides 
were considered (Marc Jameson, personal communication). The FEMAT (Federal Ecosystem 
Management Assessment Team) recommendations for watercourse protection are a set of interim 
standards for federal lands that were intended to guide stream protection until local watershed 
analysis was performed. Whether or not FEMAT standards represent "best available science" is a 
characterization that is still debated among professionals. The DEIR and RDEIR provide an initial 
level of watershed analysis.  The analysis in the DEIR resulted in the incorporation of additional 
protection measures into Alternatives C1 and G.  The stream protection standards recommended by 
the CAC do not mimic the FEMAT standards, although some similar principles were applied. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The CAC was a committee appointed by CDF Director Richard Wilson to give advice to the 
Department.  The committee had no oversight responsibilities or authority. The CAC was not 
appointed as part of a CEQA-related "project".  The Department appreciates the efforts of the CAC 
membership. A number of the recommendations made by the CAC are reflected in past and present 
management of JDSF, and are incorporated in whole or in part in the ADFFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Management of JDSF to restore old-growth conditions is clearly not in conformance with the enabling 
legislation and Board policies affecting state forests. Under the proposed ADFFMP, one-third of JDSF 
will be managed to develop late seral and older forest conditions, and to conduct research and 
demonstration on the development of these forest conditions.  These conditions are the first steps in 
the long-term process of at least several hundred years that would be required to transition young-
growth forests to old-growth forests. Given that the ADFFMP is expected to have a life of only 5-10 
years (or perhaps even shorter, depending upon the recommendations of the proposed new JDSF 
advisory committee) and has a planning horizon of only 100 years, the ADFFMP will provide ample 
demonstration of ways to start moving young-growth forests toward old-growth conditions. 
 
The condition of private lands within the assessment area has been evaluated. Please see Section V 
(Environmental Setting) and the various biological and watershed assessments within the EIR 
(Section VII and VIII). 
 
Response to Comment 5 
While the comment expressed concern for the protection of individual old-growth trees, no specific 
environmental concern is expressed.  Old trees are a renewable resource that takes many years to 
produce.  Most of the scattered individual old trees outside of identified groves are formerly 
suppressed and bypassed individuals from the former old forest, or highly defective and of limited 
merchantability.  Most exhibit effects of management related to historic logging or subsequent fire. 
Those old trees that possess unique structural elements will be retained, along with all old trees 
greater than 48 inches in diameter.  The ADFFMP proposes to recruit old trees over time, primarily in 
the areas designated for development of late seral forest and older forest conditions (one-third of the 
Forest in the ADFFMP). 
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Response to Comment 6 
JDSF is managed in compliance with all applicable state and federal laws. Due to the legal status of 
the marbled murrelet, it is unlawful to "take" the species.  All known occupied habitat will be 
protected, and individual projects in proximity to this habitat will be evaluated for potential to impact 
the species.  Survey will be conducted in potential habitat to determine occupancy by the species. 
Any management proposal for the forks of Russian Gulch upstream of the state park will be planned 
and implemented to avoid take of the species.  This area will be among those considered for potential 
future designation as a habitat recruitment area for the murrelet, following careful study and 
consideration in consultation with the appropriate state and federal agencies (See EIR Section 
VII.6.6-52). 
 
Alternative G and the ADFFMP specifically provide for protection and enhancement of potential 
murrelet habitat in the vicinity of Russian Gulch State Park.  This area of 1,549 acres will be managed 
for the development of late seral forest conditions that will provide potential murrelet habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
Critical habitat designations for marbled murrelet are currently in flux.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service 
had examined a number of different critical habitat configurations for the JDSF area; however they have 
not yet made a final decision.  The response to Comment 5 addresses part of the ADFFMP’s 
considerations of murrelet habitat protection and recovery.  The ADFFMP also incorporates an Additional 
Management Measure for Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat (see DEIR Page VII.6.6-
30).  Further, the ADFFMP provides that Class I and II WLPZs be managed for the development of late 
seral forest conditions, including large, old trees with suitable for murrelet nesting habitat.  The Board 
believes that the proposed ADFFMP would contribute to the conservation and recovery of the marbled 
murrelet. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
A significant area of the Forest is occupied by second-growth forest with a component of trees greater 
than 80 years of age.  Some of this forest is even-aged, while some has been partially or selectively 
harvested in the past.  The ADFFMP proposes a wide range of potential management actions in 
these stands, similarly to young stands throughout the Forest.  These management actions primarily 
include uneven-aged management, but also include even-aged management, watercourse protection 
zone management, campground and trail buffer, late seral development, and implementation of 
various research objectives.  Young even-aged stands do not reach optimum productivity on most 
sites until they exceed 100 years of age.  The Board's policies encourage management of stands to 
achieve maximum productivity, and as a member of the CAC, Ms. Perkins supported a 
recommendation that JDSF utilize single tree and small group selection to demonstrate various 
rotation ages between 50 and 150 years, as well as the orderly conversion of even-aged forest into 
an all-aged forest (Report of the Jackson Demonstration State Forest Citizen's Advisory Committee, 
December 1998).  The Department proposes to continue the development of young forest stands with 
a significant component of trees in excess of 100 years of age.  Further, the ADFFMP designates 
one-third of the Forest for the development of late seral forest and older forest structure conditions. 
 
There has been no evidence submitted to suggest that "the industry has eliminated most old second-
growth redwood from their holdings", though the Board believes that a significant component of 
second-growth forest has been regenerated within the region.  The Board also recognizes that older 
stands of trees that have achieved higher levels of production tend to be harvested before younger, 
less productive stands.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.6 for an estimate of forest habitat conditions 
present on private lands within the assessment area. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
While some members of the public, especially those unfamiliar with forest management, may not 
differentiate between the various forms of even-aged management, a considerable level of variability 
exists.  The variable retention system is now fairly common in the region, due to a desire to balance 
production with an improvement of post-harvest habitat conditions and a desire to accelerate habitat 
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development after harvest is complete.  Many forms of even-aged management, including variable 
retention, offer a significant degree of aesthetic improvement over clearcutting, especially when 
viewed at a distance.  Although private landowners have been implementing even-aged 
management, often with clearcutting, it is beneficial to continue the practices within the demonstration 
forest in order to create variable conditions available for research and demonstration.  Much more 
can be learned about the costs and benefits associated with even-aged management, both 
environmentally and economically.  Experience has shown that private lands cannot be relied on to 
provide stable, long-term opportunities for research and demonstration. 
 
The ADFFMP places restrictions on the amount of even-aged management, including clearcutting in 
particular, that can be conducted on the Forest.   
 
Response to Comment 10 
The Board recognizes that management activities are capable of affecting site occupancy by invasive 
species, and forest canopy can contribute to this relationship. Some invasive weeds in this region are 
shade tolerant. Soil disturbance is recognized as a contributor to infestations as a result of providing 
an attractive seed bed and lack of competing native species. Thus, invasive weeds are most often 
associated directly with activities that create and maintain bare soil surfaces, such as roads and skid 
trails.  Infestations in clearcuts can be minimized by understanding the ecological conditions and 
using a proactive IWM approach to prevent establishment of invasive weeds. The extent of potential 
spread of invasives has been considered, and will be prevented by a number of management actions, 
as part of an integrated weed management approach.  Please see ADDFMP Chapter 3 (Invasive 
Weed Species) and DEIR Sections VII.6.2 (Botanical Resources) and VII.6.4 (Forest Protection) and 
RDEIR page II-10 for a discussion of management actions proposed for the control of invasive 
species. The DEIR, page VII6.2-20, provides for consideration of invasives during project 
development; “The impacts of invasive exotics and the potential for spread will be considered during 
the development of individual projects.” 
 
Response to Comment 11 
See response 10 above.  Although some level of control of invasive species can be achieved without 
the use of herbicides, it is anticipated to some herbicide use will be needed, especially for significant 
infestations or infestations by new and potentially aggressive invasive species that cannot be 
effectively and economically controlled without the selective use of herbicides.  Efforts will be made to 
keep the level of herbicide use to a minimum, while evaluating the potential for other means to control 
existing and new populations.  Many management options are available or will be sought to reduce 
the potential for invasive spread. 
 
Alternative G and the ADFFMP place some additional limitations on the use of herbicides, as 
compared to Alternative C1.  See Chapter 3 of the ADFFMP for details.  Neither the DEIR nor the 
RDEIR identified the potential for significant adverse impacts related to herbicide use for either 
Alternative C1 or Alternative G.   
 
Response to Comment 12 
While the Board agrees that the proposed measures for protection of streams do not provide 
protection equivalent to that of various recommendations made by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) and other federal agencies, the proposed protection measures provide for continued 
recovery and will prevent significant cumulative effects to fish and other species, whether aquatic or 
terrestrial.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.1 (Aquatic Resources) and VII.6.6 (Wildlife).  We also note 
that both the NMFS and FEMAT guidelines place an emphasis on watershed analysis in determining 
the level of protection needed for streams.  The analysis contained in the DEIR and RDEIR provide 
an initial level of watershed analysis for JDSF and the eight alternatives examined. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
The Board agrees with this statement.  The Board is the lead agency for certification of the EIR and 
approval of the management plan. 
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Response to Comment 14 
The EIR fully considers the recovery of the marbled murrelet.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.6-52 for 
a detailed discussion of the species, proposed management measures, and environmental 
assessment.  See also the above responses to Comments 6 and 7. 
 
Response to Comment 15  
Management of the North Fork of Caspar Creek is subject to the provisions of CEQA, the 
management plan, DEIR and RDEIR, as is the remainder of the State Forest.  This area is exempt 
from the timber harvest planning process, but is not exempt from the assessment of environmental 
impacts.  No timber harvesting is currently planned for the North Fork, so there were no specific 
harvesting plans to include in the DEIR/RDEIR analysis.  The general programmatic analysis in the 
DEIR and RDEIR was applied to the North Fork.  Any individual projects will be subject to 
environmental analysis.   
 
Response to Comment 16 
An advisory committee has been formed for the state forest system as a whole (the Demonstration 
State Forest Advisory Group).  The ADFFMP, based on Alternative G, contains provisions regarding 
the establishment of a new JDSF advisory body.  This is not an environmental issue. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.4-32 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

1 

2 

 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.4-33 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

3 

4 

5 

Page IV.4-34 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Email Letter 120 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board concurs that JDSF is an important resource and can contribute to the recovery of 
threatened and endangered species.  However, JDSF is a relatively small part of the entire redwood 
region and the range of listed species, so can be expected to make a contribution to eventual 
recovery.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6 for the assessment of potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Please see the assessment in DEIR Section VII.6.  The comment provides no evidence or support for 
the statements that are made.  The DEIR considers habitat alteration that will occur as the result of 
management of the state forest, and the potential for adverse impacts associated with forest 
management.  The existing stands of old-growth forest have been identified and will be preserved.  
Young forest stands are characterized in habitat classifications of value in the assessment of potential 
for impacts to wildlife species.  The ADFFMP proposes to increase the amount of late seral and older 
forest structure within JDSF over time (to include one-third of the Forest), not to reduce it. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The comment is too general in nature to enable a reasoned response by the Board. The management 
plan, as modified by the Board as Alternative G, provides for development of late seral and older 
forest structure within approximately one-third of the Forest area, and most of this area is well 
connected within JDSF and connected to adjoining forests on private lands, which also contribute to 
habitat for listed and unlisted species.  Both of these habitat conditions, as well as the remainder of 
the forest, provide varied habitats of potential value to both listed and unlisted species.  For example, 
the northern spotted owl nests, roosts, and forages within managed stands of young forest within 
JDSF, which contributes to the viability of the species within the assessment area and the region.  
The proposal to vastly increase the amount of late seral forest habitat over time represents a positive 
cumulative effect for listed species.   
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board agrees that Alternatives E and F would potentially provide a greater area of late seral 
habitat in the future, which would potentially increase the amount of habitat for some species over 
time.  The Board has determined that Alternative G will not result in significant environmental effects 
to wildlife, and that Alternative G provides a net benefit in terms of carbon storage, due to an 
expected increase in forest inventory over time.  See also the responses to RDEIR comment letter 
GM-33. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Comment noted.  Alternative G will increase the amount of late seral and older forest structure 
available to plants and animals, as compared to Alternative C1 
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Email Letter E-121  
 
Response to Comments 1-3 
Comments noted. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Comment noted.  The proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) is 
based on minor modifications to Alternative G, which was circulated as a part of the 2007 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR).  
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board recognizes the importance of the research and demonstration role of Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest (JDSF).  The Board and the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) have both expressed an interest in JDSF being the flagship of a world-class research and 
demonstration forest system.  The top goal detailed in the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan is Research and Demonstration (ADFFMP, Chapter 1): 
 

Improve the amount and quality of information concerning economic forest and 
timber management, forest ecosystem processes, watershed processes, 
performance of forest protection measures, that is available to the general public, 
forest landowners, resource professionals, timber operators, the timber industry, 
and researchers. 

 
Response to Comment 6 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The potential role for JDSF in testing the efficacy of forest management techniques is specifically 
addressed in the ADFFMP, including the designation of three areas for testing approaches to riparian 
restoration demonstration (see Map Figure 5). 
 
The statutes and Board policies for the management of the Demonstration State Forests and JDSF in 
particular are discussed and reproduced in the 2005 DEIR (see, e.g., Section II and Appendix 5).  
The Board carefully reviewed these mandates in its consideration of management direction for JDSF 
and finds that the ADFFMP is consistent with them.   
 
Research and demonstration on forest management, including timber harvesting, are clearly 
established as having a preeminent role relative to recreation.  The harvesting of forest products is to 
be based on the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.  The achievement of maximum 
sustained production of high quality timber products is addressed below in the response to comment 
9.   
 
Board Policy 0351.2  provides that: 
 

The primary purpose of the State forest program is to conduct innovative 
demonstrations, experiments, and education in forest management.  All State 
forests land uses should serve this purpose in some way.   

 
The major goal established for the Forest in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan 
is: 
 

Goal #1 - RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION: Improve the amount and 
quality of information concerning economic forest and timber management, forest 
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ecosystem processes, watershed processes, performance of forest protection 
measures, that is available to the general public, forest landowners, resource 
professionals, timber operators, the timber industry, and researchers.  

 
Goals #2-4 more specifically describe how a balance is to be achieved among (#2) Forest 
Restoration, (#3) Watershed and Ecosystem Processes, and (#4) Timber Management.   Recreation, 
which is addressed under Goal #5, clearly plays a secondary role to other forest management 
objectives.  Maximum sustained production of high quality timber production is addressed under the 
response to Comment 9. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
See response to Comment 8.  Public Resources Code (PRC) § 4639 defines “management” of JDSF 
as: 
 

... the handling of forest crop and forest soil so as to achieve maximum sustained 
production of high quality forest products while giving consideration to values 
relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, and 
aesthetic enjoyment. 

 
The Board has substantial discretion in determining the consideration to be given to the listed 
nontimber values while implementing the direction for maximum sustained production of high quality 
forest products.   
 
The statutes and Board policies for the management of the Demonstration State Forests and JDSF in 
particular are discussed and reproduced in the 2005 DEIR (see, e.g., Section II and Appendix 5).  
The Board carefully reviewed these mandates in its consideration of management direction for JDSF 
and finds that the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan is consistent with them.  See 
also the response to Comment 8. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
While the Board has not chosen the specific management direction of Alternative B, the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan proposed by the Board provides the various 
elements described in the comment.  While the Board anticipates that this Plan will result in a lower 
level of harvest than would Alternative B [an expected 20-25 million board feet (MMBF) per year for 
the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, but in no case greater than 35MMBF/year, as 
compared to 35.6 MMBF/year for Alternative B], the Board notes that this level of harvest will provide 
substantial revenues for management of JDSF, including research and demonstration. 
 
Response to Comment 11-16 
Comments noted.   
 
Response to Comment 17 
Comment noted.  Please also see response to Comments 8 and 9.
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Email Letter E-123 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Forest will be managed for a broad range of purposes and benefits.  It has been managed in 
accordance with statutes, Board policy, and Board-approved management plans. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board has conducted a thorough analysis of economic affects associated with the management 
of JDSF (DEIR Section III.5).  JDSF is available for public recreation, including hunting.  The Board 
recognizes that recreational activities produce economic benefits.  A direct comparison of recreation 
and timber sector jobs between national forests and JDSF cannot be made, due to the extremely 
variable levels of production and recreation within the national forest system across the country.  For 
example, many large national forests have virtually no high-value timber production potential, yet are 
utilized extensively for recreational purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The current distribution of old-growth relates largely to the historic practice of removing old forest for 
economic purposes.  The ADFFMP will preserve the existing groves of old-growth forest remaining 
within JDSF, and will provide for development of late seral forest and older forest structure on 
approximately one-third of the Forest area, a significant increase over current conditions.  The Board 
believes that over two hundred thousand acres of young forest in various parks and reserves 
throughout the redwood region may eventually develop late seral and older forest conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
This statement presents a very broad characterization that does not relate to conditions within JDSF.  
The forest will be managed on a sustainable basis, and it is expected that the forest volume will 
increase over time.  The value of "services" produced by a tree in monetary terms is largely 
speculative in nature, and not readily quantifiable as suggested by the commenter.  Trees to be 
harvested will provide a stream of ecosystem services up until the time of their harvest. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
It is not the Board's intent to maximize any specific value associated with the Forest.  The Board has 
adopted a management plan that fulfills the intent of legislation and Board policy for the state forest.  
The forest will be sustainably managed.  See General Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
This comment does not present an environmental concern that the EIR may address.  The comment 
is speculative.  The ADFFMP will not reduce the amount of old growth forest present on JDSF.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
Comment noted. Significant impacts associated with soil contamination by toxic chemicals are not 
expected to occur.  Please see the analysis in Section VII.8.2.  The Board notes that young forests 
support a vast population of fungi. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
Comment noted.  The Forest is available for research in this area.  A significant area of the Forest will 
be managed to develop late seral and older forest conditions available for research and 
demonstration. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
Comment noted. The management of JDSF represents a forest conservation approach. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The comment is unclear.  Conservation and sustainability are important components of the ADFFMP. 
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Response to Comment 11 
The management of JDSF is not expected to produce significant impacts to water quality.  The 
management of JDSF will comply with the regulatory standards set by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.  Logging levels and water quality are not directly related.  However, logging is capable 
of impacting water quality if not appropriately assessed and mitigated.  Significant impacts to water 
quality are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section VII.10.  The Board considers both clean 
water and wood products to be valuable resources provided by forests. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
Comment noted.  The Board is aware of the benefits associated with trees and their root systems.  
The Board agrees that water quality is an important indicator of potential impacts associated with land 
management.  The DEIR analysis indicated that the ADFFMP will contribute to water quality 
improvements, for example, reduced sediment levels and lower stream temperatures. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
The management plan will not significantly affect the world-wide supply of oil or fertilizer.  The Board 
recognizes the importance of salmon as a food source.  The analysis in the DEIR shows that the 
management plan will provide for maintenance and recovery of aquatic habitat, which is expected in 
provide for an increase in the salmon population. 
 
Response to Comment 14 
The management plan is intended to provide for an increase in canopy that provides shade for 
streams, thus maintaining cool water to benefit the fishery.  If at some future date, long-term ambient 
air temperature were observed to rise in relationship to a global phenomenon, the Board may 
reconsider the management plan and make adjustments in order to prevent significant impacts.  The 
current stream shade levels within JDSF are high, and are expected to remain high due to the 
provisions for canopy retention and forest growth and development.  The department will examine 
and propose to the Board for their consideration strategies that will address specific potential climatic 
impacts as these become scientifically verifiable.  The department can do this at any time or as a part 
of the Board’s five-year cycle of management plan review. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
DEIR Appendix 13 lists the aquatic toxicity of the herbicides proposed for use. Water monitoring of 
forestry use has constantly shown little water contamination by the herbicides proposed for use 
(Wofford et al, 2003, Schuette, 1998, Ganapathy 1997, Neary & Mitchel 1996). The issue of listed 
salmonids and herbicides has received substantial attention as a result of the lawsuit regarding 
endangered salmonids - Washington Toxics Coalition v. EPA.  The following findings resulted; Four of 
the five herbicides proposed for use by JDSF were reviewed. Imazapyr and Sulfometuron methyl 
were found to have “not-likely-to-adversely-affect the salmon and steelhead or their habitat”. 
Tryclopyr TEA (amine form) was fond to have “no direct or indirect adverse effects” on ESUs 
(Evolutionary Significant Units) relevant to JDSF. For Glyphosate: “the use of glyphosate at label 
limits may affect the species of concern, but is unlikely to adversely affect” for the Coho ESU relevant 
to JDSF. Note that uses that would approach the label limit of 5lb ai/acre are not anticipated at JDSF. 
Forestry use Triclopyr BBE (ester form) was found to “May Affect, not likely to adversely affect” for 
some ESUs relevant to JDSF. There are additional buffering measures in effect for Triclopyr BBE 
near salmon supporting waters. The type of analysis undertaken for the lawsuit would include not just 
mortality but adverse effects as well.  
 
The DEIR and RDEIR provide programmatic direction for vegetation management. At JDSF individual 
projects will vary in the potential to deliver herbicides to water; requiring site specific measures such 
as increasing buffer width or changing surfactants to reduce this risk. This document does not 
preclude site-specific projects from future CEQA analysis. The future quantity or timing of herbicide 
use is speculative at this point in time. Site-specific mitigation is developed to prevent significant 
impacts. 
 

Page IV.4-53 



ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Regarding breakdown products of Glyphosate, this subject was addressed specifically in the 
response to DEIR comment letter E-28. Please see that section for an in-depth response. 
 
Regarding the comment on unnamed pesticides on salmon migrations, pesticides are a large 
classification of compounds, the comment provides no basis to assume this refers to the limited list of 
herbicides proposed for use at JDSF. 
 
The LD-50 dose is a standardized measure of concentration that will cause mortality in a specific 
number of fish under specific conditions. This number’s value is not for predicting exact field mortality, 
but providing an understanding of the relative toxicity of compounds.  
 
Response to Comment 16 
Atrizine was not listed among the herbicides that would be considered for use at JDSF.  Atrizine’s 
mode of action is different than Glyphosate. The potential for estrogenic effects from Glyphosate have 
been extensively studied and to date, no effects have been identified. See E-28 response 87 for 
detailed discussion.  The comment letter provides no factual basis for ceasing the use of herbicides at 
JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
The comment is not supported.  The watercourse and lake protection zones within JDSF will be 
managed to develop late seral forest conditions, and with the implementation of a management 
measure for large woody debris survey, recruitment, and placement, thus increasing the availability of 
large trees and large logs over time (ADFFMP, Chapter 3, Riparian, Wetland, and Floodplain 
Management). 
 
Response to Comment 18 
The Board is aware of the potential impacts of logging and road building to salmon habitat and 
salmon reproduction.  Significant impacts are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section 
VII.6.1 for the assessment of potential impacts to aquatic resources.   
 
Response to Comment 19 
As demonstrated in the DEIR and RDEIR, the management plan is expected to contribute to the 
continued recovery of aquatic habitat, contributing to the health of the salmonid population. 
 
Response to Comment 20 
The Board agrees with this comment.  The management plan makes provision for research on a 
broad range of subjects, including forest ecology. 
 
Response to Comment 21 
Comment noted.  The Board is familiar with current soils research. 
 
Response to Comment 22 
Comments noted.  The management plan incorporates provisions to increase snags and down logs 
throughout the Forest (ADFFMP, Chapter 3, Fish, Wildlife, and Plants, and Appendix IX).   
 
Response to Comment 23 
Comments noted. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
Comments noted.  The Board is aware of the soil nutrient cycle, and the current state of knowledge 
concerning the soil nutrient cycle.  A significant level of research in this subject area has been 
conducted within JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 25 
See response 24.  Nutrient loss will be prevented by leaving green vegetative matter on site following 
logging operations by, promptly regenerating harvested areas, preventing overland water flow and 
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erosion, avoiding broadcast burning of slash as has accompanied most research projects in this area 
of study, and by increasing the forest volume over time.  
 
Response to Comment 26 
Comments noted.  The Board is aware of the value of woody debris in streams.  Please see DEIR 
Section VII.6.1. 
 
Response to Comment 27 
Comments noted.  The ADFFMP will not decrease the existing old growth forest on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The relationship is generalized in the comment.  The Board is aware that living organisms can serve 
as indicators of ecosystem health. 
 
Response to Comment 29 
Comments noted.  The Board cannot speculate as to the specific nature of the comment and its 
relationship to the EIR or management plan.  Insufficient detail on the stated "keystone bugs" is 
provided. 
 
Response to Comment 30 
The Board is aware of the function and value of mycorrhizal fungi.  The management of JDSF is 
expected to maintain a viable population of fungi throughout the Forest by maintaining forest cover by 
a broad range of tree and understory plant species, and by maintaining the soil and vegetative soil 
cover resource. 
 
Response to Comment 31 
Comments noted.  The comment represents a generalized characterization of a highly variable 
natural phenomenon.  Implementation of the management plan will maintain ecological function within 
the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 32 
Most natural settings don’t lack for mycorrhizae. They tend to be absent in disturbed soils like 
construction sites, heavily compacted logging sites, or sterilized nursery soils.  Mycorrhizae offer an 
alternative to heavy fertilizer and pesticide use in areas like forest nurseries, but artificial inoculation 
should not be necessary in logged sites on JDSF.   
 
Research and practical application has demonstrated that the redwood forest readily regenerates 
following clearcutting when appropriately conducted, and that the soil nutrient levels remain high after 
logging and regeneration, and rebuilds to precut levels prior to the end of the rotation.  Please see 
DEIR Sections VII.7, 10.4, and Section VIII. 
 
Response to Comment 33 
Comments on the ecological function of forest noted. 
 
Response to Comment 34 
Comment noted.  Soils receive nutrients from vegetative material, rainfall, and other sources.  The 
ADFFMP has standards for recruitment and retention of large woody debris.   
 
Response to Comment 35 
The commenter is correct that less is known about forest fungi populations than flowering plants or 
mammals.  This is due to the fact that many species are not visible on an annual basis, and perhaps 
not over a number of years.  Others are extremely small and difficult to find or identify, while others 
are not well distributed.  JDSF is a study destination for prominent mycologists from California 
colleges and universities, and the body of knowledge concerning fungi is increasing.  The 
management plan recognizes a fungi study area named "Mushroom Corners", and will consult with 
mycologists regarding management of the area (ADFFMP, Appendix IX). 
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Response to Comment 36 
The ADFFMP recognizes and promotes a broad range of research, and does nothing to preclude the 
conduct of this research, which is encouraged by the Board. The ADFFMP Chapter 4 lists forest 
ecology, biological process and below ground carbon cycles as State Forest Identified Research 
Priorities. This type of research will provide opportunities to explore soil dynamics. 
 
Response to Comment 37 
The Board believes that the ADFFMP will provide for protection of the health and integrity of the 
forest ecosystem.  The many analyses conducted as part of the DEIR and RDEIR did not indicate 
that the health and integrity of the ecosystem would be impaired to any significant degree, and a 
number of beneficial effects were identified. 
 
Response to Comment 38 
The EIR appropriately considers cumulative impacts.  It is not the intent of CEQA to produce 
speculation on potential impacts over a period of thousands of years.  The ADFFMP is expected to be 
in effect for the next 10 to 15 years, and the EIR provides an assessment as prescribed by law, 
covering a reasonable period of time and reasonably foreseeable probably future projects. 
 
Response to Comment 39 
See response to comment 38 and General Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 40 
Comments noted.  The Department of Forestry is granted authority by the legislature to manage the 
state forests.  The management of JDSF is not in the control of logging interests, and includes a 
broad management mandate providing for restoration, recreation, and sustainability, including 
sustainable production of high quality timber products.  The Board of Forestry and Fire Protection 
provides ongoing oversight to ensure that JDSF is management in accordance with statutes and 
policies to serve the broad public interest. 
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Email Letter E-124 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 5.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The comment calls for speculation and a reasoned response is not possible, given the level of detail 
provided by the commenter.  The use of clearcutting and herbicides has been thoroughly considered, 
and significant impacts are not expected to occur. Further, the ADFFMP places additional limits on 
clearcutting and the use of herbicides.  Statutes limit the use of JDSF timber revenues to support of 
the Demonstration State Forests.  All funding allocations are made through the legislative budget 
process. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The EIR is thorough and has been prepared in compliance with applicable laws and procedures.  A 
relatively small number of copies of the DEIR were printed; use of electronic formats was 
encouraged.  Free CD copies of the DEIR were available upon request. 
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