
FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

IV.10  Individual DEIR Mailed Comments  
P-186 to P-188 

 
 
This section presents responses to individual public comments (i.e., not form letter or form letter 
based) received the U.S. mail or other non-electronic delivery services. 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. 
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Mailed Letter P-186 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The economic setting and the economic impacts of various levels of harvest, in terms of estimated 
employment and local revenues, are discussed in Section III.6.2 of the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
CEQA requires that the EIR process allow for public comment, without regard to the area which they 
live. Many of the comments which express opposition to the proposed management are from the local 
area. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board concurs that active management can result in increased productivity and a healthy forest.  
The Board recognizes that clear-cutting and other even-aged management systems have important 
economic and silvicultural advantages in many instances, and therefore they need to be retained as a 
management tool, but does not agree that all areas of JDSF require even-aged management to retain 
a healthy forest. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board does not agree that (single tree) selection cuts are simply “high grading” with the result 
being a few trees that are small or undesirable left on the landscape.  One of the guiding principles of 
forestry with regards to selection harvests is to leave the area well stocked, with the best growing 
stock retained, so that the resultant stand is highly productive and comprised of the best trees in all 
size classes (with the possible exception of leaving some lesser quality, broken topped or poorly 
formed trees due to their wildlife value).  When properly applied, selection silviculture will not result in 
a first cut to remove the best timber, followed by planting, and a final cut to remove the remaining 
timber. Rather it is a continuous process of removing trees in all size classes, allowing for natural 
regeneration in the newly created openings, and for the remaining trees to utilize the newly created 
space.   
 
The Board recognizes that selection harvesting, when compared to even-aged management, can 
require more frequent entries into a given stand and that damage to the residual stand and 
regeneration can be a problem.  Also, for a given harvest level, the area affected by harvesting 
activities will be increased when utilizing uneven-aged management. However, much of the logging 
on JDSF will utilize cable harvesting systems which reduce the use of heavy equipment on the 
landscape.   
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board agrees that it would be highly beneficial for the JDSF to fully resume management 
activities, so the Board is working actively to certify the DEIR and approve a management plan.  The 
Board agrees that a resumption of timber production will have a positive impact for local, regional and 
the State economies. The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept and sustained production 
of high quality timber products. 
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Mailed Letter P-187   
 
Response to Comment 1 
This is a procedural note associated with the EIR process of 2004. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
This is a procedural note associated with the EIR process of 2004. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The DEIR provides substantial documentation of the public owned redwood lands throughout the 
entire redwood region.  The comment somewhat arbitrarily identifies a portion of the range of 
redwood within California (San Francisco Bay to Humboldt County), stating that Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) is the only opportunity to protect and restore the region's depleted 
biological heritage and provide forest-based recreation for the public.  While JDSF represents a 
relatively large piece of public land within this geographical region, it is small relative to the range of 
redwood within this area and within the greater range of redwood.  In addition, all redwood forest 
within the region represents an opportunity to protect and restore the region's biological resources.  
Within Mendocino County alone, there are over 20,000 acres of redwood forest in public parks and 
reserves.  These areas, in addition to the many public coastal beach areas and JDSF, offer significant 
recreational opportunities for the public. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The assertion that the surrounding private forestlands have been left virtually stripped of trees in 
excess of 40 years old is not supported.  The Board agrees that there are many acres of timberland 
surrounding JDSF that will not be late seral forests in the near future, due to past management 
activity.  There has been no inventory of regional forests by seral stage, but available data derived 
from remote sensing indicates that there is a considerable acreage of habitat for many species 
available on the surrounding lands, including habitat for the northern spotted owl.  The northern 
spotted owl is known to roost and nest in stands greater than 40 years of age.  However, relatively 
little old growth redwood forest is known to exist in Mendocino County.  
 
Response to Comment 5     
The comment is a general one on the effectiveness of the THP review and approval process as well 
as the effectiveness of the Forest Practice Rules at protecting late seral forest conditions. The 
comment is not directly related to the DEIR.  The DEIR and RDEIR include sections that addresses 
cumulative effects (see DEIR Section VIII, RDEIR Section IV). 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The current DEIR/RDEIR includes an extensive analysis of the cumulative effects of land and forest 
management practices.  That analysis concludes that environmental conditions on JDSF and 
adjacent ownerships within the analysis area have improved over time and are expected to continue 
to do so. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
The regional setting and the areas designated for assessment of impacts have been expanded since 
this letter was written in 2004. 
 
Response to Comment 8   
The Board believes that the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) does 
provide the protections the comment identifies.  The role of JDSF with respect to recreation is spelled 
out in the Public Resources Code (Sections 4631 et seq.) and Board Policy number 0351.5. 
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Response to Comment 9 
JDSF offers abundant recreational opportunities and has plans to expand these opportunities (see 
ADFFMP, Recreation, Aesthetics and Public Use, and Appendix VII). In addition, please see General 
Response 14. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
SB 1648 was approved by the Legislature and subsequently vetoed by the Governor.  Alternative F 
includes some provisions that are similar to elements of the proposed legislation. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
The effects of proposed management upon connectivity have been considered.  The ADFFMP 
identifies forest stands to be managed in order to develop late seral forest conditions and older forest 
structure conditions in the future.  This will represent an increase in this type of forest relative to what 
exists today, and represents a relatively new management proposal for the Forest that has not been 
included in prior management plans. See Spatial Pattern Analysis for Species of Concern, DEIR 
Pages VII.6.6-216-240. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
The ADFFMP proposes to develop late seral forest characteristics within the watercourse and lake 
protection zone (WLPZ), which represents a potential future increase in these forms of forest 
characteristics.  It is likely to take additional decades or centuries for some of this area to fully 
develop into late seral forest.  The functionality of the habitat that is created will vary by species that 
utilizes the habitat that is created in conjunction with other adjoining and nearby habitats. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
The goal is to retain and recruit large trees, native hardwoods, snags, and down logs, while also 
retaining a high level of overstory canopy and basal area.  Due to the fact that a single unique 
definition of late seral forest does not exist, the characteristics of the forest habitat that develops will 
be quite variable.  It is expected that future research projects and management planning efforts will 
help to define habitat targets in the future as conditions change and more is known about these forms 
of habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 14 
The level of protection that is specified in the ADFFMP is considerable, but represents a 
programmatic minimum that may be exceeded in individual projects.  The planned protection 
measures will protect against sedimentation, while retaining and recruiting large trees, a high level of 
canopy and basal area, and a significant level of ground cover. Class III watercourses are those that 
generally flow seasonally in response to rainfall.  The protection specified for these watercourse 
channels primarily consists of measures to limit or avoid slope instability and sediment introduction.  
As projects are planned in the future, the need for additional protection will be assessed.   
 
The federal government has established interim watercourse protection standards for federal lands 
until site specific requirements are identified through watershed analysis.  Watershed analysis has 
been conducted on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 15   
No regional inventory exists of young stands by age class.  Stands of young-growth forest between 
80 and 120 years-of-age are not considered a rare resource in this region, nor identified as such by 
the Department of Fish and Game.  The potential impacts to forest species have been considered in 
detail (see DEIR section VII.6).  The analytical approach of the DEIR was to use known stand 
characteristics (species composition, mean stand diameter, canopy closure, multi-layered structure) 
to describe stands rather than less certain and less descriptive information on stand age.  These 
stand characteristics can be used in standard models of wildlife habitat and wildlife habitat quality 
(i.e., the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System or CWHR).  Stand age information does not 
provide a meaningful model input. 
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Response to Comment 16 
JDSF has been classified as critical habitat for the species (see DEIR page VII6.6-88 for description 
of the designation).  The ADFFMP has been formulated to prevent significant impacts to the species.  
The Department proposes to increase future habitat availability for the marbled murrelet, while 
recognizing that it may take decades to centuries for the habitat to develop. The ADFFMP proposes 
to designate 3,700 acres on the western side of the Forest for the development of late seral forest 
conditions that could provide potential murrelet habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
The statement is not sufficiently clear to enable a reasoned response.  The location of the area being 
referred to is unclear.  Very little contiguous area of JDSF has been "recently clear-cut". 
 
Response to Comment 18 
The variable retention and clearcutting prescriptions are not the same.  To-date, although the system 
has been in used periodically since the 1990s, the use of the variable retention system has not been 
wide-spread on JDSF.  Most of the area that is harvested on an annual basis is managed on an 
uneven-aged basis that uses forms of the selection system.  Variable retention is utilized to provide 
an improvement over the clearcutting system relative to habitat retention and recruitment.  The 
ADFFMP includes very specific limitations on the use of clearcutting and other even-aged silvicultural 
methods. 
 
Response to Comment 19 
The Department did not imply that the term "some people" excludes the former Citizen's Advisory 
Committee, nor any other group or individual. 
 
Response to Comment 20 
In addition to the programmatic assessment provided in the DEIR, all proposed projects will be 
evaluated and their potential impacts upon recreation will be assessed at the project level.  Plans will 
be mitigated to prevent significant impacts upon recreational users.  Areas with concentrated 
recreational use, such as Camp One, Camp Three, Brandon Gulch, and West Chamberlain Creek, 
include visual buffers and restrictions upon silvicultural treatment, the timing of timber operations, and 
other activities. 
 
Response to Comment 21 
The timing of recreational planning is not a significant environmental issue.  The existing recreational 
resources will be maintained and protected, and future improvements or additions will be considered. 
See General Response 14. 
 
Response to Comment 22 
The concern is not stated with sufficient clarity to enable a reasoned response.  The policies 
proposed in the ADFFMP for protection of old-growth trees, aggregations, and groves apply in all 
areas of the Forest, and include individual old-growth trees with specified structural elements, 
regardless of tree size, conifer species, or diameter. See ADFFMP Appendix IX. 
 
Response to Comment 23 
The plan includes protection of individual old trees that meet the specifications outlined in the 
ADFFMP.  Areas that have been logged previously do not meet the definition of an old growth 
aggregation.  However, groups of old trees that meet the specifications for protection of the individual 
trees will be retained. Individual old growth trees will be retained as described in ADFFMP Appendix 
IX. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
The concern is unclear.  The Board will not speculate as to why the policy is uncertain, nor can the 
Board speculate as to each potential situation where a public safety issue may arise. 
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Response to Comment 25 
The group selection system is not an experimental system.  The system has been in use for decades 
and is a widely recognized form of uneven-aged management.  The system is well described in the 
literature (David M. Smith, The Practice of Silviculture, Eighth Edition, John Wiley & Sons, 1986).  
Limitations of the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System (CWHR) in characterizing group 
selection does not invalidate the silvicultural method, which has been in existence for a much longer 
period of time than the habitat evaluation model.   The Forest Practice Rules limit group selection 
openings to 2.5 acres [14 CCR 913.2(a)]. 
 
Response to Comment 26 
The snag and down wood policies established by the ADFFMP provide clear standards for both numbers 
and sizes of snag and down log targets (Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, 
Habitat, and Forest Structure and Appendix IX).  Recruitment is augmented by mitigation specified in the 
DEIR (Section VII6.6.7) requiring that all snags be retained until the standards are met. 
 
Response to Comment 27 
As stated in the ADFFMP, salvage operations are generally limited to areas near roads, and other 
site-specific measures that are established by the forest manager, based upon observed conditions.  
The snag and down wood targets are to be averaged over a 160-acre area, leaving ample opportunity 
for recruitment, while taking into account variability in recruitment potential based upon stand age and 
silvicultural treatment. Snags may not be removed by salvage operations until targets have been met 
(ADFFMP Chapter 2, Salvage Sawlogs and DEIR Section VII.6.6.7).  Also, please see ADFFMP 
management provisions for species of concern (Chapter 3). 
 
Response to Comment 28 
Please see the ADFFMP for a general list of research projects that may include monitoring, and a 
discussion of current and proposed monitoring practices (Chapter 5 and Appendix IX).  These plan 
elements will enable a feedback loop directly to the forest management staff, since the forest 
management staff plays a key role in both planning and collection of monitoring data. 
 
Response to Comment 29 
The concern being expressed is not clear.  Most of the major projects conducted on the Forest, 
including all THPs, are subject to interdisciplinary review, primarily by the Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection, the Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.   
In addition, JDSF staff and staff of various agencies consult on potential research and monitoring 
projects.   
 
Response to Comment 30 
The Department has established an advisory committee for the state forest system independent of 
the JDSF management planning process.  The committee has been conducting meetings, and has 
most recently provided comments to the Board regarding the JDSF EIR.  Ms. Bailey is a member of 
the committee.  The Director and Board will soon establish new a JDSF advisory committee, and the 
Board will re-establish a research advisory committee for the State forest system. Both the State- 
wide and JDSF advisory committees are expected to advise the Board and the Department on 
implementation and policy issues relative to the management of JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 31 
Although not every forest operation contains a unique scientific component, all include preharvest 
forest inventories and written timber harvest plans that document stand treatments and logging 
operations.  These management operations help to create the widely varied stand conditions found 
within JDSF that are sought out by researchers, often years after the actual operations have taken 
place. 
 
The Board recognizes that the level of research that can be conducted is partially controlled by the 
level of funding and scientific staffing that is made available, and that an increase in this level of 
funding will result in a higher level of research and demonstration.  The Board also recognizes that 
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the timber harvest program conducted at JDSF has been a periodic source of controversy.  The level 
of revenue generated by timber sales at JDSF will ultimately depend upon the level of annual 
allowable cut and long term sustained yield (LTSY) and current market value.  The harvest operations 
are capable of creating a highly variable set of forest conditions available for study, including 
conditions that are in common existence or considered desirable by owners of private forestland. 
 
The Board also notes that legislation enacted in 2006 restricts the use of timber harvest revenues 
from the State Forests to support of the Demonstration State Forest Program.   
 
Response to Comment 32 
Virtually all research projects that have been conducted within JDSF have occurred in a managed 
landscape.  While not always conducted simultaneously with logging operations, each research 
project is directly related to past or current forest management. 
 
It is precisely the sustainable management of forest resources that the State Forest is intended to 
demonstrate.  The level of potential sustainable production generally increases with stand age, up to 
a point.  Very few of the forest stands on JDSF have reached the level of maximum productive 
potential.  While some of the research and demonstration projects have invoked controversy, they 
have value and contribute to the mission and legislative intent of the state forest system.  The Caspar 
Creek Watershed Study is unique and world class, and has produced multiple research papers of 
high value that are widely reviewed and cited by land owners, scientists, regulatory agencies, rule-
making boards, and the public.  The Railroad Gulch study is a demonstration of sustainable uneven-
aged management that has been reviewed and cited by many private landowners and members of 
the public.  Large numbers of tours have occurred in both of these study areas, and the scientific 
study is continuing.  Both of these studies offer an opportunity for the Department to cooperate with 
the Department of Parks and Recreation to offer forest management, conservation, and ecology-
based education to children, which is the primary legislative intent for the nearby Mendocino 
Woodlands Center (PRC 5821, SB 1063, 1976). 
 
Response to Comment 33 
See responses 31 and 32.  Some harvest operations have included intensive permanent inventory 
plot systems that are periodically monitored, while others are not monitored and include no 
permanent inventory provisions.  Due to many factors, installation of an intensive inventory system in 
all harvest areas is not possible or practical.  However, each harvest area produces stand conditions 
that are available for future research and demonstration.   
 
Response to Comment 34 
It is broadly understood that one of the principle purposes of conducting forest management 
operations is to produce revenue, forest products, jobs, and tax revenue.  The Board's policies 
encourage JDSF to make a significant contribution to the local economy (Section 351.1, Board of 
Forestry and Fire Protection Policies).  JDSF serves as perhaps the best regional example of the 
productive potential associated with high levels of standing forest inventory.  While quoting the text, 
the comment seems to overlook the THP purpose of “demonstrating conversion of an even-aged 
stand to an unevenaged stand through single tree selection method while retaining the biological 
integrity of the stand.”  This kind of transitional harvest has significant demonstration value to private 
forestland owners who want to continue to economically manage their forest stands—many of which 
are even-aged stands created through earlier clearcuts—while avoiding the aesthetic effects of even-
aged management. 
 
Response to Comment 35 
The level of follow-up and documentation is highly variable after forested areas are harvested.  Some 
harvests are part of a planned research project, and intensive data occurs on a periodic basis.  
Others are not as well documented; however, the Forest staff visits these sites frequently to observe 
changes and conditions.  The sites are also available to the public, landowners, scientists, and 
educators, and are occasionally visited and observed. 
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Response to Comment 36 
See response to comment 34.  The Forest manages timber stands to reach a high level of 
productivity, which tends to occur as stand age increases.  This is appropriate forest management, 
and has often been encouraged by many.  As the forest has been managed over the past several 
decades, the area of developing second-growth (established following cutting of the original old 
growth forest) forest has remained a significant and growing proportion of the total forest area.  
Stands that have been managed on a selective basis are dominated by second-growth trees, and 
contribute to the value of the forest for both habitat and production purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 37 
See response to comment 34.  The vast majority of JDSF consists of second-growth forest that is 
either in an even-aged or uneven-aged condition, where regeneration and other processes can be 
studied and evaluated.  Ample opportunities for the study of leaving stands as they are are available 
within JDSF, the county, and the region.  There are now approximately 200,000 acres of young forest 
within the park system.   
 
Response to Comment 38 
The Board agrees that controversy tends to arise when harvests are proposed in specific areas, or 
when certain forms of silvicultural practice are proposed.  The Board also believes that the existence 
or potential for controversy should not be the sole determinant of how and where JDSF is managed.  
The ADFFMP takes potential public concern into account.  This was a factor in designation of certain 
special concern areas, management practices, and timber management areas.  The ADFFMP 
proposes to harvest less than half of the current annual growth on the forest, and forest values other 
than production have clearly been given a significant level of consideration.  The ADFFMP’s 
provisions for a JDSF advisory body will help to provide additional opportunities for public comment 
on proposed harvests. 
 
Response to Comment 39 
Landowners may find JDSF research of value, and may apply some of what they learn without 
imitating the conditions at JDSF.  The Board recognizes that land managers are subject to various 
pressures and have differing management objectives.  JDSF is capable of producing a substantial 
level of revenue and forest products, while remaining sustainable, building timber inventory, and 
protecting public trust resources.  JDSF has been managed according to management plans 
approved by the Board, and in compliance with applicable regulation. 
 
Response to Comment 40 
The level of potential productivity in this region is extremely high.  As forest landowners apply 
intensive forest management methods, make substantial investments, and work to protect and 
restore the area's resources, a substantial increase in productivity is likely.  The Board agrees that 
JDSF can provide a valuable research and demonstration purpose by demonstrating an increase in 
productivity associated with understocked or suppressed stands, hardwood utilization, and invasive 
weed abatement.  Some stands at JDSF are suitable for these demonstrations, and the ADFFMP 
incorporates a management proposal capable of producing this type of demonstration. 
 
Response to Comment 41 
Both the Board and the Department agree that the non-industrial timberland owner represents an 
audience that could benefit from demonstrations at JDSF.  Board policy section 351.3(A) clearly 
identifies the potential beneficiaries of these demonstrations, and Board policy is reflected in Goal #1 
(ADFFMP Appendix II).  It is the Department's intention to manage a significant portion of JDSF on an 
uneven-aged basis, utilizing many forms of selection silviculture.  The Board also recognizes that 
some of the non-industrial timberland owners also utilize forms of even-aged management.  
Demonstrations of slash abatement, clean-up, and watercourse management would be of value, and 
are a current or planned form of demonstration at JDSF. 
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Response to Comment 42 
The comment consists of a map description.  The map was produced and submitted to the Board by 
Ms. Bailey, and is represented as DEIR Map Figure AA (Spatial Allocation Plan for Alternative F). 
 
Response to Comment 43 
The stated purpose of the map is to maintain and develop older forest stands, to provide strong 
protection of all watercourses and salmonid habitat, and to avoid diminishing values that are 
important for maintaining the enjoyment of low-impact recreational activities (see letter for exact 
wording).  This represents a partial JDSF management proposal by Ms. Bailey. 
 
The potential impacts upon terrestrial and aquatic species of wildlife have been thoroughly 
considered (see DEIR Section VII.6).  In addition, potential impacts upon recreation have been 
thoroughly considered (Sections VII.14 and VIII.8).  Please review the environmental assessment 
conducted for Alternative F in the various sections of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 44 
Statement noted.  What is presented by commenter is an alternative management proposal that does 
not include an expressed concern. 
 
Response to Comment 45  
This comment explains the reasoning behind designations on DEIR Map Figure AA.  The proposal 
appears to include about 30 to 40 percent of JDSF in a contiguous area designated as a "Recovery 
Research and Recreation area" (R&R area).   
 
Response to Comment 46 
The basis for this comment is that the designation of the Recovery Research and Recreation area 
would link features that the comment characterizes as core protection areas by developing older 
forest stands to link the sub watersheds depicted within the R&R area.  The stated benefit is to 
prevent the regionally rare core areas from becoming islands, to achieve significant habitat 
improvement, and establish a watercourse-based core that links the areas.  Specific "management 
principles" are proposed in concern 47, and are discussed below in response 47. 
 
A number of the concepts proposed in the comment can be found to a degree in the ADFFMP, in 
particular the Older Forest Structure Zone. 
 
Response to Comment 47 
The Board cannot infer specific environmental concerns represented by the brief management 
principles proposed by the commenter.  These are similar to features of Alternative F, which was 
considered and evaluated. Many of the "R&R Management Principles proposed are similar to the 
measures proposed in Alternatives C1, C2, D, E, F, and G.  For example, while not every old tree is 
proposed to be maintained in the adopted alternative G, all large old growth trees and trees with 
structural elements of value to wildlife will be retained.  The old growth groves will be preserved, and 
most are augmented with additional area designated for development of late seral features.  
Alternative G will provide for the development of and older forest structure linkage between the old 
growth groves and augmentation areas, though the linking habitats will not be late seral development 
areas, except in the case of the watercourse zones.  Alternative F includes the specification of 
protection standards that would include more than 50 percent of the entire JDSF forest area in 
watercourse protection zones.  The commenter does not specify how snag and down wood would be 
enhanced; yet, an increase in snags and down logs is a shared objective in most of the alternatives.   
 
The commenter proposes to abandon the existing approved THPs in the Camp 3 and Brandon Gulch 
areas.  As approved by the Department, these THPs propose selection silviculture, retaining most of 
the larger and older second-growth trees, while promoting development of multiple canopy layers and 
a level of watercourse protection recommended by a NMFS biologist and geologist who evaluated 
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both THPs.  The disposition of these harvests is subject to a court settlement agreement and existing 
contracts between the State and two private mill owners. 
 
As practiced in the field, selective timber operations maintain a component of the oldest, largest trees 
available.  In fact, this is also true of most of the even-aged harvests that have taken place over the 
past decade, but at a much lower retention density.  Areas in close proximity to old growth groves, 
augmentation areas, and Class I and II watercourses include specifications for a high degree of 
retention.  This is true of all alternatives except Alternative B.  Visual buffers are also included along 
designated roads and trails, including most of the ones identified by the commenter.   
 
While the management proposal in Alternatives C1, C2, D, F, and G share many specified 
management measures, the magnitude of many of the measures varies (e.g. silvicultural restriction, 
late seral development, watercourse protection zone width). 
 
Response to Comment 48 
Comments 48 to 57 represent the commenter's opinion as to key features present in the R&R area. 
 
The area from Camp One, extending along Roads 360 and 361 is described as 100 year old second 
growth.  It is also described as one of the highest visitor use areas at the Forest.  Based upon an 
examination of the area, in conjunction with a knowledge of logging history, the watershed areas that 
bound these two roads include second-growth forest that varies in age, having been regenerated 
predominantly between 1905 and 1929.  There are four small old growth groves in this watershed 
area as well, which total approximately 60 acres.  Selective timber operations, including group 
selection, have occurred in approximately thirty percent of this watershed area, while retaining 
effective aesthetic buffers adjacent to trails and campgrounds.  Most of the watershed area is covered 
by forest with a high degree of canopy closure, but the entire watershed area is not considered to be 
closed-canopy forest.   
 
While the campgrounds in the Camp One area receive moderate use, and day use occurs in the 
Camp One area, the areas beyond the camp sites and immediate Camp One area do not receive a 
high level of use.  JDSF recreation management staff characterize the public use level of the Brandon 
Gulch area trails as light-moderate use and the Trestle Trail as very light use, relative to most coastal 
and park trails, although small group hikes and rides do occur on both trails on occasion (Tess Albin-
Smith, personal communication).  The Brandon area trails, particularly the loop to Road 1000 and 
Road 380, is relatively popular with the equestrians who utilize the Camp One area, and to a lesser 
extent with the bicyclists.  
 
Response to Comment 49 
The characterization of an area within the Camp Three THP as a "peak" is subjective.  There is a 
rounded high point along a segment of ridge of nearly uniform elevation that originates near Camp 
One and eventually surrounds the NFSF watershed, reaching an elevation of approximately 1500 feet 
at the head of the watershed.  The forest is dense in the Camp Three THP, and no vistas are 
available from the high points, with the exception of those from existing roads along the ridges.  This 
area is seldom visited by the public. 
 
The steepness of slope within the THP areas is not unusual for this part of the forest.  In fact, slopes 
greater than 50% are common in this area, and most of JDSF aside from ridges and valley bottoms. 
 
The Board agrees that most recreational users may prefer to see uncut forest than logged forest 
area.  However, the potential effects upon aesthetic resources as a result of operations in the two 
THP areas were thoroughly considered and the plans include a significant level of mitigation intended 
to prevent significant impacts to aesthetics and recreation.  No significant impacts are expected to 
occur.  The Board wishes to note, however, that the presence of vistas mentioned in the comment 
have been in part facilitated by the selective removal of trees associated with the timber operations. 
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Response to Comment 50 
The Trestle Trail runs along the NFSF Noyo River for several miles.  This trail receives very little 
public use. Upslope from the trail, two selective timber operations have taken place since 1999 (Bob 
Woods and HiLow Trestle THPs).  Both operations included provisions to buffer the river, a Class I 
watercourse, and included provisions to protect the recreational experience from the trail.  Similar 
mitigation is contemplated by the ADFFMP for any future timber operations in this area, and the entire 
sub-watershed has been designated as an uneven-aged management, late seral development, or 
older forest structure zone area.  The late seral development area adjacent to the HiLow THP does 
not appear as an "peninsula" as characterized by the comment.  Rather, it is a dense stand of 
second-growth forest adjacent to a stand of selectively harvested second-growth of the same general 
size and age.  As the harvested stand develops, the level of canopy will approach a closed-canopy 
condition, similar to that for most of the late seral development area. 
 
Response to Comment 51 
The description of this general area appears to be accurate, except that the property line is not 
always easily discerned.  There are many areas along Road 1000 where the adjoining properties are 
covered by larger second-growth trees or forest, and many acres have been harvested with partial 
cutting or selective methods (DEIR Map Figures G- J).  
 
Response to Comment 52 
The Waterfall Grove Trail receives a significant level of recreational use.  The old trees within the 
grove vary in diameter, up to approximately 10 feet.  As is the case with most of the remaining small 
groves of old growth on JDSF, this grove can be characterized as being in a general upland location, 
rather than a river bottom position, although a Class II watercourse flows through the area. 
 
As described by the comment, Road 200 passes above the grove as it takes traffic from Highway 20 
up the drainage to Three Chop Ridge, where it connects with Road 1000.  Visitors and neighboring 
property owners utilize Road 200 for both commercial and recreational purposes.  The Road 
eventually leads to a Boy Scout camp, a youth camp, industrial timberland, and non-industrial 
timberland.  JDSF and surrounding timberland owners have utilized this road system to haul logs 
from multiple timber operations over the past 40 years. 
 
Road 200, upstream of the Chamberlain Creek confluence, was constructed many decades ago, 
being built across very steep slopes immediately upslope of Chamberlain Creek.  Bank sloughs are 
common during the winter, and this road is in constant need of maintenance to protect the slopes and 
the stream.  The ADFFMP proposes to institute a road management plan that will provide for an 
inventory of road conditions, improved maintenance, and possibly consideration of a more 
environmentally suitable route. 
 
Response to Comment 53 
The paragraph appropriately describes some of the features in this section of the forest.  The trail and 
grove mentioned appear to refer to the Camp 20 grove.  Road 200 passes through an area of the 
forest that has been managed on a periodic basis, beginning in the 1920s, and most recently in the 
1980s.  The forest stands within the watershed include even-aged second-growth and stands of 
uneven-aged second and third-growth with scattered residual old-growth trees that were retained due 
to either their relatively small size or high level of defect. 
 
Response to Comment 54 
The paragraph describes some of the features in this section of the forest.  The forest is quite variable 
in this area, being primarily a mixture of young conifer and hardwood trees regenerated by 
successive operations conducted to remove old growth and residual old growth prior to 1985.  There 
are scattered residual old growth trees that were retained due to either their small relative size or high 
level of defect.  Also in the James Creek watershed are some designated old-growth groves.  The 
location of the "parking area" identified by the commenter is not known.  There are no designated 
parking areas in the James Creek watershed.  This may be reference to a road junction or old log 
landing location.   
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Response to Comment 55 
The location of the "parking area" is not known.  This may refer to an old log landing or wide spot at a 
road junction.  There is an area in James Creek where the water table has risen due to an obstruction 
in the creek bed that may be either naturally-caused or a man-made feature.  Some young redwood 
trees have died in this area, due to the high water table.  The area that the comment refers to as 
having evidence of "a lot of riparian salvage logging" is not known.  Most of the riparian areas in 
James Creek were badly damaged by repeated historic logging operations that utilized heavy 
equipment in or near streams, prior to the advent of stream protection regulations and management 
provisions. 
 
Response to Comment 56 
As stated by the comment, a small old-growth grove is located in the upper area of James Creek.  
Part of this grove has been selectively logged in the past, while some of it has not been logged in the 
past. 
 
Response to Comment 57 
The roads beyond the gate on Road 100 are on adjoining private timberlands, and are not open to 
public assess.  Road 1000 is generally open to public travel east of the junction with Road 200, 
though it passes through private lands that are subject to closure.  There is no public access from 
Road 1000 directly to Road 100 without using JDSF connector roads that are locked on a seasonal 
basis. 
 
Response to Comment 58 
The statement regarding the marbled murrelet is not an expression of concern.  No response is 
warranted. 
 
Response to Comment 59 
The Board and CAL FIRE are aware of their responsibilities toward endangered species as described 
in CESA and Fish and Game Code Sections 2055 and 2061.   
 
Response to Comment 60 
The federal Marbled Murrelet Recovery plan, other more current scientific literature, input from the 
Department of Fish and Game and US Fish and Wildlife Service, and other sources of marbled 
murrelet expertise provided guidance to the development of the Contribution to Recovery of Marbled 
Murrelet Habitat additional management measure (DEIR Pages VII.6.6-118-119.). 
 
Response to Comment 61 
The issue of future habitat development for the murrelet is considered in Section VII.6.6.4 and 6, and 
the various alternatives are considered in Section VII.6.6.8.  Alternative G includes a provision to 
study the issue in detail, in consultation with the state and federal wildlife agencies, and to consider 
establishment of supplemental habitat development areas.  These areas would be in addition to the 
potential future habitat represented by the late seral development areas (RDEIR Map Figure 1). 
 
Response to Comment 62 
The Board agrees that these areas have potential for the development of future habitat for the 
marbled murrelet.  Most of the Woodlands STA is designated as a late seral development area, a 
form of management that will create a habitat dominated by larger older trees (RDEIR Map Figure 1, 
and Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest Structure).  Part 
of Thompson Gulch has been identified as an area where a late-seral Development prescription will 
be applied (RDEIR Map Figure 1).  Upper Russian Gulch and lower Big River areas have also been 
designated for late-seral habitat development, with the intention of developing future habitat for the 
marbled murrelet (RDEIR Alternative G and ADFFMP). 
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Response to Comment 63 
The Board agrees that many forms of older or late seral forest may not represent suitable marbled 
murrelet habitat.  The Department has identified four areas on the west side of JDSF, two of which 
are adjacent to or in the upper watershed of Russian Gulch.  See DEIR Page VII.6.6-78-82 and 
Figure VII.6.6.8b as well as the Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management 
measure DEIR Page VII.6.6-118-119. The RDEIR designates the area of upper Russian Gulch and 
lower Big River to be managed to recruit late seral forest as habitat for the murrelet.  
 
Response to Comment 64 
The RDEIR specifies that Lower Big River will be managed to develop late seral habitat for the 
murrelet.  This was one of 4 areas on the west side of JDSF identified in the DEIR as a potential 
Marbled Murrelet habitat recruitment area.  See Response to Comment 63. 
 
Response to Comment 65 
The ADFFMP proposes to manage the pygmy forest in a manner that prevents damage.  Most of the 
forest roads in the area are closed to public vehicle traffic, and JDSF maintains security patrol and 
refuse abatement program.  The level of illegal dumping makes it difficult to maintain a refuse-free 
environment with the current level of staffing and funding.  
 
This general area contains a number of rural residential inholdings, and as stated by the comment, is 
adjacent to state parks and other recreational use areas, and located only a few miles inland from the 
town the Mendocino. 
 
Response to Comment 66 
The Jughandle Creek area consists primarily of selectively harvested second-growth forest, along 
with some cypress groves and pygmy forest.  No murrelet habitat is known to exist within this 
watershed, though a complete survey has not been conducted. 
 
Response to Comment 67 
This comment suggests some reasonable principles that can be applied to management for 
recruitment of marbled murrelet.  While many of the measures have validity, not all are necessarily 
immediate considerations, and others may actually delay recruitment of murrelet habitat.  For 
example, potential corvid perches overlooking murrelet nesting habitat cannot be avoided, since 
murrelets tend to nest below the top of the canopy, and corvids readily perch in the upper branches of 
large trees.  Maintaining closed canopy in a dense stand of second or third-growth forest may actually 
delay the development of suitable habitat by a substantial degree, by reducing the rate of tree growth, 
though little is actually known about forms of management necessary to produce suitable habitat.  In 
the years or decades prior to development of suitable habitat, there would be little justification for a 
ban upon firearms. The management principles offered in the comment are discussed in detail in the 
Marbled Murrelet species account DEIR Pages VII.6.6-52-90. 
 
Response to Comment 68 
A portion of the Thompson Gulch watershed is located within the state park and in the Woodlands 
STA.  The remainder is scheduled for a habitat development management prescription following 
review by advisory entities.  While designation of the area has some potential to increase the future 
habitat availability for the marbled murrelet, no significant adverse impacts to the species are 
expected to occur as the result of the ADFFMP.  If the area is determined to be potential habitat for 
the murrelet, a survey will be conducted for the species and management operations altered to avoid 
take of the species. 
 
Response to Comment 69 
County Roads 408 and 409 are designated as a Road and Trail Corridor.  This designation provides 
these roads with an aesthetic buffer and restricts the forms of silviculture that can be applied.  The 
use of these roads by forest travelers and recreationalists is recognized, and individual projects will 
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be planned and mitigated to avoid significant impacts associated with aesthetics and recreation.  The 
Forest area adjacent to these roads has a long and varied history of forest management operations. 
 
Response to Comment 70 
The Board agrees that planned management activities will need to consider recreational uses, in 
addition to the aesthetic and recreation-related mitigation measures specified in the ADFFMP 
(Chapter 3, Recreation, Aesthetics, and Public Use) and DEIR (Section VII.14).  These measures 
may include uneven-aged management, slash abatement, and silvicultural prescriptions that consider 
and balance concerns for recreation and timber production. 
 
Response to Comment 71 
The Forest is managed to avoid take of endangered species, including the coho salmon.  The 
measures applied in the field for the protection of aquatic resources have generally exceeded the 
minimum specifications of the Forest Practice Rules.  The measures proposed in the ADFFMP 
exceed the minimum specifications of the Rules, and these measures themselves may be exceeded 
as deemed necessary and prudent for individual projects.  For example, the two existing THPs that 
have been approved by the Department and have been partially completed, include a no-harvest 
measure for both Class I and Class II watercourses, along with a no-cut buffer along Class III 
watercourses.  These provisions exceed the minimum level of protection provided by both the Forest 
Practice Rules and the ADFFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 72 
It is not clear from the comment which National Marine Fisheries Service guidelines are being 
referred to.  In most cases, however, fisheries agencies and experts recognize that a greater degree 
of protection is needed for most fish-bearing streams (Class I) than for Class II streams, which vary 
from large perennial streams to small intermittent streams.  The Department and the Board agree that 
JDSF is a viable location for research and demonstration associated with protection of watercourses 
of all classifications.  The ADFFMP designates three areas of the Forest as Riparian Restoration 
Demonstration Areas, where the kinds of research questions posed in the comment can be pursued 
by researchers, preferably in collaboration with relevant state and federal agencies.  
 
Response to Comment 73 
The comment represents a miss-characterization of the old-growth retention standards proposed in the 
DFMP.  All old growth conifer trees that exhibit unique structural characteristics will be retained, 
regardless of tree diameter (DFMP Chapter 3, Old- growth Stands and Trees).  Old trees less than 48 
inches in diameter that do not possess unique structural characteristics are not structurally unique as 
components of a forested habitat, though it is recognized that trees of any size are a component of all 
forested habitats and should be considered as such.  The Department recognizes the fact that lower sites 
and various species tend to exhibit smaller diameters. However, it is also true that defect is prevalent in 
these sites and many, if not most of these smaller old trees will be retained, due to presence of 
characteristics specified in the ADFFMP (Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, 
Habitat, and Forest Structure).  The retention guidelines also do not preclude the possibility that some or 
all of these trees would be retained in order to satisfy the management objectives of a planned timber 
harvest.  There are many trees growing in the forest that may be classified as "old", yet they may be 
virtually indistinguishable from second-growth trees, and have no unique habitat value. Most of these 
trees were historically not harvested due to small size or a high level of defect.  Many of these trees with 
a high level of defect from a commercial perspective are likely to possess characteristics that are of value 
to wildlife and will be retained.  
 
Response to Comment 74 
The term "aggregation", as applied to the retention of old trees, is defined in the ADFFMP (Chapter 3, 
Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest Structure).  All old trees that 
meet the specifications for retention in the guidelines, regardless of their existence as individuals or in 
groups, will be retained according to the guidelines.  The purpose of the aggregation protection policy 
is to preserve unmanaged remnant patches of old forest.  Groups of old trees outside of identified 
groves and aggregations have been managed in the past, and are not intact remnants of old forest. 
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The commenter suggests that West Chamberlain be identified and protected as an aggregation.  It is 
unclear what management restrictions she is proposing in the area.  The West Chamberlain Creek 
watershed consists primarily of second-growth forest and mixed second and third-growth forest 
stands with scattered residual old growth trees.  Similar conditions can be found within the entire 
eastern third of JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 75 
M. J. Mazurek conducted a research project that included study sites on JDSF.  The study involved 
the monitoring of singular old trees and nearby second-growth trees for evidence of use by terrestrial 
species (M.J. Mazurek, The Importance of the Individual Legacy Old-growth Tree in the Maintenance 
of Biodiversity in Commercial Redwood Forests, FINAL REPORT, April29, 2003, Pacific Southwest 
Research Station,US Forest Service). The author found that old trees with basal hollows and other 
structural characteristics were utilized more frequently than nearby younger trees without unique 
structural characteristics.  This study supports the retention standards proposed by CAL FIRE.  
 
Response to Comment 76  
The location of these stands can be roughly estimated from harvest history maps kept at JDSF.  The 
maps have been shared with the commenter in the past.  However, the results should be considered 
only as an estimate, 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. See also the response to Comment 15.  JDSF staff have developed a roughly estimated 
harvest map as described here and provided it to the commenter and other members of the public, 
along with an acreage summary derived from the map.   
 
Response to Comment 77  
Inventory information at JDSF indicates that there are residual old growth trees throughout most of 
JDSF, depending upon historic harvest operations.  The old trees in the eastern third of the forest are 
more easily observed because they extend above the tops of the much younger forest in the 
understory.  Further to the west, older trees do not differ much in height from the second-growth. No 
estimate of relative residual old growth tree concentration exists.  The results of the inventory may not 
reflect actual numbers, due to the difficulty that can exist in differentiating old trees from young trees, 
particularly those that do not possess structural characteristics associated with old growth.   JDSF 
does not currently have the information needed to produce the suggested map. 
 
Response to Comment 78 
The mitigation measures specified in the FEIR are a part of Alternative C2, which was considered by 
the Board. 
 
Response to Comment 79 
The commenter states that she supports Mitigation 6 from the FEIR, related to snag retention and 
recruitment. 
 
Response to Comment 80 
The Board is in general agreement with this statement.  An increase in funding for forest 
management, including road inventory and maintenance, is a desirable goal that will be supported by 
the Board. The legislature in 2006 authorized a higher budget level for the Demonstration State 
Forest Program that would support much of what is recommended here.  However, timber harvesting 
revenues must be generated on JDSF or other Demonstration State Forests to achieve that budget 
level. 
 
Response to Comment 81 
The Board agrees.  The Board will re-establish its Committee on Forest Research.  As designated in 
the ADFFMP, a JDSF advisory committee will be formed by the Department and the Board about a 
range of matters, including research.  

Page IV.10-31 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

  

P-188 

Page IV.10-32 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-33 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-34 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-35 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-36 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-37 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-38 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-39 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-40 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-41 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-42 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-43 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-44 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-45 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-46 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-47 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-48 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.10-49 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.10-50 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
 

Page IV.10-51 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Mailed Letter P-188  
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) proposes to establish an effective 
Road Management Plan.  Due to recent reductions in staffing and budget, the Department's ability to 
maintain and improve the road system has been reduced.  Since 2002, the staff of JDSF has lost a 
heavy equipment operator and a road management forester.  In addition, operating funds dedicated 
to management of the road system have been cut, in the amount of $300,000 per year.  It is 
anticipated that the staffing and budget associated with management of the road system will be 
restored and augmented after the management plan is approved and substantial revenue is 
produced.  A second heavy equipment operator was added to the JDSF staff during 2007. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Two timber harvest plans were approved by the Department's Forest Practice Program, and timber 
operations were initiated.  These timber operations were halted at the order of the Superior Court, 
pending approval of the forest management plan.  Two additional timber harvest plans for areas in 
Parlin Creek and Hare Creek, have been submitted to the CDF Forest Practice Program for review, 
but have not yet been approved.  Review of these two timber harvest plans has been temporarily 
halted at the request of the Department, pending approval of the ADFFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC) was appointed by Director Richard Wilson in 1997, and 
produced a report in 1998 that included several recommended management measures.  Several of 
the management measures recommended by the CAC were a matter of normal forest operations at 
the time that the recommendations were made.  Others were implemented during or after the tenure 
of the CAC, while others were not implemented.   
 
The court processes involving the issue of JDSF management plans and accompanying EIR is a 
matter of record.  No timber operations within THP areas may be performed until a new management 
plan is approved by the Board. 
 
Department staff began the preparation of a new management plan long before a suit was filed by the 
Campaign to Restore Jackson Redwood Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The comment is expressing a personal opinion as to the size of the DEIR ("voluminous") and reports 
to have found it difficult to review.  The information contained within the DEIR is relevant to a 
consideration of potential impacts associated with the management of JDSF.  Due to the complexity 
associated with analysis of several alternatives across an expansive assessment area, the document 
is necessarily large.  In later comments, the commenter expresses the opinion that the document 
does not contain sufficient detail. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The various alternatives are briefly described in the Executive Summary of the DEIR.  More detailed 
descriptions are provided in text form in DEIR section VI.  The greatest level of detail on the 
alternatives is provided in a comparative table in section VI (Table VI.1).  A similar table is included in 
the RDEIR (Table II-4), adding detailed information about Alternative G.  The comparative table 
facilitates the reader’s ability to easily compare the various features of the alternatives and to most 
easily understand the differences among them.   
 
Response to Comment 6 
The executive summary is intended to provide a brief overview or the document and review 
processes, but is not intended to provide sufficient detail to provide the reader with a full description 
of management proposals, alternatives considered, or impacts assessed.  While details associated 
with Alternative F were expanded upon in section VI, the basic thrust of Alternative F was not 
changed. 
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Response to Comment 7 
Alternative F is unique to the DEIR, and is one of seven alternatives that were considered.  The 
alternative is self-explanatory, and does not rely upon external documents.  The Chesbro bill (SB 
1648) was specifically referenced in the discussion of Alternative F.  This is a public document that is 
readily available to anyone wishing to refer to it. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The DEIR utilizes information about the Forest that was reasonably available when the draft 
document was prepared.  Reliable and tested timber information at the stand level was not available 
beyond that which is reported.  Visual display of basic current forest characteristics was provided in 
Map Figures J and K.  Visualizations of potential changes in forest stands over time under the various 
alternatives are not available, and represent a very complex and time-consuming exercise.  However, 
the DEIR includes projections of habitat types over time throughout the assessment area.  These are 
provided primarily in tabular form. 
 
Response to Comment 9  
The DEIR provides substantial information and analysis of potential environmental impacts and 
includes explanations of how the conclusions regarding potential environmental impacts were 
reached. 
 
Response to Comment 10   
Alternative C1 is presented as the proposed project by the DEIR, as this was the management plan 
that the Department brought forward for the Board’s approval.  Alternative G was subsequently 
formulated and proposed by the Board be to the preferred management direction for JDSF.  
Alternative G incorporates provisions from several of the other alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 11 
The Public Resources Code (sections 740, 4645) gives the Board the responsibility to establish 
management direction for the Demonstration State Forests.   
 
Response to Comment 12 
As stated in the DEIR, Figure K presents habitat types that were developed by converting timber 
types into the habitat types described within the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System 
(CWHR).  
 
The JDSF 2004 vegetation is first discussed on the second page of the Wildlife and Wildlife 
Assessment section (VII.6.6-2).  In this section, the tables beginning on the third page of the section 
are referenced.  Those table report CWHR habitat types associated with JDSF vegetation, which is 
what is depicted on Map Figure K.  Map Figure K is listed in the table of contents of the DEIR; 
however, the comment is correct in stating that Map Figure K is not directly reported in section VII6.6.  
While a comparison between the habitats reported in Tables VII.6.6.1 and VII.6.6.2 illustrates that the 
habitat types are the same, the reader must be somewhat familiar with the CWHR habitat typing 
system (cited on page VII.6.6-2 and further detailed in the tables on page VII.6.6-6) to make the most 
of the information. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
A reading of the CWHR habitat typing system indicates that Redwood 6 is multi-layered with size 
class 5 trees over size class 4 or 3 trees, with total tree crown closure greater than 60 percent (see 
Table VII.6.6.1.3 in the DEIR).  It is recognized that this is a very rough and broad description, and 
that many different stand forms may meet this criteria.  The information presented in the DEIR is not 
in error, it simply illustrates the range of conditions that may fit the description of Redwood 6.  
 
Response to Comment 14 
Refer to response 15. 
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Response to Comment 15 
Refer to response 13.  The CWHR system and its characterization of habitats was used as the basis 
for converting the JDSF vegetation types into CWHR habitat types.  The JDSF vegetation layer 
differentiates vegetation characteristics to a greater degree than the CWHR, but this information 
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 K is not 
in error, but this concern serves to point out potential limitations in current habitat relationship 
assessment models for certain species. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
Neither Redwood 6, nor Map Figure K are intended to represent the extent or location of potential old 
forest habitat.  Rather, they are utilized as an assessment tool regarding current and potential habitat 
availability for wildlife.  It is well understood that there are limitations to the accuracy of the modeling 
process for certain species.  As more and better assessment tools become available, they will be 
utilized in future project assessments to the extent feasible. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
As explained above, the information is correct to the level of detail available in the data and models 
that were utilized for the assessment.  This limitation is recognized and disclosed in DEIR section 
VII.6.6-1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment 18 
The limitations of the CWHR typing system and model are known, and must be considered when 
reviewing the analysis.   
 
Response to Comment 19   
The following explanation can be found in Section VII.6.6-78 (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 are not currently 
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). Marbled Murrelet habitat suitability 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 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 relative to Murrelet habitat requirements and 
limitations associated with available survey data 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.  The Department 
is prohibited by law from a "take" of 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. 
 
Response to Comment 20 
 The analysis is a projection based upon the best information available. 
 
Response to Comment 21 
The limitations of the data and models to which it is applied is clearly explained in the various 
sections of the DEIR. 
 

Page IV.10-54 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Response to Comment 22 
See response 19 above. 
 
Response to Comment 23 
The key for Map Figure K must be reviewed in conjunction with knowledge of the CWHR habitat 
typing system.  The necessary description is found early in the Wildlife section at Page VII.6.6-6.  A 
full description of the CWHR system is not of a practical size for placement within a map key.  See 
response 19 above. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
The ecology of the Marbled Murrelet is fully explained, including references to research information, 
beginning at Page VII.6.6-52.  It is explained in the section, as the comment states, that a reduction in 
old forest throughout the range of the murrelet is the primary cause for decline of the species. 
 
Response to Comment 25 
The maps and figures are not intended to represent the same information. Map Figure K represents 
vegetation habitat classes that correspond to the CWHR habitat typing system.  Map Figure R is a 
spatial representation of habitat suitability predicted as output of the model BioView developed by the 
California Department of Fish and Game and US Forest Service (CDFG 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/by_program.asp), which is based upon components of the CWHR 
habitat relationships model.  Figure 8 of the DFMP represents forest vegetation as interpreted from 
satellite imagery, and is not utilized in the DEIR for assessment of habitats and potential impacts to 
wildlife.   
 
Response to Comment 26 
While Map Figure K is a spatial representation of CWHR habitat types, Figure 8 of the DFMP does 
not take scattered residual old-growth trees into account.  Figure 8 is based upon satellite imagery, 
which is not well suited to the identification of scattered old trees.  Figure 8 is not intended to be 
utilized in the assessment of habitats or impacts to wildlife.  It is not stated, nor is there any intent to 
portray murrelet habitat development over a few short years.  This development may take additional 
decades or centuries. 
 
Response to Comment 27 
See response 19 above. 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The assessment conducted for the Marbled Murrelet, beginning at Page VII.6.6-52 clearly explains 
the current extent of known or potential Marbled Murrelet habitat within JDSF.  While CWHR, as 
utilized for this assessment, describes some of the area of James Creek and elsewhere as fully 
suitable for the Marbled Murrelet, the DEIR explains at Page VII.6.6-78 and 79 that only 459 acres of 
JDSF is currently considered to be potential Marbled Murrelet habitat, while recognizing that other 
potential habitat may exist in the form of individual old-growth trees or small group of old-growth 
trees, such as those found in parts of the James Creek watershed. 
 
Response to Comment 29 
The Board agrees that the two types of forest stand potentially represent two different forms of 
habitat, while both may meet the definition of Redwood 6 in the CWHR system.  The limitations of the 
system are recognized by the Department, DFG, the Board, and the authors of the CWHR system.  A 
more detailed analysis will be performed at the project level, and survey will be conducted when 
potential habitat is encountered that may be impacted. 
 
Response to Comment 30 
Both of the stand conditions described can occur naturally or through stand management. 
 

Page IV.10-55 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Response to Comment 31 
A broad set of individual forest stand conditions will fit within the Redwood 6 CWHR category.  Many 
stand management techniques may ultimately produce stands that either fit within the category or 
develop into Redwood 6.  Future improvements in assessment techniques, combined with more 
detailed, site-specific examination, will lead to improved assessment at the project level, and 
eventually at the regional level. 
 
Response to Comment 32 
The DEIR uses appropriate assessment methods and available information.  While the Board 
recognizes that certain improvements in assessment tools, such as the CWHR system, would be 
beneficial, modification of the system would be a very involved, time consuming, and expensive 
undertaking; such efforts are beyond the scope of the DEIR.  The Department and the Board are 
unable at this time, to create and provide the supporting analysis for a new habitat type and habitat 
suitability ratings for species utilizing that habitat type within the CWHR system. The Board supports 
this form of effort, and will participate in these future efforts as budget and personnel limitations allow. 
 
Response to Comment 33 
Exhibit A of comment letter depicts a photocopy of a portion of Map Figure K.  Also in the Exhibit are 
two photos.  The top photo appears to depict scattered overstory trees, with an understory consisting 
of both conifers and hardwoods.  The location from which the photo was taken cannot be identified, 
but it appears to represent a fairly common stand condition in portions of the Chamberlain and James 
Creek watersheds that may be characterized as Redwood 6 on Map Figure K. The lower photo 
appears to depict a stand of fairly dense conifer forest.  Based upon the presence of the Chamberlain 
Creek Conservation Camp sign in the lower photo, the photo was apparently taken facing in a 
generally eastward direction toward more than one stand, but primarily a stand that is classified as 
Douglas fir 4 on Map Figure K, not Redwood 6 as the comment states. 
 
However, the Board recognizes that multiple stand forms may be included in the Redwood 6 habitat 
type. 
 
Response to Comment 34 
See responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 35 
The comment is somewhat unclear.  The JDSF 2004 vegetation layer is not a CWHR database, but 
rather a depiction of vegetation types (not CWHR habitat types) across the JDSF landscape. The 
analysis beginning on Page VII.6.6-149 is an assessment of habitat availability over time.  This 
assessment included a projection of stand development by using available forest inventory 
information and projecting it forward with a growth model.  The modeling approach is fully described 
in section VII.6.6.8.  This analysis utilizes available analysis tools and information.  Due to varying 
levels of existing information, the analysis was performed with the best information available for each 
particular area of concern (inside JDSF, outside JDSF, etc). 
 
Response to Comment 36 
The "contradictory" information is not described, so a reasoned response cannot be made. 
 
Response to Comment 37 
There is insufficient detail in the concern to enable a reasoned response. See responses above. 
 
Response to Comments 38 through 41   
It is unclear what the commenter believes is an error in this statement. The paragraph which the 
commenter quotes from the DEIR does in fact state very clearly that two WHR databases are being 
used. 
 
The explanation for the differences between the numbers in the two tables lies in the fact that two 
different data sets were used, for two different analyses - a large landscape regional level analysis, 
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and an analysis for the much smaller area defined by the boundaries of JDSF. This approach is a 
standard analytical practice. Detailed vegetation data exist for the Forest. For the large landscape 
regional level analysis, such detailed data do not exist, and less detailed, remotely sensed imagery is 
used. To claim that one of these data sources is right and the other is wrong misconstrues the 
purposes of the two analyses. The two data sets were compiled for different types of analyses and 
are not directly comparable. They both constitute the best available data for the scope of their 
respective analyses. 
 
The differences in total acreage of a particular CWHR type noted by the commenter are to be 
expected when comparing the results of two different mapping methodologies and assumptions 
applied at two different scales for two different purposes.  The Department used those data that were 
most applicable to the scale of analysis.  It is highly likely that the JDSF-specific mapping effort is 
more representative of actual conditions on JDSF than the regionally derived data given the 
associated field verification and sampling conducted in the former.  It was the more detailed JDSF-
specific information that was used in the modeling exercises to represent conditions on the Forest. 
 
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 a large landscape, regional 
context.  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 for a much smaller area, within the 
boundaries of JDSF derived from vegetation mapping and forest plot sampling.  The habitat type 
mapping completed at the more detailed scale of JDSF was used for alternative analysis and wildlife 
habitat relationship modeling. 
 
 It is not surprising that the JDSF vegetation data used in this analysis  corresponds closely with 
forest information that was developed in prior management planning efforts, such as the one 
performed for a draft HCP effort, which was abandoned in the late 1990s. It is also not surprising that 
the WHR acreage presented in the alternatives analysis is different from that presented in table 
VII.6.6.1; they represent different data sets used to support different analyses, at the regional and 
forest specific levels of resolution, respectively. See also response to comment 39. 
 
Response to Comment 42 
See response to comment 38-41.  Vegetation data derived from plot sampling analysis and field 
verification for JDSF was considered the most accurate data and the best available information for 
CWHR analysis within JDSF.  Remotely sensed satellite imagery was considered the most accurate 
data and the best available information for the large landscape regional analysis.  To the developers 
of the DEIR, the separation of data sets used for regional context setting from that of the JDSF 
ownership and in clearly separate sections of the DEIR was considered sufficient distinction for DEIR 
reviewers.  
 
Response to Comment 43  
Timber may be the keystone species of habitat for some mid- and late seral dependent wildlife 
species, but hardwoods, brush, ground cover, characteristics of canopy openings and many other 
parameters play a central role in defining habitat for early seral dependent species.  
 
The JDSF vegetation classification system and CWHR classification systems provide reasonably 
consistent results given the difference in focus of the two systems. The commenter does not provide 
substantiation of where and how she feels the two classifications systems contradict each other and 
what is meant by the term “significant,” making a reasoned response not possible. 
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The timber stand and habitat classification systems are in fact consistent with each other; the JDSF 
vegetation classification system can be cross-walked uniquely into CWHR. In this analysis, they were 
analyzed and reported separately.  
 
Response to Comment 44 
The quotation from the DEIR is accurate. 
 
Response to Comment 45 
As yet, a single vegetation typing scheme is not available that is capable of relating timber, habitat, 
and recreational values associated with the Forest.  Timber, habitat, and recreation are each 
assessed in varying ways, but in a manner that provides for a full assessment of potential impacts.  
Map Figure K provides important information on the existing forest characteristics across the Forest 
and their spatial relationship.  
 
Response to Comment 46 
The Board agrees with this statement, and believes that it has been achieved.   
 
Response to Comment 47 
The Board does not share the commenter’s view that it would be a tremendous boon to the 
discussion to use identical stand characterizing systems when analyzing timber and habitat. In this 
situation, the benefit of increased accuracy of the respective analyses was found to outweigh the 
benefits of ease of understanding the discussion.  
 
Timber types and wildlife habitat types have traditionally utilized differing classification schemes, 
primarily because they are intended for different purposes.  Timber inventories are generally used to 
quantify stands for potential production and to enable forest managers to predict future yields, assess 
potential stand management, and predict future stand growth.  Habitat types and their classification 
include the trees that may constitute timber, but also take into account other vegetation 
characteristics such as structural elements and other ground and canopy-related features that are not 
normally considered in a timber inventory.   
 
It is not clear what the commenter means by “the timber stand and habitat classification systems must 
be consistent within themselves”, consequently a reasoned response is not possible. The timber 
stand and habitat classification systems are in fact consistent with each other; the JDSF vegetation 
classification system can be cross-walked uniquely into CWHR. In this analysis, they were analyzed 
and reported separately. See also the response to comment 43.   
 
Response to Comment 48 
The Board has provided visualization of the expected habitat changes over time in graph form, but 
the data do not support a spatial visualization.  Please see the various graphs in Section VII.6.6.8.  In 
addition, the types of habitats that are expected to develop over time have been characterized.  
 
Response to Comment 49 
It is incorrect to state that the CWHR map layers from the draft HCP are at least as current as the 
information used in the DEIR. The Department did not utilize the draft habitat maps that are depicted 
in the draft HCP for the DEIR.  The newer 2004 JDSF vegetation layer was used, which was 
considered an incremental improvement over the 1999 HCP CWHR layers, based upon field 
comparisons made by JDSF staff. It is not surprising that data sets, including CWHR layers, change 
over time as methodology improves and additional data become available.  It is quite understandable 
that these types vary from those depicted on Map Figure K.  Map Figure K represents a conversion of 
2004 JDSF vegetation typing to CWHR habitat types.  Map Figure K and DFMP Figure 8 utilize two 
entirely different classification schemes, so should not be expected to be the same. 
 
Response to Comment 50 
See responses above. 
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Response to Comment 51 
As explained above, Map Figure K depicts CWHR habitat types.  It is unclear what the commenter is 
referring to as "the old CWHR map".  If this is a reference to the draft HCP effort, Map Figure K is the 
appropriate map to consider in the context of the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 52 
Map Figure K does not relate well to Figure 8 of the DFMP, since the two maps were compiled in 
different ways, and with differing vegetation characterization (see map keys).  We note that Figure 8 
of the DFMP has been replaced in the ADFFMP with the Map Figure 7, which is equivalent to Map 
Figure K from the DEIR, thus bringing the EIR and Plan into greater consistency. 
 
Response to Comment 53 
The DEIR is intended to serve as an assessment of potential impacts associated with future 
management of JDSF.  The DFMP represents a plan of management, not an environmental 
assessment.  In order to review an assessment of potential effects, the reader is encouraged to gain 
an understanding of the management alternatives and to thoroughly review the EIR for the 
assessment of potential impacts.  See also the response to Comment 52. 
 
Response to Comment 54 
See response to Comment 49.  Map Figure K was included in the DEIR to provide the reader with a 
spatial representation of CWHR habitat type and size class at current conditions.  Map K is the 
starting point (Current Condition) for the non-spatial CWHR analysis of habitat extent over time by 
Alternative as well as the spatial analysis conducted for selected species of concern.  Canopy cover 
classes were also used in these analyses but were not included in Map Figure K due to concerns 
over map readability. 
 
Response to Comment 55 
See response to comment 49.  The non-spatial Alternatives Comparison and the Spatial Pattern 
Analysis used the same data sets for current habitat conditions.  There was no mid-page shift in 
methodology that is not clearly described (See DEIR Page VII.6.6-216).  Total acreage for Current 
Conditions under Alternative Analysis will not equal total acreage under the Species Spatial Pattern 
Analysis since acreage in the latter must have at least a “low suitability” value before being tallied. 
 
Response to Comment 56 
See response 48. 
 
Response to Comment 57 
The entire bulleted item consists of quotes taken from the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 58 
See response to Comment 39.  The CWHR habitat classification system was developed to capture 
those forest structural conditions important to wildlife.  The quoted DEIR sentence refers to the fact 
that CWHR 6 is the only habitat stage that describes multiple canopy layers.  The sentence refers to 
limitations in the number of categories in which multi-layered conditions can appear and not the 
habitat predictive ability of CWHR 6 as a representation of this level of forest structure. 
 
Response to Comment 59 
The commenter states the opinions that CAL FIRE can do better than the WHR system and that a 
neighboring landowner has a better vegetation classification system.  The limitations, benefits, and 
assumptions inherent in a variety of wildlife habitat relationship modeling tools were considered prior 
to choosing the models to apply 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.  Also, there are compelling arguments for using a 
standardized vegetation classification system that is commonly accepted throughout the State.  
CWHR is the most comprehensive wildlife information system for vertebrates in California today -- 
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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. 
 
CWHR is arguably the most supported, tested and maintained vegetation classification system 
currently in use 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 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. 
 
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 
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 to 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 sightings. 
 
Response to Comment 60 
The DEIR utilizes the best tools and information that are readily available and applicable to the 
resources in question.  The DEIR discloses potential limitations in the tools and information that was 
used in the analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 61    
Maps that depict the estimated timber harvest history are available at the Department offices in Fort 
Bragg.  These maps were initially created decades ago, and have been periodically updated to reflect 
more recent timber harvest.  However, the maps do not represent an intensive evaluation of the 
extent of all historic harvests, and the origin of the data used to produce many of the maps is 
unknown.  The 1925 date is somewhat arbitrary from an environmental point of view.  Stands 
originally regenerated prior to this date may be quite variable, due to growing site differences, impacts 
of past management activities other than logging, variations in regenerative success, and the effects 
of fire and weather.  In the case of wildlife habitats, the date of last logging is not normally a criterion 
utilized in habitat characterization, whereas, the current structure of the forest is a key consideration.  
Current estimates indicate that approximately 11,000 acres of JDSF has not been logged since 1925.  
Another roughly 14,000 acres of stands originally regenerated prior to 1925 has been partially 
harvested since 1925.  These are rough approximations that are not based upon detailed ground-
truthing.  Maps and acreage summaries depicting this information have been provided to the 
commenter and other members of the public. 
 
Information from spatially accurate resource surveys of current stand characteristics is a better 
indicator of the nature of those stands and their wildlife habitat values (for example) today than is a 
rough compilation of how those stands may have been harvested up to 80 or more years ago.   
 
Response to Comment 62 
Given the amount of time normally considered necessary to develop late seral forest, the level of 
development of stands in this direction is both relative and subjective.  Differences of a few decades 
in one direction or the other are likely to result in only slight variations in stand structure, other effects 
aside. 
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Information from spatially accurate resource surveys of current stand characteristics is a better 
indicator of the nature of those stands and their wildlife habitat values (for example) today than is a 
compilation (of uncertain accuracy) of how those stands may have been harvested up to 80 or more 
years ago.  The latter information was used to develop Map Figure K in the DEIR and to support the 
wildlife habitat analyses contained in it. 
 
Response to Comment 63 
See response 61. The term "very old" is not defined.  The earliest logging of the area which is now 
JDSF is unknown, but evidence suggests that it may have been approximately 1850 to 1860.  Areas 
regenerated at that time may contain second-growth trees up to 145 or 155 years of age.  However, 
subsequent logging of the remaining old-growth, in combination with subsequent burning has resulted 
in significant changes to earlier regeneration and stand development. 
 
Response to Comment 64 
Potential recruitment areas for the Marbled Murrelet are discussed beginning on page VII.6.6-78.  
The current and potential habitats are discussed relative to the ecology of the Marbled Murrelet, 
including habitat location, structure, and general management.  The DEIR provides the Additional 
Management Measure for Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat.  This additional 
management measure calls for a collaborative process (including DFG, State Parks, and others) to 
re-evaluate and potentially redistribute the marbled murrelet habitat recruitment areas established in 
the DFMP.  If they can be identified, the older stands noted in comment 63 could be considered as a 
part of this process.  Also, it should be noted that the ADFFMP provides for an additional area of 
1,549 acres in the Russian Gulch/Lower Big River area to be designated for the development of late 
seral forest conditions to provide potential Murrelet habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 65 
Wildlife do not respond to the age of stands per se—stands of the same age in the same area can 
have significantly different habitat characteristics depending upon a number of factors (such as 
composition of the original stands, soils, aspect, intermediate treatments, fire, pests and diseases, 
etc.).  Given this fact, information on actual current stand composition and structure are much more 
meaningful from a wildlife habitat perspective than stand age.  Further, the available information on 
stand age at JDSF is of uncertain accuracy in terms of both stand establishment and stand 
modification over time, as well as spatial location.  JDSF does have spatially accurate information on 
current stand composition and structure.  This information can be classified for its habitat 
characteristics, and this classification information can be used in models to evaluate its value to 
various wildlife species.  This is the approach that has been taken in the DEIR.  Section VII.6.6, 
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, makes extensive use of the Department of Fish and Game’s Wildlife 
Habitat Relationships System (CWHR) on both a spatial and nonspatial basis.  Map Figures J and K 
provide CWHR habitat classification information for JDSF and the larger cumulative effects 
assessment area. 
 
The late seral development areas were designated primarily due to their relationship with other forest 
attributes.  For example, the riparian zones are so designated, due to the widely recognized value of 
riparian zones as habitat and corridors for many species of wildlife, as well as their value to aquatic 
habitat and water quality.  Other late seral development areas were designated to form larger patches 
of late seral forest adjacent to existing old growth forest.  The Mendocino Woodlands STA is 
designated due to a combination of factors, including proximity to state parks and the coast, as well 
as the fact that it represents a large contiguous patch of even-aged young forest that has not been 
significantly developed.  The Russian Gulch/Lower Big River Marbled Murrelet habitat recruitment 
area was designated (in the ADFFMP) due to its proximity to areas know to be actively used by 
Murrelets and adjacent to State Park land.  It is widely recognized that forest stands tend to develop 
characteristics of old forest as they age, including the development of unique structural elements, 
such as snags, down logs, cavities, large limbs, and broken tops. 
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Response to Comment 66 
Some of the area included in the short-term harvest schedule has not been logged since 1925.  Most 
of the proposed harvest in this area is selective in nature, although even-aged management also is 
proposed. The ADFFMP provides for a 3-year initial implementation period for the new plan, during 
which time there will be no even-aged management, except potentially as part of an experiment on 
the Caspar Creek watershed.   
 
Response to Comment 67 
The Board and the Department recognize the fact that recreationalists enjoy the view of these stands, 
and enjoy recreating in and near them.  For this reason, a number of management constraints have 
been applied in these areas, including the establishment of buffers, limitations on the forms of 
silviculture to be applied, and specific management limitations near Class I and Class II 
watercourses.  Some of the area in proximity of Camp One has been selectively harvested in the 
past, taking aesthetics and recreation into account.  Recreation is a secondary, but recognized use of 
JDSF, and demonstrations of the compatibility between timber production and recreation are 
encouraged by the Board's policies.  Final disposition of these two plans is subject to satisfaction of 
an existing settlement agreement and potential negotiations regarding the existing timber sale 
contracts.   
 
Response to Comment 68 
The late seral development areas have been identified as areas that will be managed to achieve late 
seral characteristics in the future.  These areas are comprised primarily of second-growth forest that 
is not yet late seral in character.  Selective harvest is proposed adjacent to most of these areas, but 
will not preclude the development of late seral characteristics within them.  Habitat connectivity has 
been considered in detail within the DEIR analysis (see section VII.6.6, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat).  
There is very little forest within JDSF that is currently classified as old forest.  The second-growth 
forest exists in large patches that are well connected throughout the forest by riparian zones and 
other habitat types. 
 
Response to Comment 69 
The potential fragmentation of habitat for species has been considered in detail in the DEIR (see 
section VII.6.6, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat).  Results of the analysis indicate that significant impacts 
associated with fragmentation are not expected to occur.  Alternative F does not entirely prohibit 
even-aged management; thus some minor fragmentation could occur under this alternative.   
 
Response to Comment 70 
The incremental and cumulative effects of logging on forest stands and watersheds have been 
considered in detail in multiple sections of the DEIR, including the individual resource analysis 
sections (see, e.g., VII.6.1, VII.10, and VIII..  
 
Response to Comment 71 
The analysis in DEIR section VII.6.6 considers the effect of harvesting on all forest stand types 
spatially within JDSF to the end of the first decade and non-spatially both within and outside JDSF to 
2060.  The analysis includes second-growth stands that, due to their current average tree diameter, 
composition, and structural conditions, might have the potential to develop late seral forest 
characteristics earlier than other stands.  The analysis did not find that Alternative C1, including the 
effects of the short-term harvest schedule and the inclusion of the identified mitigation measures and 
additional management measures, would have a significant adverse impact on wildlife species or 
habitat.  
 
It should be noted that the term “likely to develop late seral characteristics the soonest” is ill defined. 
For example, the term is not always synonymous with “oldest”. A stand of free to grow middle aged 
trees on a good site can easily achieve late seral characteristics sooner than a densely stocked stand 
of older trees on a low site. The commenter’s frustration over what she interprets as a lack of 
willingness to recruit late seral conditions from second growth stands on an oldest-first basis is 
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ultimately a reflection of a difference in management approach to cultivating late seral stands on the 
Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 72 
The tabular information on CWHR classification of forest area (found in section VII.6.6 of the DEIR) 
and Map Figures J and K in the DEIR present the best available information on the presence of these 
stand types on JDSF and within the larger cumulative effects assessment area used in the DEIR.  
This information was used as a key part of the impact assessment in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comments 73 and 74   
See response to comment 72. 
 
The commenter makes a key misinterpretation of the term “life of the Management Plan” used in the 
DEIR on page VII.6.3-33...  The life of the management Plan is the next 10-15 years. Page 18 of the 
DFMP states:  “The Forest Management Plan directs the management of Jackson Demonstration 
State Forest for the next 10 to fifteen years, or until a subsequent plan or major revision is approved.”  
In general, the anticipated life of a management plan for a Demonstration State Forest is 5-10 years.  
This lifespan is based, in part, on Board policy that requires management plans to be reviewed at 
least every five years (Board Policy 0351.10).   
 
There is solid commitment in the ADFFMP and the DEIR/RDEIR to create and maintain late seral 
forest conditions on JDSF. Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the discussion on pages VII.6.3.34-38 
clearly concludes that late seral stands will develop over substantial portions of the Forest. This result 
is backed up by the 100-year long term sustained yield analysis. Table 1 in the ADFFMP shows the 
desired future forest conditions, the overarching goals for all management of the Forest. Table 1 
shows that the goal is to cultivate 45 percent of the Forest acreage in late seral or old growth, older 
forest structure, and mature and large trees. 
 
Response to Comment 75   
There is no intent on the part of the Board or Department to deliberately misrepresent information in 
the DEIR.  See responses to comments 71-74. 
 
Response to Comment 76 
The definition and description of “late seral or “late successional” are sufficiently defined in the DEIR.  
Both terms are briefly defined in the glossary of the DEIR (see Appendix 2). 
The commenter appears to request those defining characteristics of two stages of forest development 
that occur along a continuum.  While stages at the extremes of that continuum and their 
characteristics are readily observed, those defining characteristics of closely related stages are not.  
 
The US Forest Service sought to identify ecological characteristics for a number of forest types in the 
early 1990s (USDA Forest Service Old Growth Definitions—Characteristics for Eleven Forest Cover 
Types.  Pacific Southwest Region, California, San Francisco.).  “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.” 
 
Response to Comment 77 
The terms denote a segment of the stand development continuum, as noted by the comment.  
Depending upon the source of reference, this may include the concepts of mature and old-growth 
forest.  To avoid conflict and confusion, the DFMP and ADFFMP specifically identify stands that are 
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described as old growth and specifically identify stands that will be managed to develop into late seral 
and older forest conditions.  The names applied to the phases of stand development bear less 
importance than the characteristics that are being managed for.  As stated in the material quoted in 
the response to comment 76, stand age is considered less important than stand structure in 
describing late successional forests. 
 
Response to Comment 78 
As stated above, habitats have been projected independently of nomenclature associated with 
phases of stand development.  The point at which any particular stand can be characterized as 
“mature phase” late seral forest is not distinct, and cannot be predicted with any certainty.  Section 
VII.6.6 of the DEIR provides detailed CWHR classification projections for all alternatives over a period 
from 2004 to 2060.  Readers can make their own conclusions as to how those classifications meet 
their conception of the vague concept of “mature phase” late seral forest.   
 
Response to Comment 79 
The Board recognizes that older forms of forest have value to many species of wildlife, depending 
upon the habitats represented and the range within which the forest type is found.  This recognition is 
embodied in the ADFFMP’s designation of one-third of JDSF for the development of late seral and 
older forest characteristics.   
 
Response to Comment 80 
The assessment of potential impacts to plant and animal species considered forest type, habitat type, 
presence of special habitat elements (such as snags and large woody debris), as well as potential 
future habitat development.  This approach takes into account the characteristics of the forest to a 
greater level of detail than can be considered by using the term relatively less defined term "mature", 
which is a concept that potentially spans multiple habitat types. 
 
Response to Comment 81 
The short-term harvest schedule does not propose to harvest in forest stands that are late seral or 
late successional, based upon current information.  If stands are found within potential harvest areas 
that meet the definition of late successional forest as described in the Forest Practice Rules, the 
potential impacts to species normally associated with this type of forest will be considered as the 
project is planned (Title 14 CCR 919.16).  Other management limitations apply as well, including 
provision to retain old-growth trees, stands, and aggregations (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Protection and 
Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest Structure). 
 
Response to Comment 82 
Current “old-growth” forest stands are identified and mapped in the DEIR (see Map Figure D).  In 
addition, individual old-growth tree characteristics are defined.  “Late successional” or “late seral” as 
used in the DEIR and when referring to late-successional development or recruitment areas is meant 
to identify those forest stands that will be managed toward “mature” or “old-growth” conditions.  The 
intent of the language used was to avoid confusion with current “old-growth” on JDSF that is 
recognized by the public.  It is not determinable what proportion of late seral (successional) would be 
considered “mature”, “over-mature”, or “old-growth” over the planning period and within the 
designated recruitment areas given the forest structure underpinnings of the terms’ definitions 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.   
 
A variety of management objective and ecological considerations (Marbled Murrelet habitat 
recruitment areas, Special Concern Areas for late successional development, rate of attainment of 
late successional conditions) went into the identification of late successional recruitment areas.  It is 
highly likely that these areas currently contain stands that may be considered “mature” or individual 
“old-growth” trees. 
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Response to Comment 83 
The Board defines terms in the Forest Practice Rules to make their meaning understood and a matter 
of law.  It is incorrect to state that any single definition is either correct or in error.  The terms late 
seral, late successional, and old growth have been defined in many ways. The reader is referred to 
DEIR Appendix 2.  Also, see response to Comment #76. 
 
Response to Comment 84 
The Department defined late-seral and late successional in DEIR Appendix 2 page 5 for the purposes 
of environmental analysis on JDSF.  The definitions provided, when considered with the definition’s 
reference to the Forest Practice Rules would include forest conditions that the commenter considers 
“mature” and “old-growth”. The phrase, ”having biological characteristics and functions similar to old-
growth forests,” should denote forest conditions that are “mature” but have not yet attained those of 
“old-growth” but that can still be categorized under the more general term “late successional” or “late 
seral”.   See response to comment 82. 
 
Response to Comment 85 
This comment appears to be primarily about the Forest Practice Rules, not the DEIR or DFMP.  The 
California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection defined the term "late succession forest stands" in 
the Forest Practice Rules for regulatory purposes.  The definition should not be characterized as 
inherently incorrect for all circumstances.  Mature forest is another concept that has been the subject 
of multiple definitions in the literature.  The Board's definition of late successional forest stands does 
not include the concept of mature forest, nor does it need to do so to convey the regulatory 
requirement that was intended by the rules that accompany the definition (Title 14 CCR 919.16).  The 
NSO 4(d) rule, cited in the comment, is another definition that accompanies regulation.  A quick 
reading of the definition indicates that it is not precise and is intended only to generalize a very broad 
spectrum of potential forest conditions associated only with stand age.  Neither definition is either 
correct or incorrect, but each has some regulatory significance.   
 
Response to Comment 86 
The relative biological value of forest conditions using species richness as a measure are described 
on DEIR Page VII.6.6-2 and Figure VII.6.6.2.  DEIR Pages VII.6.6.17-22 also summarizes the 
relationship of species use to forest structure for meeting reproduction, foraging and cover 
requirements.  Regardless of differing definitions of “mature” or “late seral” forest, the focus on late 
seral forest or older forest development on JDSF necessarily implies that current young growth 
stands will be required to transition through various stages of growth before attaining “mature,”  “older 
forest,” “late seral,” or “old growth” conditions.   
 
Response to Comment 87 
Acreage and location of “late successional” forest other than known “old-growth” stands is reported as 
stands with a CWHR habitat typing designation of 5M, 5D, or 6 (DEIR Section VII.6.3-13-15, VII.6.3-
26, and VII.6.3-33-38).  These CWHR labels are DBH- and canopy-closure based and are reported 
throughout the Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Section 6.6.8 Comparison of Alternatives, beginning on 
DEIR Page VII.6.6-131.   See also response to Comment #61. 
 
Response to Comment 88 
Comment noted.  See responses to Comment #61 and #87. 
 
Response to Comment 89 
The statement correctly characterizes the DFMP.  Also, under the now-proposed ADFFMP, 
substantially more area of the Forest is designated for the development of late seral and older forest 
characteristics (a total of one-third of the Forest area).  Under the ADFFMP, the area of JDSF 
dedicated to preservation and development of late seral forest conditions includes the identified old-
growth groves, identified augmentation areas around selected groves, watercourse and lake 
protection zones, the area of upper Russian Gulch and lower Big River, and most of the Mendocino 
Woodlands STA.  In total, these areas comprise about 22 percent of JDSF. 
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Response to Comment 90 
The statement is correct. 
     
Response to Comment 91 
Under the ADFFMP, out side of the Class I and II watercourse and lake protection zones, about 5,000 
acres of JDSF, or 10 percent, is designated for late seral development or old growth.  Additional area 
will be managed for the development of older forest structure conditions.  In total, about one-third of 
the Forest will be managed for late seral, older forest structure, or old growth conditions.  
 
Under the ADFFMP, even-aged management is permitted on only 26 percent of the forest area.  
Thus, most of the stream zone is located immediately adjacent to forest stands that will be managed 
on an uneven-aged basis.  The designation of the contiguous 6,800-acre Older Forest Structure 
Zone, which encompasses most of the old growth groves and old growth augmentation areas, will 
help to increase the interior forest quality of these late seral forest areas see Map Figure 1 in the 
RDEIR or Map Figure 5 in the ADFFMP).  The term “interior” is somewhat subjective, but tends to 
exclude forest near distinct stand edges, including area adjacent to residential neighborhoods, 
openings, or other forms of vegetation. 
 
Response to Comment 92 
As indicated in the response to the previous comment, the ADFFMP substantially increases the 
amount of the Forest designated for the development of late seral and older forest conditions.  The 
ADFFMP also recognizes the recreation value of these areas.  However, elevating the management-
related importance of habitat and recreation is not exclusively synonymous with the concept of area 
dedicated to development of late seral or older forest structure.  We note, nonetheless, that, 
dedication of area to preservation of old growth forest and development of late seral forest has not 
been represented in prior management plans. 
 
Response to Comment 93 
A complete survey of Class I watercourses has not been made on JDSF.  The length of Class I 
watercourse is an estimate based upon past surveys, with the length of waterway taken from the 
geographic information system (GIS).  As such, this length of waterway can be expected to be an 
under-estimate of stream length, since waterways tend to be much more sinuous than represented on 
maps. 
 
The minimum width of watercourse protection zones is based upon slope distances specified in the 
Forest Practice Rules (Title 14 CCR 916.5).  For JDSF, the minimum zone width for Class I 
watercourses is 150 on either side of the stream, beginning at the watercourse transition line, which 
may be many feet from the center of the stream.  Zone widths are often expanded for individual 
projects, but may not be less than specified in the Forest Practice Rules or the management plan.  
Class II watercourse protection zones on JDSF may vary between 50 and 100 feet in width, 
depending upon side-slope and characteristics associated with individual streams and timber harvest 
proposals.  It is quite common for zone widths to be wider than the minimums required by the Forest 
Practice Rules or specified in the management plan.  As such, the representation of acreage 
associated with watercourse protection zones should be treated as an approximation, not an exact 
figure. 
 
Response to Comment 94 
See response 93. 
 
Response to Comment 95 
See response to comment 93.   
 
As stated in response 93, the zone widths required by the Forest Practice Rules, and as specified in 
the DFMP should be considered minimums.  The actual width of zones, as applied in the field, will 
vary on the high side from the specified minimums, due to many potential site-specific factors.  The 
estimates of total potential zone acreage for JDSF come from estimates of current watercourse extent 
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and classification, and take into consideration adjustments where Class II watercourses join Class I 
watercourses or otherwise overlap. 
 
The Forest Practice Rules specify generally wider watercourse protection zones in areas with steeper 
slopes, specified by a range of slope class (Table 1, Title 14 CCR 916.5).  It is incorrect to state that 
steeper slopes result in lower protection zone acreage.  For example, Table 1 specifies a Class II 
watercourse protection zone width of 75 feet where the sideslope above the stream is 30 to 50 
percent, but a zone width of 100 feet where the sideslope exceeds 50 percent.  Zone widths, as 
applied in the field, will vary depending upon site-specific conditions and other management 
considerations.  While it is mathematically possible for an individual zone width to be narrower for a 
steeper slope under specific circumstances, in general, the widths specified in the rules and applied 
in the field tend to be wider for steeper slopes. 
 
Response to Comment 96 
No one can state with any certainty how long, and under what exact set of circumstances, a forest 
stand will develop late seral characteristics.  Forest stands are dynamic and subject to many forms of 
natural disturbance. The management plan specifies measures to retain and recruit large trees within 
the watercourse protection zone, while maintaining native hardwoods, developing multiple canopy 
layers, and retaining a high level of basal area and overstory canopy.  These measures, along 
retention of snags and down logs, and selective cutting within the zone, will move stands toward 
development of late seral characteristics.  It is not known how long it will take for individual stands to 
achieve late seral characteristics.   
 
Response to Comment 97 
See responses 92 and 93.  Under the proposed ADFFMP, one-third of JDSF would be designated for 
the development of late seral and older forest conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 98 
The ADFFMP dedicates specific forest areas to development of late seral characteristics.  A 
speculative future demarcation between a late seral development area and managed stands that 
surround it is not a significant environmental issue.  The ADFFMP proposes to increase the amount 
of late seral forest within JDSF to the benefit of species normally associated with this type of forest, 
resulting in a positive cumulative effect.  Areas designated for development of late seral or older 
forest structure conditions have most of their adjacent JDSF areas designated for uneven-aged 
management, which will substantially reduce the potential for an “island effect” due to relatively 
continuous forest canopy.  The late seral development areas designated for the Mendocino 
Woodlands STA and the Russian Gulch/Lower Big River areas are bordered to the outside in large 
part by State Park land.   
 
Response to Comment 99 
The forested areas of JDSF represent habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species.  Management, 
combined with natural stand development and growth, produces habitats that vary and are preferred 
and utilized by a variety of different species.  Forest management is appropriately proposed in stands 
that have achieved a high level of growth and potential production.   
 
The stands in the West Chamberlain Creek watershed that are included in the short-term harvest 
schedule will be partially cut, utilizing a prescription called commercial thinning.  Old trees will be 
retained as specified in ADFFMP Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, 
Habitat, and Forest Structure.  Further, the initial implementation period harvesting constraints 
specified in the ADFFMP would apply.  Based upon preliminary project planning in the field, the 
proposed harvest area will not adjoin the late seral development area, but will be located partially 
within the older forest structure zone.  Partial harvest in this area has potential to accelerate the 
development of wildlife habitat structure normally associated with older forests. 
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Response to Comment 100   
All harvesting proposed in the short-term harvest schedule was included in the wildlife habitat impact 
modeling conducted in section VII.6.6, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat.  This modeling included the use 
of the FRAGSTATS model, which is a spatially-based model that considers the adjacency of habitat 
types and their changes over time.  This modeling did not indicate a potential significant effect.   
 
In addition to the programmatic level assessment done in the DEIR and RDEIR, each timber harvest 
proposal listed in the short-term harvest schedule will eventually be developed as a timber harvesting 
plan (THP).  During the planning process, operational specifics will be developed, including more 
refined estimates of the extent of the project area, the stand treatments to be applied, and timber 
yarding and log hauling specifics.  In addition, survey will be conducted as necessary for plant and 
animal species of concern, and potential habitat-related impacts will be addressed. In addition, each 
project will include a cumulative impacts assessment that includes the immediate project area and the 
surrounding assessment area(s).  This assessment will include a consideration of the habitats that 
are present.  Without knowledge of these project specifics, an evaluation of the potential effects upon 
the individual old growth groves would be speculative.   
 
The identified short-term harvests adjacent to areas designated for development of late seral 
conditions will not alter the designation of the latter areas.  Areas designated for development of late 
seral or older forest structure conditions have most of their adjacent JDSF areas designated for 
uneven-aged management, which will substantially reduce the potential for an adjacency effect, due 
to the relatively continuous forest canopy that will be maintained (see Map Figure 5 in the RDEIR).  
The development strategy to be applied in each late seral development area has not yet been 
specified, and may involve adding or omitting a number of individual management actions. It is 
therefore speculative to suggest that a complete assessment of impacts can be performed at this 
time.  
 
See also the above response to comment 81.   
 
Response to Comment 101 
The potential for cumulative impacts to occur has been thoroughly considered.  The potential for 
adverse impacts due to the extent and fragmentation of habitat has been considered in detail in DEIR 
section VII.6.6, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat. The comment does not provide sufficient detail to 
develop a specific response.  Alternative and impact analysis with the implementation of mitigation 
and management measures identified indicates that significant adverse impacts will not occur, and 
some beneficial effects will result.  The proposed ADFFMP designates substantially more of the area 
of JDSF for the development of late seral and older forest structure conditions than the DFMP. 
 
 Response to Comment 102 
Comment noted.  This comment is not an environmental issue. 
 
Response to Comment 103 
Comment noted.  This comment is not an environmental issue. 
 
Response to Comment 104 
The Board agrees that each of the alternatives (excluding Alternative A) would facilitate abundant 
research and demonstration projects.  However, as the breadth of potential forest management 
options is reduced, so is the number and variety of potential research and demonstration projects.  
The Board directed the development of Alternative G, which is embodied in the ADFFMP, specifically 
to strengthen the research and demonstration mission of JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 105 
See the response to the referenced comment letter by Patrick Higgins (DEIR electronic comment 
letter E-26).  The Federal government has not established watercourse protection standards for this 
region, beyond those that have been recommended as guidance for habitat conservation plans.  The 
potential for cumulative impacts to salmonids has been thoroughly considered (see DEIR sections 
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VII.6.1 and VIII).  Significant cumulative effects are not expected to occur.   Also, note that the 
ADFFMP provides for the establishment of three riparian restoration research and demonstration 
areas. 
         


	IV.10  Individual DEIR Mailed Comments 
	P-186 to P-188
	The snag and down wood policies established by the ADFFMP provide clear standards for both numbers and sizes of snag and down log targets (Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest Structure and Appendix IX).  Recruitment is augmented by mitigation specified in the DEIR (Section VII6.6.7) requiring that all snags be retained until the standards are met.
	The comment represents a miss-characterization of the old-growth retention standards proposed in the DFMP.  All old growth conifer trees that exhibit unique structural characteristics will be retained, regardless of tree diameter (DFMP Chapter 3, Old- growth Stands and Trees).  Old trees less than 48 inches in diameter that do not possess unique structural characteristics are not structurally unique as components of a forested habitat, though it is recognized that trees of any size are a component of all forested habitats and should be considered as such.  The Department recognizes the fact that lower sites and various species tend to exhibit smaller diameters. However, it is also true that defect is prevalent in these sites and many, if not most of these smaller old trees will be retained, due to presence of characteristics specified in the ADFFMP (Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest Structure).  The retention guidelines also do not preclude the possibility that some or all of these trees would be retained in order to satisfy the management objectives of a planned timber harvest.  There are many trees growing in the forest that may be classified as "old", yet they may be virtually indistinguishable from second-growth trees, and have no unique habitat value. Most of these trees were historically not harvested due to small size or a high level of defect.  Many of these trees with a high level of defect from a commercial perspective are likely to possess characteristics that are of value to wildlife and will be retained. 


