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IV.15  Individual RDEIR Mailed Comments 
GM-1 to GM-38 

 
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. 
 
Mailed comment submissions with multiple copies of a single letter format will be addressed in one 
sample from each type of form letter. Those with additional comments added will be addressed 
individually if the comment is substantive and thus warrants a separate response. 
 
There will not be comment letters for every number within the series because some letters dropped if 
they were duplicates or if they were found to be form letters.  Form letters are responded to in their 
own section of the FEIR. 
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Mailed Letter GM-2 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 12. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Support of the Working Group recommendations noted. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
See General Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
See General Response 15. 
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Mailed Letter GM-3 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 17. 
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Mailed Letter GM-4 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board’s direction for the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) is for an 
average annual allowable cut of 20-25 million board feet (MMBF), not to exceed 35 MMBF.  The 
Management Plan is designed to provide a wide range of forest conditions over space and time, thus 
providing opportunities for a wide range of research.  Board policy requires that management plans 
be reviewed at least every five years to determine of any changes are needed.  This periodic review 
process will allow the Board and department to make adjustments to plan direction over time if a need 
for change is identified. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board is committed to ongoing interaction with the scientific community regarding management 
at JDSF and other forestry research issues.  The Board is currently working to re-establish its long-
dormant Committee on Research. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The opposition to a local advisory entity is noted.  The Board has provided direction to the department 
for the establishment of a JDSF advisory body “to include persons with knowledge of forest resource 
issues; be drawn from a variety of interests, including local and beyond, environmental, timber 
management, and recreational; have expertise in relevant scientific disciplines, e.g., forestry, botany, 
ecology, fish biology.  The charter will specify the number of members.  Members do not ‘represent’ 
particular interests – they are chosen for knowledge and are to represent the public interest.”  The 
advisory committee is to be just that, advisory.  Decision making will remain in the hands of 
professionals. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The proposed management plan is designed to provide a significant amount of flexibility in the 
management of JDSF.  On reason for this flexibility is to ensure that a wide range of research and 
demonstration opportunities are available.  While the advisory group will provide important input on 
forest management, on-the-ground management decisions will be made by professionals. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board shares the commenter’s interest in getting JDSF back in full operation as soon as 
possible.  The new management plan provides an excellent framework for the management scenario 
described. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The Board agrees that JDSF could do a better job in education and public outreach, and that it has “a 
wonderful story to tell.”  The Board will continue to work with the department to help strengthen the 
Forest’s education and outreach programs and to help the Forest get the resources needed to do so.  
The Board is very interested in the potential education and outreach opportunities offered by the 
proposed Noyo Center for Science and Education. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
The support for Alternative G is noted.  This is the management direction provided in the ADFFMP. 
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Mailed Letter GM-5  
 
Response to Comment 1 
The commenter's estimate of area devoted to the use of future clearcutting is grossly overstated.  As 
much as 26 percent of the Forest may be managed on an even-aged basis, and the use of 
clearcutting will be strictly limited to a small fraction of this amount.  Although the practice of 
clearcutting is and has been wide-spread within the region, most of this cutting has been conducted 
on private timberlands and has not been studied in detail, nor have results been available for review 
by agencies, forest managers and the general public.  In addition, the methods of forest management 
have developed steadily over the years in which these stand management practices have been 
utilized, presenting a dynamic set of conditions to study and evaluate. The scope of forest research 
has expanded considering wildlife, ecology and watershed subjects. Research results often provide 
information on the environmental effects of a specific management technique, both positive and 
negative. Limiting research on specific management techniques will narrow the information available 
to evaluate them 
 
Significant advancements in road building, road maintenance, and timber yarding practices have 
occurred since the first stands were clearcut in the late 1800s.  As recently as 1972, there was no 
significant environmental regulation in place for forest management operations.  Equating modern 
forest practices to those of the past is inappropriate.  Most of the forms of environmental damage 
stated by the commenter have little or no relationship to the future use of even-aged management 
within JDSF.  The reader is referred to DEIR Sections VII and VIII for the assessment of potential 
impacts to the environment.  Potential impacts to watershed resources, fish, wildlife, the economy, 
and global warming have been thoroughly considered. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The management plan does not propose to clearcut ancient forest.  The commenter does not explain 
or describe the reasoning for the statement; "We need every remnant of ancient forest and recovering 
logged forest to be preserved.....".  The Board will not speculate as to the nature of the comment 
being made. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Please see response to comment 1.  The use of even-aged management does not produce a 
loophole.  It is intended to create as an opportunity for research and demonstration, and to contribute 
to sustainable production and valuable habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Please see response to comment 1.  The DEIR provides a detailed description of the environmental 
setting and of the assessment area. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Please see DEIR Section VII.16 for the assessment of carbon sequestration and greenhouse gasses.  
JDSF is expected to provide a net benefit to world climate and environmental health by sequestering 
carbon and producing wood products, which has potential to reduce the consumption of oil, coal, and 
gas associated with the use of other building products, such as steel, cement, and aluminum 
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Mailed Letter GM-7 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 2 and 15. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Refer to EC-42, Response to Comment 2 and E-116 (2005 DEIR) response. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
See General Response 15. 
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Mailed Letter GM-9 
 
See Response to Comment Form Letter 9 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Desire to eliminate consideration of recreation resources in the management direction of JDSF noted.  
While recreation will not be the primary focus of the management plan, the Board contends that 
recreation is a compatible use of the forest. 
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Mailed Letter GM-12 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board will not speculate on what the majority citizen’s want.  The Board and CDF are responsible 
for developing a management plan for JDSF that is consistent with existing legislation and supports 
the research and demonstration mandate of the state forest system.  Timber harvesting, including the 
allocation of various silvicultural prescriptions, under the ADFFMP is based on providing a varied 
landscape with a set of forest structures designed to support a diverse research and demonstration 
program.  See also General Response 2 and 15. 
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Mailed Letter GM-13 
 
Response to Comment  
See Response to Comment Form Letter 9. 
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Mailed Letter GM-16 
 
See Response to Comment Form Letter 9 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The California Forest Practice Rules do not allow clearcutting on the scale that is utilized in Oregon.  
Large scale clearcutting on JDSF is not proposed (see General Response 10).  Many of the current 
stands at JDSF are the result of large scale clearcutting prior to the designation of this land as a state 
demonstration forest and the implementation of the Forest Practice Rules.   
 
The commenter does not provide specific information relating to the concern that logging will cause 
“damage” to resource values other than to aesthetic resources.  A detailed discussion of Aesthetic 
Resources, including impacts, thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures can be found in 
section VII.2 and VIII.9 of the DEIR.  Additional analysis of aesthetics, as related to recreation, can be 
found in DEIR section VII.14.  Further analysis of potential impacts to aesthetic resources relating to 
Alternative G and the ADFFMP can be found in RDEIR section III.2 and III.14. 
 
The Board recognizes that timber operations can lead to negative impacts on the aesthetics of an 
area, however determining specific “thresholds of significance” is highly personal and subjective (see 
General Response 6).  Many of the potential impacts of logging are temporary and do not result 
significant impacts to associated resource values.  Mitigation measures have been developed to 
reduce the potential aesthetic impacts of timber operations to less than significant.  This includes 
implementation of restrictions on the use of even-aged silvicultural practices and timber operations 
adjacent to special concern areas. Current trends in forest management place greater emphasis on 
developing practices that provide increased protection to the non-timber resource values including, 
but not limited to, aquatic and wildlife habitat, aesthetics, and recreation.  The management plan will 
provide for protection of aesthetic values, especially in areas of high public use, such as highway 
corridors, high-use recreational areas, and near rural residential neighborhoods.  The management 
plan represents state of the art management practices and implementation of the plan is not expected 
to produce significant adverse environmental impacts (See General Response 2, 11, 12, and 14).  
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Mailed Letter GM-17 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board notes the four items identified as positive and concerns with Alternative G. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The comment states demonstrations should be limited to techniques that have not been previously 
demonstrated. Research at JDSF should not be limited to new management techniques, but should 
include new topics for investigation. For example topics such as floristic changes or nutrient cycling 
have not been fully explored. Research results often provide information on the environmental effects 
of a specific management technique, both positive and negative. Limiting research on specific 
management techniques will narrow the information available to evaluate them.  
 
Plant communities can vary with the area’s history, as well as abiotic factors such as slope or fog 
intrusion. Fortunately, JDSF provides a gradient of redwood sites from moderate to dry conditions. 
Research or demonstration results in one area may not be representative of the range of redwood 
forests. When appropriate, duplicating treatments across the range of conditions at JDSF will provide 
more useful results across of the redwood region.  
 
Response to Comment 3 
The exact nature of future education and research centers would depend on the interest of potential 
partners as well as local interest.  For Goal #1, Alternative G, an objective is to: “Make the State 
Forest available to educational intuitions and other agencies for conducting research and 
demonstration projects.” CAL FIRE will pursue various partnerships as part of that effort. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Consultation and cooperation with other organizations will be a logical result of the emphasis on 
research and demonstration. Within Alternative G, Goal #3 includes a new objective is to “Work with 
partners to conduct research and demonstrations on the effectiveness of measures to protect 
watershed and ecological processes from potential management impacts.”   In addition, goal two 
contains objectives that include cooperation and working with a range of partners including; agencies, 
private conservation organizations, neighboring landowners including State Parks and the 
Conservation Fund. 
  
The plans language regarding potential partnerships is sufficient. Given partnerships require the 
interest of organizations or intuitions outside of CAL FIRE, these entities are not directed by a CAL 
FIRE Management Plan. The Goals and objectives in the ADFFMP will result in greater outreach and 
partnerships.   
  
Response to Comment 5 
Specific parameters to limit research to peer review quality could become a barrier to science, 
education and management.  Peer reviewed journal studies will continue to be an integral product of 
JDSF research.  This year, two forestry related articles appeared in peer reviewed journals and the 
Redwood Symposium proceedings was published (31% of the research was associated with JDSF). 
JDSF has been the setting for many theses and dissertations conducted on subjects ranging from 
geology to forest ecology. JDSF serves an important role in providing a study site for university 
graduate students who typically complete their studies in two to five years. As detailed in the 
ADFFMP Chapter 4, the state forest system publishes a range of publications including state forest 
newsletter and notes. The latter can provide demonstrations and feasibility evaluations for new 
techniques.  The range in types of research, education and demonstrations are one of the strengths 
of the state forest system. High quality research with appropriate replicates and controls will continue 
to be an integral component of the research and demonstration at JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 6 
The comment letter is asking for changing the text in one of the Impact Statements for Determinations 
of Significance that has been present in various drafts of the EIR since 2002. This concern was not 
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identified in previous CNPS comment letters to those documents.  The suggested phrasing changing 
“plant community” to “rare plant community” would have little effect as the analysis focuses on the 
rare plant communities (DEIR VIII.6.2.-25& 26) as a consequence of their status. Given the analysis 
would be the same, this change is not warranted.  
 
The second part of the comment would change “threaten to eliminate a plant community” with 
“potential to reduce the amount of”. This would establish a threshold that any loss of a rare plant 
community would be significant. Identifying a resource as “rare” typically highlights the need for 
careful analysis and mitigations; it does not require absolute prohibitions.  The effects to a rare plant 
community are best addressed in the site specific CEQA document. For example site specific 
analysis may find that relocating a watershed damaging road may require some removal of rare plant 
community. The site specific project review would include evaluation of the impacts and creation 
mitigations as needed.  The second change in the text of the Impact Statement would cloud the 
CEQA process without any insurance of improving conditions. 
 
The DEIR recognizes the importance of protecting rare plant communities. The Management Plan, 
Chapter III, states that; "JDSF will maintain the current distribution and species of the plant 
community (pygmy forest) and protect it from harmful human disturbance…” 
 
The REIR, III-38, finds that Alternative G would not result in a significant impact to plant communities, 
including rare plants in the discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
New information is a constant in natural resource planning. If new information on rare plant 
communities becomes available it would be utilized in subsequent site specific analysis and could be 
incorporated in forest plan amendments if appropriate. Given the CEQA and THP requirements to 
use current information, the changes suggested by the commenter do not appear to be necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The comment letter asks for an addition to Impact Sentence 4 referencing one of multiple lists 
considered in identifying plants considered to be “rare”. Alternative G builds on the analysis 
completed in the DEIR.  The DEIR (V6.2-13 &16) describes the lists utilized to formulate the list of 
Plants of Special Concern. This list included the DFG Species of Special Concern which were queried 
using Rare Find. The CNDDB (DFG) status will be included in the list presented in the finalIized 
Forest Management Plan and in ongoing updates. The term “rare” is used generically in the impact 
statement for clarity and brevity. The addition of text is not necessary, nor would it enhance analysis. 
 
 
The REIR III-39 lists three aspects of possible significant impacts to rare plants including; potential to 
reduce the numbers, potential for substantial adverse effects, and potential to restrict the range.   
Alternative G would not result in a significant impact to rare plants as described in the impact 
statements. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
Alternative G provides additional recognition of the importance of controlling invasive weeds in Goal 
#2’s objective to “Restore conifer forest where early successional hardwoods or invasive plants have 
become established ….” The alternative includes new limits to herbicide use as a result of public 
input. The public concern regarding specific treatment methods often results in limiting the control of 
invasive weeds. The plan will include specific direction intended to build trust and move the work on 
controlling invasive weeds forward.  
 

In an operational context, herbicides will be used only when no other effective and feasible 
control methods are found after consideration of the scope of the problem, opportunities to 
effectively manage the situation, and available alternatives and their potential 
effectiveness, costs, and risks.  JDSF staff will seek opportunities to reduce risk by 
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selecting appropriate herbicide formulations and application techniques, as well as taking 
additional precautions. 

 
The DEIR and Draft management plan lists some potential control measures (DFMP page 65&66). 
Effective invasive weed management must be ecologically based reflecting the site conditions, 
environmental concerns, and species present. The best treatments appropriate for the range of 
conditions at JDSF are not fully established. The most long term effective program would be site 
specific, build on monitoring and adaptive management, not be limited to specific list.   
 
Response to Comment 10 
The concept of a full biological survey of the entire forest is a simple but problematic idea.  Surveying 
almost 50,000 acres effectively for rare plants would require contracting for surveyors beyond JDSF 
staff or even knowledgeable local botanists. Rare plant information is dynamic, so the surveys would 
only have value for a limited period of time. Extending this effort to full biological surveys, including 
the multiple protocols for various species, would make the undertaking more complex. When 
examined, this concept of a full survey to a complex and dynamic forest would result in information of 
limited value with a sizable expenditure of funds. 
 
The Board and CAL FIRE recognize the need to improve the biological information for JDSF. 
Alternative G, Goal 6 includes an objective for improving data collection and making baseline 
information available.  Despite budget and staffing challenges JDSF has built information on rare 
plant occurrences in the last five years and has recently hired a Biologist. JDSF is compiling 
biological information incrementally while building expertise and understanding. 
 
A full biological survey of the entire forest is not necessary for the Board to complete the CEQA 
process.  Project specific surveys and the assessment of the potential for cumulative impacts insure 
rare plants will receive protection. The REIR (III-40) Alternative G found there would be not be a 
significant cumulative effects to plant species. The DEIR contains a more detailed explanation of the 
analysis.   
 
Regarding the types of survey, the final plan moves the forest beyond species-targeted surveys. 
Alternative G changes the direction for botanical surveys to state: 
 

For timber harvest plans and other large projects with the potential for negative effects on rare 
plants, JDSF shall follow the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on 
Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (CDFG 2000). On 
smaller scale projects, the survey effort will be appropriate for the level of CEQA analysis and 
the risk of impact to rare plants.    
 

CAL FIRE will continue to provide voucher specimens when appropriate.  The comment letter 
provides no basis for the comment that field survey forms should be turned in to DFG, so the Board is 
unable to address this comment.  
 
Response to Comment 11 
The plans commitment to follow DFG guidelines (see 10) would extend to the surveyor qualifications. 
The CDFG 2000 guidelines include the following requirements for individuals who conduct surveys: 
 

a.  Experience conducting floristic field surveys; 
b.  Knowledge of plant taxonomy and plant community ecology; 
c.  Familiarity with the plants of the area, including rare, threatened, and 

endangered species; 
d.  Familiarity with the appropriate state and federal statutes related to plants and 

plant collecting; and, 
e.  Experience with analyzing impacts of development on native plant species and 

communities. 
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The surveys on JDSF would be conducted by individuals who have the knowledge of local species 
and ecology. JDSF staff and consultants have participated in CDFG and CNPS workshops and look 
forward to the opportunity to do so in the future. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
The Board and CAL FIRE recognizes CNPS and others interest and concern for the Pygmy (Cypress) 
forest. Please refer also to the responses to your February 10, 2006 letter items numbered 12-14, 19, 
22-25, 38- 48 for specific concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 13 – 15  
Alternative G contains a strict limit on even-age management of 2,700 acres per decade. During the 
ten year duration of this plan, a maximum of 5.5% of the forest could receive even–aged silvicultural 
treatments.  Selection harvests for uneven-age management vary from fine scale (individual tree 
removals) up to coarse scale (group openings). Given the radius of a circular 2.5 acre group opening 
is 186 feet, and that surrounding trees may be that tall, the regulatory designation reflects biotic 
conditions.  
 
Alternative G includes the following which will additionally direct even-age management and reflect 
many elements of the working group’s recommendations: 
   

In addition, consistent with the research-driven focus of Alternative G, the extent 
of the use of even-aged management, at both the project and Forest-wide level, 
(a) will be tied to the Forest condition it is intended to produce and (b) will be 
necessary and appropriate to accommodate research investigations either 
immediately or at a later time.  The foregoing constraints do not apply to even-
aged management where necessary to address forest health or problematic 
regeneration conditions.  All proposed even-aged management will be presented 
to the appropriate advisory committee(s) for review and recommendation prior to 
implementation. 
 

 
Response to Comment 16 
One potential source of confusion regarding research is the understanding of how natural resource-
wildland research is conducted. The Caspar Watershed Studies represents a long-term, well-funded 
study with pre and post-treatment measures, and statistical design with controls. Graduate study and 
emerging issues often necessitate research be conducted in a much shorter time frame. Meaningful 
research can be accomplished if a diverse range of stand structures and conditions are present on 
the forest. For example, floristic changes in even-age stands can be examined by comparing similar 
sites which received similar treatments at different times. The management plan provides for a 
diverse range of forest ages and conditions. This will expand opportunities to study the forest at 
multiple spatial and temporal scales. 
 
The limits on even-age silviculture was addressed in comments 13-15.  Sound statistical design often 
requires replicates or duplicate treatments. The size of the area sampled varies with the attribute 
measured. Small, immobile and relatively common organisms may be characterized with a few 
relatively small plots. More mobile organisms such as wildlife or less widely distributed plants would 
require more extensive areas to be sampled. When studying multiple interactions, the utility of 
arranging treatments in a landscape context, for example sub-watershed, gains value. Further limits 
on the amount of even-age silviculture could reduce research quality and quantity.     
 
The EIR has evaluated a range of even and uneven-aged management proposals. The RERI (I-9) 
describes the finings of the DERI, “as mitigated, would not have the potential to result in significant 
adverse environmental impacts”. It notes the changes from the Alternative G have resulted in a lesser 
potential for environmental impacts than C1, and in no case would greater impacts occur.  
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Response to Comment 17 
The value of a diverse landscape for research has been described previously. Clearcutting remains 
permitted by regulation and is used by private timberland owners in the Redwood region and beyond. 
There is great research and demonstration value in providing for even-age silviculture, with limited 
clearcuts, along with uneven-age and older forest development treatments at JDSF. This will allow for 
long term studies in areas that are publicly accessible and logistically simple for to visit, to review and 
evaluate the range of treatments.  With regards to clearcutting the plan limits are: 
 

Clearcutting is to be conducted only where strictly necessary for purposes of research, 
demonstration, addressing forest health, or addressing problematic conditions for 
regeneration; clearcutting for these four purposes is limited to a cumulative maximum of 
100 acres (or 0.2 % of Forest area) per decade.   
 

This direction would limit the clearcutting acreage for possible future research utilization.  There is the 
possibility of additional clearcut acreage, but the management plan restricts this as described below.    
 

Up to an additional 400 acres (or 0.8 % of Forest area) may be clearcut per decade, but 
only for specific research purposes that cannot be reasonably met through any other 
method. 

 
Response to Comment 18   
The Management Plan has provided for a range of research and demonstration. Some are as simple 
as first examining the feasibility of new treatments and are documented in Forest Notes and or 
featured on field trips. This kind of assessment can help define benefits and drawbacks for focused 
future research.  Others research efforts are complex or long term, resulting in peer reviewed journal 
articles. Demonstrations are important to the public, regulators, and others to further our 
understanding of forest management and restoration activities.  The interaction with both State Forest 
Research and JDSF-specific advisory bodies will allow for further strengthening of JDSF value for 
research and demonstration.   
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Mailed Letter GM-18 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board shares the commenter’s interest returning to active management at JDSF, including a 
2008 timber sales program.  The Board anticipates that necessary actions will be taken in fall 2007 to 
permit resumption of active management. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The existence and composition of an advisory group does not per se address the potential for 
environmental impact from management of JDSF.  The Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan based on Alternative G calls for a JDSF advisory body and establishes number of 
terms for it, including calling for it to be drawn from a variety of interests.  It is not the intent of the 
Board or the Department that the advisory body will make management decisions, but that it will 
provide advice and recommendations to the Board and Department.  The Board and Department are 
still completing the details of the development of the advisory body.   
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Alternative G annual average harvest level of 20-25 million board feet (MMBF) per year during 
the first planning period (10 years) does not establish a specific limit on harvesting, but is rather an 
estimate of how much harvesting is likely to occur, given the goals and constraints of that alternative 
and the timber stocking level on the Forest.  The proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan establishes that, given the various management constraints and goals of the Plan, 
the annual harvest is expected to be in the range of 20-25 MMBF per year and may not exceed 35 
MMBF.  This goal allows ample harvesting to ensure that JDSF’s primary purpose of research and 
demonstration on forest management will not be thereby constrained. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G places the primary 
management emphasis on research and demonstration, including for nonprofessionals such as the 
general public and small forest landowners: 
 

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

 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G places its primary 
emphasis on research and demonstration (see response to comment 4).  The plan balances forest 
management and species/habitat protection concerns, as directed by Public Resources Code § 4639:   
 

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

 
Response to Comment 6 
The Board anticipates that the management approach provided in Alternative G and in the proposed 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, including provisions for managing over one-third 
of the Forest for older forest conditions, will result in increasing yields of mature timber being 
harvested over time on a sustainable basis. 
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Response to Comment 7 
Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on it contains a 
number of measures to provide suitable habitat, as enumerated in the DEIR (see section VII.6.6, 
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat) and RDEIR (see section III.6.6, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat).  The role of 
the acquisition of the Big River Unit of Mendocino Headlands State Park in providing habitat over time 
was recognized in the DEIR.  It also bears noting that the Conservation Foundation recently acquired 
11,400 acres of the lower Big River watershed.  The Conservation Foundation has indicated that it 
will manage this area similarly to its Garcia River tract, which is managed for a return to ecological 
and economic viability. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The Board recognizes that CAL FIRE and JDSF managers must have flexibility to manage the Forest.  
The alternatives addressed in the DEIR and ADEIR are programmatic, not project-oriented, as is the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G.  Hence, the management 
direction considered for JDSF has provided for substantial flexibility. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
The Board’s Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan for JDSF is based on Alternative G.  
The Board strongly supports the creation of a world class forestry research program at JDSF. 
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Mailed Letter GM-20  
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board concurs that the management of the Forest should include a continued and expanded 
program for recreational trail development and maintenance.  This is an element of the ADFFMP that 
the Board has approved. 
 
It is likely that the trail system will be expanded, but also possible that some road or trail segments 
that represent a threat to watershed resources may be eliminated or bypassed in order to prevent 
significant impacts.  This may have a minor and insignificant effect upon the overall availability of 
recreational trails. 
 
The Board notes that most of the individual roads identified by number are open for recreational use, 
though one or two have been decommissioned and no longer have a running surface suitable for 
motorized vehicles and perhaps bicycles.  Currently, all roads and trails open for foot traffic may also 
be utilized by cyclists and equestrians.  No motor vehicles are allowed on trails, and unlicensed motor 
vehicles are not allowed within JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board and Department support the idea of joint trail planning and maintenance.  The Department 
will begin a process of meeting and consultation with local recreational user groups, including cyclists. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board also supports an increase in recreational opportunities within the Forest.   
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Mailed Letter GM-21 
 
An identical letter was received from Robin Goldner (GMF-5).  The following serves to respond to 
both letters. 
 
See Response to Comment Form Letter 9 
 
Response to Comment 1 
At the time of purchase JDSF was in a largely cut over condition with relatively low stocking.  By 
practicing sustainable forestry and harvesting less than growth, the current standing inventory 
exceeds 40,000 board feet per acre.  The comment that JDSF “is now depleted” is not supported.  
The estimated harvest level under the ADFFMP is 20 to 25 million board feet annually with a long 
term sustained yield (LTSY) of 56 million board feet annually (see RDEIR Table III.7). 
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Mailed Letter GM-22 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 18. 
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Mailed Letter GM-23  
 
See Response to Comment Form Letter 9 
 
Response to Comment 1 
See General Response 10 and 18. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The ADFFMP does not propose cutting ancient trees.  See General Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
This comment is beyond the scope of the JDSF EIR process.  See General Response 2. 
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GM-24A 
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GM-24B 

 
 
Mailed Letters GM-24A and -24B 
 
Response to Comments 
Both letters focus on the importance of addressing invasive species in the management of JDSF.   
 
The ADFFMP places a high priority on controlling invasive species and provides the flexibility needed 
for managers to address this issue. This includes the use of herbicides as part of an Integrated Weed 
Management program (see General Response 7).  The Management Plan includes as part of Goal 2 
the objective to minimize the influence of invasive exotic plants and animals. Jackson Demonstration 
State Forest is a partner in the Mendocino Coast Cooperative Weed Management along with State 
Parks and other concerned groups and agencies. 
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Mailed Letter GM-25 
 
See also Response to Comment Mailed Letter P-6 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see the separate response to this letter of comment (comment letter P 6) on the 2005 DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board agrees that the Older Forest Structure Zone (OFSZ) offers important research benefits at 
the same time as it offers benefits of protecting existing old-growth groves and restoring an extensive, 
connected area of older forest conditions. 
 
The RDEIR (Table II.4, p. II-28) estimates that Alternative G would result in an anticipated annual 
average harvest of 20-25 million board feet (MMBF) per year during the first 10-year planning period.  
This reduction in estimated harvest, as compared to Alternative C1, is a result of a number of factors, 
including:  creation of the OFSZ, designation of an additional 1,549 acres for late seral forest 
development to recruit Marbled Murrelet habitat in the Russian Gulch/Lower Big River area of JDSF, 
limitations on the use of even-aged management.  This range represents an estimate that might be 
subject to change with direct experience in implementation of Alternative G. 
 
The proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) establishes that, given 
the various management constraints and goals of the Plan, the annual harvest is expected to be in 
the range of 20-25 MMBF per year and may not exceed 35 MMBF.   
 
Response to Comment 5   
The Board believes that the ADFFMP based on Alternative G provides an appropriate balance 
between restoration and management activities, as directed in the Public Resources Code, as well as 
the articulation of the Goals and Objectives for the Plan.   
 
The Public Resources Code (section 4639) provides the following direction on management of the 
Demonstration State Forests, including JDSF: 
 

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

 
The first Goal established in Alternative G and the ADFFMP based on it, “Research and 
Demonstration,” includes “economic forest and timber management” as a key element (see RDEIR 
Appendix 1).  Goal #2, Forest Restoration, recognizes that active management is to be used to 
achieve the restoration goal and objectives and that forest productivity is to be promoted and 
enhanced.   
 
The Board has significant discretion in balancing forest management and timber production with 
“values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, and aesthetic 
enjoyment.”  The Board believes that the ADFFMP provides an appropriate balance between these 
elements.  Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, RDEIR, and FEIR, the proposed 
management of JDSF would provide substantial protection of and benefits to recreation, watershed, 
wildlife, fisheries, aesthetic enjoyment, research, and demonstration, while at the same time including 
significant levels of timber management and harvest. 
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Response to Comment 6 
The existence and composition of an advisory group is not per se related to the potential for 
environmental impact from management of JDSF.  The ADFFMP provides partial direction for the 
establishment of a JDSF advisory body.   The Board and Department are committed to establishing 
an advisory group and are currently taking steps to do so.  The Board recognizes that the 
appointment process for the advisory group and its oversight are both very important to the group’s 
success.  The Board concurs that the composition of the advisory group must reflect that fact that 
JDSF is a State forest that must serve state-level research and demonstration needs. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
The RDEIR (Table II.4, p. II-28) estimates that Alternative G would result in an anticipated annual 
average harvest of 20-25 million board feet (MMBF) per year during the first 10-year planning period, 
or a reduction of 6-11 MMBF/year as compared to Alternative C1.  A key purpose of the CEQA 
process is to compare the differences in potential outcomes of the various alternatives examined.  
Alternative G’s reduction of 6-11 MBF/year from Alternative C1 is modest in comparison to the 
estimated reduction of 23 MMBF/year under Alternative E. 
 
The proposed Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan establishes that, given the various 
management constraints and goals of the Plan, the annual harvest is expected to be in the range of 
20-25 MMBF per year and may not exceed 35 MMBF.   
 
Response to Comment 8 
See responses to Comments 4 and 5.   As noted above, in the proposed ADFFMP, the annual 
harvest is expected to be in the range of 20-25 MMBF per year and may not exceed 35 MMBF.   This 
range of potential annual harvest represents a range of 36 to 63% of the anticipated long-term 
sustained yield of 57 MMBF/year under the proposed Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
See responses to comments 4, 5 and 8. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The ADFFMP under consideration by the Board does include the initial implementation period 
limitations.  The Board and Department are committed to ensure that the proposed advisory body and 
other process elements of the initial implementation period result in a smooth return to active 
management at JDSF, as well as a smooth transition from the initial implementation period to on-
going long-term management. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
The ADFFMP allows for evenaged management research projects on the Caspar Creek experimental 
watershed.  Section 2 of the short-term harvest schedule (see Table 9 in the ADFFMP) allows for 
group selection, provided there is review by appropriate advisory bodies.   
 
Response to Comment 12 
Carbon sequestration potential is just one of the many important factors that the Board has 
considered in providing management plan direction for JDSF.  The Board recognizes the great 
potential for research at JDSF to help further the science and resolve uncertainties regarding forest 
management and carbon sequestration.   
 
Response to Comment 13 
Comment noted. 
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Mailed Letter GM-27 
 
See Response to Comment Form Letter 9 
 
Response to Comment 1 
While the recommendations of the Mendocino working group have been carefully considered by the 
Board, the management plan is not based solely on their recommendations.  
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Mailed Letter GM-28 
 
This response also serves to respond to RDEIR comment e-mail EC-94 which contained the 
comments on the same issues. 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board has received public input from hundreds of individuals over the course of the past several 
years.  The alternatives considered cover a broad range and combination of forest management, 
resource protection, and restoration, including many management aspects that have been suggested 
or supported by individuals and organizations concerned about environmental protection. 
 
Each of the alternatives considered, including Alternative G, include the demonstration of a wide 
variety of forest uses, including a range of forest products, and long-term sustainable forest 
management.  One of the primary goals for forest management, as stated in the RDEIR, is protection 
and restoration of forest resources and native wildlife species and their habitats, both now and in the 
future. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The DEIR included consideration of several alternatives.  The RDEIR incorporated an additional 
alternative (Alternative G), which includes provisions and ideas taken from several of the other 
alternatives.  This has been an appropriate and legal assessment process.  The potential 
environmental effects associated with the alternatives have been considered and disclosed. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Mr. Smith states than an "acceptable" DEIR should include a ban on clearcutting, protection for areas 
of the forest to allow old forest to mature, protection of watersheds, and protection for endangered 
species.  As provided by Alternative G, no significant impacts are expected to occur.  Although Mr. 
Smith has not indicated a specific environmental concern related to the use of clearcutting, 
clearcutting will be minimal, primarily associated with research.   Additionally, a significant portion of 
the Forest will be managed to produce forest with late seral characteristics (RDEIR Table II.1).  Over 
one-third of the Forest will be included in either a watercourse and lake protection zone, an old-
growth grove, older forest structure zone, or late seral development area.  These areas will be 
managed to produce large trees and a high level of canopy, consisting of trees of many species.  The 
management of the Forest will incorporate provisions for protection and restoration of watersheds, 
partially in recognition of damages that resulted from historic logging operations (DEIR Sections 
VII.10 and VIII.4). 
 
Another important provision of the EIR is long-term protection of endanged species and their habitats, 
including provisions for development of habitat for species that are associated with old forest (DEIR 
Section VII.6.6 and RDEIR Alternative G). 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The writer requests that the DEIR include several provisions (see responses below), but does not 
express an environmental concern in many cases. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The writer requests that long-term management and conservation measures be incorporated into the 
DEIR.  The DEIR is intended to consider the potential environmental effects of long-term 
management.  The management plan incorporates long-term management and conservation 
measures.  The writer requests that the DEIR include more ways to demonstrate educational, fire 
protection and research uses of the forest.  This request is acknowledged.  The management plan is 
dynamic, and can be adjusted or amended to include many educational, fire protection, and research 
uses of the forest, as long as the potential environmental effects of these practices are considered.  
The management plan and EIR may be amended in the future, should management measures with 
potential environmental effects be considered for incorporation.  The Board acknowledges the writer's 
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request for more recreational uses of the forest, many of which are currently proposed (DEIR Section 
VII.14). 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The writer states that the DEIR should be long-term and comprehensive, designed to achieve 
conservation goals over the long-term.  In fact, the EIR is both long-term and comprehensive, and is 
intended to achieve long-term management and restoration goals (DEIR Section VII.6 and 10).  The 
writer states that the DEIR should include maps, tables, and other relevant information.  These are 
elements of the current document (see DEIR Appendices for examples). 
 
Response to Comment 7 
The writer proposes that 9,000 acres or more of the forest be set aside as a protected area to provide 
protection of the forest floor and other watershed resources.  The forest floor and watershed 
resources will be protected through implementation of the management plan, and no significant 
impacts are expected to occur (DEIR Section VII.10).  The writer further states that climate change 
would be effectively managed.  While the later concern is unclear, the potential impacts of forest 
management upon carbon sequestration and greenhouse gas production has been considered (DEIR 
Section VII.16).  Climate change cannot be effectively managed alone through forest management or 
an absence thereof.  
 
Response to Comment 8 
The writer proposes that areas of JDSF be designated as demonstration areas for the development of 
new forest products that could be harvested sustainably.  The products listed by the writer include 
pulp, firewood, poles, green mulch, dry mulch, and development of mushroom, hunting, and fishing 
areas.  The Forest currently demonstrates sustainable use of many of these products.  Fishing is 
regulated by the Department of Fish and Game.  Currently, no fishing is allowed within JDSF, due to 
the presence of juvenile salmon and steelhead, and due to the fact that most JDSF streams are 
considered to be important spawning and rearing habitat for these species.  The writer's suggestions 
are acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
The writer states that clearcutting should not be allowed, and infers that clearcutting would prevent 
recovery of watersheds and endangered species.  Significant impacts associated with clearcutting are 
not expected to occur.  Clearcutting will be restricted to a small acreage each decade (RDEIR 
Alternative G, Page II-9).  Where utilized, a number of measures and provisions will apply in order to 
protect watershed and wildlife resources.  For example, streams will be protected by broad protection 
zones.  Harvesting on steep slopes will be conducted by cable yarding machines, which prevents 
excavation and retains abundant soil cover.  Clearcut unit sizes are limited by the Forest Practice 
Rules.  Prior to implementation of harvesting, potential habitat for endangered species will be 
surveyed (e.g. marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, endangered plants).  If endangered species 
are found, harvesting is either deferred or modified to prevent significant impacts to those species.  
Please see DEIR Sections VII.6.6 and 10 for the assessment of potential impacts to wildlife and 
watersheds resources associated with harvesting.  
 
Response to Comment 10 
The writer suggests that additional wildlife and forest management plans need to be developed.  The 
current planning process includes the development of a forest management plan and assessment of 
potential environmental effects associated with the management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
The writer suggests that various fire protection measures be developed and demonstrated for JDSF, 
to include revenue generated from sustainable harvesting of green pulp and poles.  These 
suggestions are acknowledged.  Similar measures have and will be considered during management 
of the Forest.  Please see DEIR Section (cite) for a discussion of fire prevention. 
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Response to Comment 12 
The writer states that the DEIR should include plans for acquisition of additional land.  This 
suggestion is acknowledged.   
 
Response to Comment 13 
The writer states that the boundaries of the Forest should be surveyed and marked in order to protect 
the integrity of the forest and it's natural resources.  In fact, most of the Forest boundary has been 
surveyed, and survey monuments exist along the borders.  The borders lines are periodically 
refreshed by both the Department and adjacent landowners when management activities are 
implemented that approach the property lines.  The Forest Practice Rules include a notice 
requirement when timber operations are proposed in proximity to property lines. The incidence of 
cross-border encroachment or incidental damage to JDSF by adjacent landowners is extremely 
infrequent.  Significant impacts associated with survey and property line marking are not expected to 
occur. 
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Mailed Letter GM-30 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board agrees with this statement. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Support for Alternative C1 is noted.  The May 2002 DRAFT management plan includes many 
provisions for long-term management.  Many of the concerns of the former Citizen's Advisory 
Committee are addressed by the plan, either directly or indirectly.  However, the Board cannot 
determine the degree to which these concerns were answered by the plan.  This is not a significant 
environmental issue. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Support for Alternative C1 is noted.  The Board generally agrees with this statement.  Clearcutting 
may occur under Alternative G, but on a limited basis. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board generally agrees with this statement.  This is similar to Alternative G, which emphasizes 
research and demonstration. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board agrees that Alternative C1 is in compliance with legislation and the Forest Practice Rules. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The Board is in general agreement with this statement.  This is not a signficant environmental issue 
with respect to the current management planning process. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
The Board agrees that timely review and approval of the management plan is desirable. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The Board agrees concerning the value of demonstration to private landowners. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
The Board generally agrees with this statement, and considers approval of the management plan to 
be a significant issue for the local economy. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Each of the management alternatives considered will provide a significant level of timber production 
from JDSF, with the exception of Alternatives B and F.  While Alternative G is expected to produce a 
somewhat lesser volume of timber in the coming decade, the long term sustained yield level is 
expected to be somewhat higher than Alternative C1, thus providing an increasing level of production 
over the coming decades. Significant impacts related to the level of production are not expected to 
occur. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
The EIR made use of appropriate and resource-specific economic analysis methods in estimation of 
jobs and wages, but the Board notes that other methods of estimation may be equally valid.  Please 
see the economic analysis for a description of methods (DEIR Section III.5). 
 
Response to Comment 12 
The Board agrees with the writer's concerns regarding public education, tours, and dissemination of 
study results.  The ADFFMP includes provisions to increase and improve these processes, and the 
anticipated revenue is capable of fully funding this activity.  The Board anticipates that revenue will be 
sufficient to fully fund these activities, though the Board is not responsible for annual budgeting of 
Forest operations. 
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Response to Comment 13 
The Board agrees that the years without normal management have come at a cost to the local 
economy. The Board and the Department have worked hard to return the Forest to full operation. 
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GM-33 
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Mailed Letter GM-33  
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board agrees that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and more generally, climate change, should 
be considered under CEQA. Anthropogenic contributions to climate change through GHG emissions 
have the potential to be a significant environmental effect either on a project basis or cumulatively.  
 
Response to Comment 2 
Both the DEIR (section VII.16) and RDEIR (section III.16) address greenhouse gas and climate 
change issues related to management of JDSF.  Column 8 of Table II.19 in the RDEIR identifies net 
carbon dioxide sequestration for the eight alternatives over a 100-year analysis horizon.  This 
analysis shows substantial positive carbon sequestration benefits for all of the alternatives.  The 
RDEIR also discusses how the changes that Alternative G [or the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan (ADFFMP)] would make to Alternative C1 would increase net carbon 
sequestration.  This result is reflected in Table II.19, which shows that G would sequester a net CO2 
equivalent of 7,280 thousand (M) tons of carbon at the end of 100 years, versus 6,044 M tons for 
Alternative C1, or a 20 percent increase. 
 
A more detailed analysis also would include an emissions accounting from the forest including 
vehicles and buildings that are owned by the Department and are associated with management, and 
emissions from harvesting and manufacturing. We chose to do the downstream accounting, although 
this will be the most conservative accounting approach because we are not including the negative 
substitution effect that occurs when alternative higher-GHG-impact building materials such as steel 
and concrete are used instead of wood products. 
 
Emissions from vehicles and buildings are estimated as follows: 
 
Vehicles: 0.10 thousand (M) tons per year x 100-year planning horizon = 10.1 M tons  
Building: 0.00003 M tons per year x 100-year planning horizon = 0.003 M tons  
 
This is a total of 10.103 M tons for the 100-year planning horizon. 
 
Harvesting emissions include in-woods emissions from equipment and vehicles and transportation to 
a mill. Mill emissions estimates from processing are included because long-term storage of wood 
products is included in the EIR and this is a consistent approach. Mill emissions include sawing, 
drying, energy generation, and planning. Also, transport to final destination is included. The entire life 
cycle for green-dried lumber is included (Puettmann and Wilson 2005). This is a total emission 
estimate of 0.13 metric tons CO2 equivalent per thousand board feet (MBF). 
 
An examination of Table III.19 in the RDEIR shows the minimum harvest at 0 (Alternative A) and the 
maximum harvest at 4,259 MMBF (Alternative B), 3,789 MMBF (Alternative C1), and  2,049 MMBF 
(Alternative G) over the 100-year planning horizon.  This equates to zero, 554 M tons, 493 M tons, 
and 266 M tons of CO2 equivalent from harvesting emissions respectively, using the above-noted 
factor from Puettmann and Wilson (2005). Including vehicle and building emissions, the total figures 
are 10 M tons, 564 M tons, 503 M tons, and 276 M tons of CO2 equivalents for Alternatives A, B, C1, 
and G, respectively. As a percentage of the total carbon sequestered by the four alternatives, per 
column 8 in Table III.9, the emissions including full life-cycle of wood, vehicle, and building emissions, 
the range is 0.1%, 9.1%, 8.3% and 3.8% respectively.  Thus, emissions as a percent of net carbon 
sequestered are quite small, particularly for Alternatives A and G. 
 
Given the general levels of uncertainty in the analysis and the relatively small proportion of emissions 
from full life cycle and overhead from forest management, this additional information does not alter 
the comparative information contained in Table III.19, or the general conclusions of the DEIR or 
RDEIR regarding carbon sequestration and JDSF management. 
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Since the net amount of carbon that would be sequestered by any of the alternatives, including C1 
and G, or the ADFFMP, is greatly higher than the amount of carbon that will be released by Forest 
management, there are no significant adverse cumulative impacts to be mitigated.  In fact, significant 
beneficial impacts of net carbon sequestration will occur. 
   
Response to Comment 3 
As a point of clarification, your letter states that the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) “… has concluded based on overwhelming evidence that global warming is occurring and is 
caused by human activity.” The actual language used by the IPCC is somewhat more cautious.  The 
following is from the IPCC policy summary (IPCC 2007).  
 

Most of the observed increase in global average temperatures since the mid-20th 
century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse 
gas concentrations.  This is an advance since the TAR’s conclusion that “most of 
the observed warming over the last 50 years is likely to have been due to the 
increase in greenhouse gas concentrations.”   
[Emphasis in original.] 

 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board and Department are familiar with both the California Climate Change Center (CCCC) and 
the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). In particular, please note that the State Forests 
Research Coordinator is listed as one of the researchers in the CCCC summary document (CCCC 
2006) and is serving as the Department’s representative in training and oversight of the third party 
certifiers for the CCAR Forestry Protocols. This is another example of how expertise acquired through 
work on the Demonstration State Forests is helping to manage programs statewide. 
 
The 23% of emissions attributed to the forest sector is global and primarily attributed to the tropics 
(Denman et al. 2007).  The Climate Action Team estimate cited can be misleading with respect to the 
forestry sector, because it also includes the agriculture sector, which is massive in California. 
 
 A more detailed inventory of California GHG emissions than the cited Climate Action Team Report is 
the California Air Resources Board’s Draft California Greenhouse Gas Inventory (California Air 
Resources Board -- Draft Updated Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimates - Full Detail, August 22, 
2007; posted on the Internet at http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/emsinv/emsinv.htm; ).  Note that these 
figures are under review and are subject to revision. The 2004 (most recent information available) 
gross emissions figures for the specific categories and subcategories related to California’s forest 
products industry and forestlands are as follows: 
 

IPCC Category Related to Forest Products 
Production and Forest Land 

2004 Gross Emissions 
(million metric tonnes of 

CO2 equivalent) 
% of Total Gross 

CA Emissions 
1A2 Manufacturing Industries and Construction   

1A2d Pulp, Paper, and Print 1.086 0.22%
1A2j  Wood and Wood Products 0.106 0.02%

3B1  Forest Land 0.164 0.03%
Total  1.356 0.27%
 
 
At the same website as above, the Air Resources Board presents draft figures on net CO2 flux for 
Land Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry.  These figures include carbon fluxes related to forests, 
rangeland, and agriculture and cannot be fully disaggregated to capture forests only.  However, even 
the most cautious analysis of these numbers from a forestry perspective indicates that there is a net 
negative CO2 flux from forestry.  That is, forest land use in California results in a net decrease in 
atmospheric carbon, not an increase.  Again, we note that these draft numbers are under review and 
are subject to change.   
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Response to Comment 5 
The harvesting of trees does cause emissions of CO2, which we analyzed in our climate change 
sections of the DEIR (p. VII.16-1 to -5) and RDEIR (p. III-157 to -160). In all scenarios there was a net 
negative emission of GHGs. This was because more biomass was being conserved than destroyed. 
In other words, we are proposing to harvest less biomass (and to emit less CO2) than growth.  
 
Average redwood forest carbon pools, as a percentage of standing carbon, were estimated as follows 
(EPA 2000): 4.4% in understory, 9.7% in down dead wood, and 60.0% for soil and forest floor. The 
estimates provided in the DEIR analysis assume a long-term steady-state condition for non-
merchantable portions of the carbon pools. The long-term steady-state approach utilized accounts for 
the short-term emissions such as soil disturbance and leaf and branch decomposition that are not 
explicitly addressed in RDEIR Table II.19.  Also, forest practices to protect the soil resource are 
applied on JDSF.  Intensive practices, such as litter raking, which had detrimental effects in some 
European forests, do not occur and are not planned for JDSF.   
 
The cited study by Harmon et al. (1990) focused on the conversion of natural old-growth forests—not 
the “mature plantations” quoted—to young growth forests.  JDSF is today predominantly a young 
growth forest, with only 650 acres of old-growth groves remaining.  These groves would be protected 
under all alternatives.  The proposed management would only treat non-old-growth areas of the 
Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Sources of JDSF management related emissions besides harvest are equipment operations and 
facilities management. When considering these sources of emissions directly related to the 
management of the state forest, they are small compared to the amount sequestered (please see 
response to Comment 2).  
 
The Department as a whole is quite large and manages a vehicle and aircraft fleet that is the third 
largest fire department in the Country. While we are tracking Department-wide emissions as a 
monitoring tool to meet targets for GHG reduction, expecting to wholly offset Department-wide 
emissions using JDSF is impractical.  As indicated in RDEIR Table II.19, the alternative with the 
greatest potential to sequester carbon on JDSF is Alternative A.  However, this alternative provides 
for almost no management activity on the Forest and would not comply with the direction of existing 
statutes and Board policies for the management of JDSF.  Further, Alternative G or the ADFFMP 
would sequester only 6% less net CO2 than Alternative A would sequester, per column 8 of Table 
II.19.  
 
The Department is a member of CCAR and does follow the reporting criteria for entity reporting, 
including the state forests. CCAR is recognized by AB32 and the registry procedures and protocols 
are anticipated to be incorporated by the new regulatory structure.  The Board and the Department 
are actively working with the California Air Resources Board, the lead agency for addressing climate 
change and greenhouse gases, to identify address GHG emission and climate change issues related 
to forest management.  The Department will comply with all relevant regulatory outcomes of AB 32.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
As indicated in the response to Comment 2, all of the alternatives, as well as the ADFFMP, would 
result in a net sequestration of carbon when carbon released from forest management activities is 
compared to the carbon sequestered in tree growth and long-lived forest products.  Thus, there would 
be no negative GHG environmental impact from JDSF to combine with GHG emissions from other 
sources to potentially result in a significant adverse cumulative effect. 
 
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments draft EIR example cited is with respect to a significant 
cumulative emission over time from many small sources (motor vehicles). In a similar issue to the one 
cited, the Attorney General sued the County of San Bernardino (San Bernardino County Superior 
Court Case No. CIVSS 700329).  This case was recently settled with the County agreeing to a thirty-
month public process to reduce GHGs attributable to land use decisions and County government 

Page IV.15-61 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

operations. Land use planning (e.g., a change in land use or zoning) is not a consideration for this 
EIR.  Second, the proposed JDSF management would result in net carbon sequestration, not the 
likely net carbon emission of the cited county planning cases. Thus, these cases are not directly 
applicable.   
 
However, operations of JDSF and the Department coincide with the general requirements of this 
settlement: inventory of current and past emissions. This inventory is required by the Department’s 
membership in CCAR and will be reviewed by a third party certifier.  
 
Response to Comment 8 
Specifically, the author is incorrect, this project will not increase California’s GHG emissions and 
therefore no mitigation is warranted. See response to Comment 2.  Also, the discussion of Alternative 
G in the RDEIR specifically identifies how Alternative G, relative to Alternative C1, incorporates six 
measures that provide increased opportunities for carbon sequestration at JDSF (RDEIR at p. III-
158).   
 
Response to Comment 9 
The Department does follow procedures that are mandated for all state agencies to assist in reducing 
emissions to meet state targets. This includes telecommuting policies, carpooling incentives, mass 
transit reimbursements to employees, flexible fuel vehicles, energy conservation programs at 
facilities, etc. This does not have a direct bearing, however, to this project, as no significant negative 
environmental effect has been identified. See also the response to Comment 8.   
 
The proposed mitigation of managing JDSF to restore the entire forest to old-growth conditions, with 
minimal logging, would not be consistent with existing statutory and Board policy direction for the 
Forest, which require an active and diverse timber management program.  While not banning it 
completely, Alternative G and the ADFFMP include significant limitations on the use of clearcutting on 
JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Since no significant adverse environmental effect is present, therefore no overriding consideration 
statement is necessary.  
 
Response to Comment 11 
See response to above comments.   
 
Sequestration of carbon is one facet of climate change and forests. Another is adaptation to climate 
change. As the premier research forest in the Sequoia sempervirens ecotype, we have a 
responsibility to promote research into forecasting the likely effects of climate change on the forest 
and to make management recommendations to conserve this uniquely Californian resource.  
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Mailed Letter GM-36 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The limitation is necessitated by public opinion and strong sentiment against clearcutting by the 
general public. The comment does not correctly portray the proposed Management Plan. The 
management limits clearcutting, i.e. the even-aged regeneration harvest step with no residual 
stocking left on site, to less than 500 acres per decade. Table 2 in the proposed Management Plan 
shows that even-aged silvicultural systems including various forms of residual leave tree retention 
systems, can potentially occur on up to 12,788 acres or 26 percent of the Forest. Regeneration 
harvests under these systems is not limited to 500 acres per decade. 
 
It is expected that the advisory committee will make recommendations, not decisions, on general 
management direction. On-the-ground implementation decisions will be made by registered 
professional foresters. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The comment is noted. Limitations on herbicide use are necessitated by public opinion and strong 
sentiment against their use by the general public. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board recognizes that the primary purpose of JDSF is to demonstrate management techniques 
that are appropriate on private timberlands, private timberlands are generally not managed to a great 
extent for late seral conditions, and JDSF needs to maintain forest structures reasonably typical of 
private timberlands in order to be able to deliver relevant research and demonstration project. At the 
same time, a large segment of the public wants to see JDSF produce other resource values such as 
recreation, habitat and recovery habitat for endangered species. Table 1 in the proposed 
Management Plan is viewed as the optimal set of desired future conditions given JDSF’s 
management situation. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board recognizes that the generally mandated legal and Board policy goals of JDSF include 
maximum sustained production of high quality forest products (MSP). The actual level of maximum 
sustained production that can be realized however, will depend on the emphasis that is placed on 
protection of other resource values. On a private ownership where there are few if any restrictions on 
timber production from other resource values, MSP will probably be close the biological growth of the 
forest. On a public research forest like JDSF, with additional management goals other than timer 
production and a large number of restrictions on timber management from public trust resource 
values, MSP will predictably be less than growth. 
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Mailed Letter GM-37 
 
Comment 1 
Comment noted.  The Board is indeed interested in seeing operations resume at JDSF. 
 
Comment 2 
Alternative G contains many provisions in direct or close alignment with the recommendations of the 
Mendocino Working Group.  The Board acknowledges that not all of the Mendocino Working Group’s 
recommendations are fully incorporated into Alternative G or in the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan based on Alternative G.  The Board has received a letter from the Mendocino 
County Board of Supervisors indicating their support of the Mendocino Working Group’s 
recommendations. 
 
Comment 3 
Comment noted.  The Board believes that it is critical that any individual element of Alternative G’s 
Goals and Objectives for the management of JDSF, as presented in Appendix 1 of the 2007 RDEIR, 
be read in the context of all the Goals and Objectives, as well as the specific management actions 
that are provided by the alternative.  Forest restoration, ecology, and watershed process are among 
the management subjects proposed for demonstration and research, though some research and 
demonstration will involve other aspects of forest management. 
 
Comment 4 
Neither Alternative G nor the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on 
Alternative G proposes large scale clearcutting for demonstration or any other purpose.  The Board 
believes that some very minor level of clearcutting will continue to be appropriate for demonstration 
purposes, as well as purposes such as research, securing regeneration under certain stand 
conditions, and addressing forest health problems.  Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G reflect this consideration.  A considerable amount of 
even-aged management, including clearcutting, occurs on private timberlands within the redwood 
region.  Even-aged management is considered a viable form of redwood forest management.  The 
potential effects of this broad form of management should be studied in greater detail, and much 
remains to be learned about securing the positive effects and avoiding the potentially negative effects 
associated with even-aged management.  
 
The Board agrees that “We need to develop better understanding of how to manage forests in ways 
that are economically viable and reverse the negative impacts of previous industrial logging on 
coastal redwood lands,” and believes that Alternative G or the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan based on Alternative G would provide ample direction and opportunity to 
contribute to this understanding.  See Goals #1-4 (Appendix 1) and, for example, the direction for 
establishment of the Older Forest Structure Zone and late seral development areas (pages II-6 to II-
10) in the RDEIR. 
 
The Board also notes that JDSF is not exclusively composed of coastal redwood forest, though this is 
the principle forest type present (DEIR Section VII.6.2-2).  Other forest types present include various 
forms of redwood/Douglas-fir/hardwood association, and the red alder, pygmy cypress, and bishop 
pine series. Vegetation communities include Mendocino pygmy forest, sphagnum bog, wetlands, and 
grassy openings.  
 
Comment 5   
See response to comment 3.  Maintaining “a diverse, dynamic matrix of forest habitats and seral 
stages to provide a broad range of forest conditions available for research and demonstration” is an 
appropriate objective under the expressed broader goal statement for Goal #1 Research and 
Demonstration. 
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The Board has received comments from a number of university-affiliated faculty and staff that 
emphasize the importance of the availability of a diverse mix of forest stand conditions for research 
and demonstration.   
 
Comment 6 
See response to comment 3.  It should be noted that Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G establish research and demonstration as the 
primary purpose of JDSF management, not “furthering ecologically beneficial forest management.”  
However, a theme of ecologically beneficial forest management plays throughout the Goals and 
Objectives and the various specific management practices directed for JDSF.  See, e.g., Goal #2 
Forest Restoration, Goal #3 Watershed and Ecological Processes, and the direction for establishment 
of the Older Forest Structure Zone and late seral development areas (pages II-6 to II-10) in the 
RDEIR. 
 
Comment 7 
Evenaged management and group selection are not limited “solely to provide a broad range of forest 
conditions for research and demonstration” by Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan based on Alternative G.  Rather, these documents establish broad goals and 
objectives for timber management (see Goal #4 Timber Management and its Objectives).  Alternative 
G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan permit the use of evenaged 
management for addressing forest health and problematic regeneration conditions (RDEIR p. II-9; 
Chapter 3 in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan).  The forest structure goals for 
JDSF are achieved though the application of a broad range of silvicultural methods, including 
evenaged management and group selection.  The RDEIR (p. II-6) and the Administrative Draft Final 
Forest Management Plan (Chapter 3) indicate that the achievement of “a broad range of valuable 
habitats” also is a purpose of forest structure goals. 
 
Comment 8 
While very important, ecologic benefit is not the sole determinant of actions under the proposed 
management of JDSF under Alternative G or the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan 
based on Alternative G.  Goal #2 Forest Restoration and Goal #3 Watershed and Ecological 
Processes are very importance goals, as indicated by their ranking.  However, they are not the 
primary goal—i.e., Goal #1 Research and Demonstration—nor are they or any other goals exclusive.  
See response to comment 3, above.  The potential effects of various forms of even-aged 
management upon habitat development, in particular, are not well understood, and would benefit from 
further demonstration and investigation.  For example, the Northern Spotted Owl appears to benefit 
from the forest edge that is produced along the borders of even-aged management units, due to the 
production of prey for the species that occurs in or near this edge.  Other species, such as the Purple 
Martin and the Vaux's Swift, appear to benefit from the presence of large nesting structures present in 
forest openings.  A host of other, more common species, benefits from the new vegetation that 
regenerates within even-aged management units. 
 
Comment 9 
Comment noted.   
 
Comment 10 
See response to comment 7.  The group selection silvicultural system is widely used, due to the 
benefits that the system provides, not just from the standpoint of timber production, but also due to 
habitat, watershed, and aesthetic considerations.  Group selection results in a diverse set of forest 
conditions available for wildlife, by creating a mix of age classes across the landscape, while 
coincidentally maintaining canopy cover at the broad scale.  Group selection is beneficial for 
successful regeneration and subsequent growth of tree species that are relatively intolerant of heavy 
shade.  The system also produces small even-aged groups of trees, much like those that are created 
through natural disturbance processes in the wild (Smith, David M., 1986. The Practice of Silviculture, 
8th Edition, John Wiley and Sons, p. 432.).  Potential watershed effects are mitigated by the fact that a 
large proportion of canopy and ground cover are generally retained at the stand level.    
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Comment 11 
The quoted RDEIR language on forest structure goals is consistent with the primary emphasis placed 
on research and demonstration (e.g., see Goal #1 Research and Demonstration in RDEIR Appendix 
1) by Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on Alternative 
G.  See also the response to comment 3, above. 
 
Comment 12 
The text of the RDEIR (p. I-8) already indicates this:  
 

During this initial implementation period, the department and the Board will seek 
further input on management direction from these advisory entities, including 
long-term forest structure goals for the Forest and silvicultural treatments to be 
applied (e.g., forms and amounts of even-aged and uneven-aged management).   

 
Comment 13 
Comment noted.  The Board has reviewed and considered the referenced three letters from the 
Mendocino Working Group.  Many of their recommendations are reflected in Alternative G and the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan.  The three referenced letters speak to desired 
management goals, approaches, and processes.  They do not specifically identify any potential 
significant potential environmental impacts that have not been mitigated through the EIR process. 
 
Comment 14 
Comment noted.  See also response to comment 2, above. 
 
Comment 15 
The existence and activities of a JDSF advisory body is not per se related to the potential for 
environmental impact from management of JDSF.   
 
Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan establish a deadline of 
three years to provide the advisory group an incentive to complete its work in developing its 
management plan recommendations.  Absent a specific deadline for this product, management of 
JDSF would have to continue under the burdensome initial implementation period management 
restrictions for an indefinite period if the advisory were to fail to complete its responsibilities in a timely 
fashion.  Given the contentious environment that has surrounded the management of JDSF for some 
time, the Board can easily envision an advisory body taking a very long time to complete its work, 
absent a fixed deadline.  In any case, the Board and Department will seek to manage the advisory 
group management plan review process in such a way as to arrive at a set of recommendations from 
the group as expeditiously as possible. 
 
Comment 16 
Harvest volumes during the initial implementation period under Alternative G are inherently limited to 
a great extent by the substantial harvesting restrictions imposed during this period (see RDEIR p. II-
12 or the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan Chapter 3).   
 
Comment 17   
The Board recognizes that there may be controversy associated with proposals to manage stands 
within specific areas of JDSF.  In fact, any proposal to conduct timber operations may be 
controversial to some individuals.   The management plan and EIR consider the potential for 
environmental effects to occur, and also provide for measures that that are intended to substantially 
reduce potential controversy.   It is not the Board's intention to necessarily avoid all controversy, but 
to manage the Forest in compliance with the legislative mandate and existing policies, while avoiding 
significant environmental effects.  
 
The Mendocino Working Group, as a whole, and some members of that group individually, have 
expressed concern over short-term operations within the majority of JDSF (stands regenerated prior 
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to 1925 and those areas depicted on RDEIR Map Figure 2 with an average of ten trees or more per 
acre greater than 30 inches in diameter).  The Mendocino Working Group, and some individual 
members of the group, propose that harvest be limited to less mature stands, such as the majority of 
those proposed for the initial period within RDEIR Table II.3.  With the exception of the two currently 
enjoined harvests (Brandon and Camp Three), the short-term harvest schedule for Alternative G 
(Table II.3 in the RDEIR) proposes a few timber harvests, located in areas defined as controversial by 
the Working Group, that are intended to go forward during the initial implementation period without 
review by an advisory body.  These are harvests for which a substantial amount of timber harvesting 
plan preparation has already occurred and which are essential to effective management of the Forest, 
including revenue production to support the forest management and research program.  Harvesting 
on these stands will be constrained to retain approximately 70% of the preharvest stand basal area 
and to maintain stand mean stem diameter approximately equal to or greater than the preharvest 
level.  The Board believes that these very significant harvest restrictions will substantially address the 
Working Group’s concerns about not taking actions during the initial implementation period that would 
limit future management options.  
 
Comment 18 
Comment noted. 
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GM-38     
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Mailed Letter GM-38 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board agrees that a mandate for the state forest is research and demonstration of management 
for the private timberlands of California.  Forest ownership in California is quite diverse, and there is 
growing recognition of management that considers a range of objectives.  As such, the Board 
believes that JDSF should reflect the range of forest conditions and management objectives that exist 
within the region.  This will provide a working laboratory with a dynamic matrix of forest conditions 
available for research and demonstration.  Please note that the proposed portion of JDSF designated 
for any given condition represents a range that is expected to vary through time, due to new 
information, management, ecological, societal, and policy-related adjustments. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The intent of the interim harvest limitations is to allow the Board and the various advisory entities an 
opportunity to examine JDSF management and planning in detail, while precluding operational 
management that would limit long-term options.  This is not a significant environmental issue. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The allowable cut estimate is not an exact limitation, but an estimate of what will be produced, given 
the management objectives and constraints.  A more exact estimate will result from the Option "a" 
process for estimating long-term sustained yield (LTSY).  At the present time, while the annual 
allowable cut may be somewhat less than that for Alternative C1, the LTSY estimate is higher under 
Alternative G.   
 
Response to Comment 4 
Alternative G does not impose new restrictions on the use of herbicides for control of invasive 
species.  However, it does increase the level of consideration, including that of alternative treatments, 
prior to using herbicides. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board generally agrees with this statement.  The committees are intended to be purely advisory. 
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