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IV.8  Individual DEIR Mailed Comment P-183 
 
 
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-183  
 
Response to Comment 1 
A portion of the second-growth forest found within JDSF is scheduled for harvest within the next 
several years; please see the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP) Table 9.  
The majority of the harvesting will utilize forms of uneven-aged management, retaining the majority of 
trees within the harvest areas.  Within areas proposed for management on an even-aged basis, 
second-growth trees will be retained at various levels, including most of the trees within the 
watercourse protection zone.  Silvicultural systems and forms of management are described in the 
ADFFMP Chapter 3 (Silvicultural Allocation Plan, Table 8).  The vast majority of the older second-
growth forest found within JDSF will be either selectively harvested to retain a significant component 
of the largest and oldest trees or will be developed into late seral or older forest structure.  Some 
young stands will also be regenerated.  Mature second-growth redwood forest stands are not 
specifically defined and as such no formal inventory exists,.  However, a substantial acreage of 
relatively advanced second-growth forest exists throughout the region, with many thousands of acres 
permanently protected within parks and reserves (e.g., Russian Gulch State Park, Van Damme State 
Park, Sinkyone Wilderness State Park, Navarro River Redwoods State Park, and Mendocino 
Woodlands State Park. 
 
The harvesting of forested stands can contribute to habitat fragmentation and edge effects, 
depending upon the type and extent of management activity.  Harvesting of timber can also contribute 
sediment to streams and is capable of leading to an increase in water temperature.  The reader is 
referred to DEIR Sections VII.6.1 and VII.6.6 for an analysis of potential effects associated with 
fragmentation, edge, sediment, and water temperature.  Significant cumulative impacts are not 
expected to occur, due to many factors, including operational standards, expected regulatory 
compliance, and other provisions of the management plan and subsequent individual projects. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
These characteristics of the Forest are described in the management plan.  A large degree of 
variance exists, due primarily to a partially undocumented management history and the historic 
occurrence of fire within regenerated stands in the western and central portions of the Forest, which 
had the effect of setting back the development of the stands.  Most of this fire occurred prior to 1940.  
Logging on the area now encompassed by the State Forest has been nearly continuous since the 
1860s, which has resulted in a continuum of second and third-growth stand ages and sizes. There is 
no JDSF inventory or stand classification system that includes the term "mature forest". The term 
loosely refers to a stage in the development of young stands that follows what is commonly referred 
to as the pole stage, which occurs following the regeneration phase. There are many acres of even-
aged second-growth forest and uneven-aged forest dominated by large second-growth trees in the 
western and central portions of the forest.  Some of these stand conditions are reflected in the habitat 
analysis performed for the DEIR and depicted on the Map Figures (e.g. Map Figure K). 
 
Most of the forest encompassed within the North Fork of South Fork Noyo watershed is second-
growth forest that regenerated following logging that occurred between 1850 and 1930.  Some of this 
regenerated forest was subsequently burned, and a substantial portion of the forest within this area 
has been harvested by uneven-aged methods.  A substantial acreage of forest within this area has 
not been logged since the stands were regenerated (see DEIR Map Figures G and H for recent 
harvest history).  The west side of Chamberlain Creek was initially regenerated between 1925 and 
1950.  There has been subsequent selective logging in a portion of this area. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Wildlife will not be significantly impacted by the management plan represented as Alternative C1, and 
with Alternative G, which has been adopted by the Board.  The ADFFMP proposes to increase the 
amount of habitat available for species normally associated with older forests (see DEIR Section 
VII.6.6 and RDEIR Alternative G description). 
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Response to Comment 4 
The specifications for retention of old growth trees are clearly stated (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Protection 
and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, And Forest Structure).  Regarding second-growth 
trees and stands, the ADFFMP calls for both active timber management on an even or uneven-aged 
basis, as well as late seral habitat development within specified areas of the Forest.  It is the Board's 
intention that large young trees be both grown and harvested.  Young redwood stands achieve a high 
level of productivity as stand age increases, depending upon the form of management that is 
implemented. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Forest management can contribute to the risk of fire, primarily by altering forest fuel dynamics and 
stand density.  The potential for this impact to occur has been considered.  Please see DEIR Section 
VII.8.  Significant impacts related to fire hazard are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Please see DEIR Section VII.2 for an assessment of potential impacts associated with aesthetics.  
Significant impacts are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
Please see road-related responses below.  No specific concern is identified in this statement. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
Please see response number 01 above. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
The potential for impacts to recreational values to occur has been considered.  Significant impacts 
are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section VII.14 for the assessment of recreational 
resources. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The potential for impacts related to the use of potentially toxic materials has been considered.  
Significant impacts are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section VII.8.2 for the assessment of 
potentially toxic substances. In addition, see General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
Prevention is an important element of an effective Integrated Weed Management (IWM) program.  
The ADFFMP and DEIR/RDEIR discuss the prevention element of the weed management program.  
Please see ADFFMP Chapter 3 (Invasive Weed Species) and DEIR Section VII.6.2 for a discussion 
that includes prevention. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
The vast majority of snags will be retained.  Only those that pose a safety risk, or risk to infrastructure 
will be removed until the specified snag targets are met.   
 
Response to Comment 13 
The official Notice of Preparation included an address to which comments could be sent (DEIR 
Appendix 4, Notice of Preparation).  In addition, the Board's web site provides an address for mailing, 
faxing, or e-mailing public comments to the Board. 
 
Response to Comment 14 
The primary purpose of the State Forest is to serve as a demonstration of sustainable forest 
management and production.  The Forest is funded primarily by revenue derived from the sale of 
forest products.  The growth and production of young forests consisting of large trees is encouraged 
by legislation, regulation, and Board policies regarding the management of state forests.  While a 
policy of not cutting large trees, or not cutting trees at all may provide greater protection for some 

Page IV.8.1-32 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

elements of the forest ecosystem, the proposed management of the state forest is not expected to 
produce significant cumulative effects. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
The young forests that exist at JDSF were created primarily by logging activity that has occurred 
recently (since 1860), relative to the age of old growth forest.  The management plan recognizes that 
stand ages at JDSF are variable, and that stand management has been essentially continuous since 
the 1860s.  This management has created an opportunity for regeneration of young stands or trees 
between 50 and 130 years of age.  The term "mature forest" is not defined in legislation, regulation, or 
Board policy for the management of state forests. 
 
The degree of edge associated with late seral development areas, riparian zones, and the remainder 
of the Forest will vary depending upon the methods, timing, and extent to which the forest stands are 
managed.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.6 for the discussion and assessment of forest vegetation, 
habitat, and edge.  While retention of vast contiguous areas of young forest would provide a greater 
area of similar habitat that is beneficial to some species, this is not a necessary measure in order to 
prevent significant adverse effects to wildlife.  The ADFFMP proposes to develop additional late seral 
forest and older forest structure within JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
Notification of the preparation of an EIR for the JDSF management plan was made as required by 
law, including the address to which comments could be sent.  The Board provided sufficient 
opportunity for comment, accepting written, faxed, or emailed comments.   
 
Response to Comment 17 
Acreage figures for the state forest at various points in time represent estimates that are based upon 
the best available information.  The entire forest has not been subjected to land survey in order to 
provide an exact figure.  Past and current estimates utilize deeds, survey, and available maps to 
produce estimates for forest acreage.  This is true of virtually all contiguous land masses, regardless 
of location.  As time has passed, the amount of land survey has increased, which tends to increase 
the precision of area estimates. 
 
Response to Comment 18 
A complete inventory of young redwood stands by age class has not been made in the Forest, 
county, or region.  While old growth forest is widely recognized as a relatively unique resource, 
second-growth redwood forest has no formal legal status as a disparate category of forest type.  
While an accurate inventory of stand age has not been made for all of JDSF, the Forest records 
include harvest history (i.e. year or period of historic logging).  While recognizing that the period of 
logging may not directly relate to current stand and tree age, some correlation exists.  For habitat 
purposes, forest stands are generally characterized by their structural characteristics, not the age of 
the trees. The ADFFMP and DEIR describe the general pattern of historic logging at JDSF (DEIR 
Section VII.6.3, ADFFMP Chapter 1).  In addition, the forest vegetation is described in the DEIR 
(Section VII.6.3 and 6.6). 
 
Response to Comment 19 
The ADFFMP does not propose clearcutting of 29% of the Forest area.  The ADFFMP limits 
clearcutting to specific research and demonstration projects, forest health needs, and very difficult 
regeneration situations, while the majority of the area would be devoted to other forms of even-aged 
or to uneven-aged management.  Even-aged management is limited to 2,700 acres per decade, and 
clearcutting, as a subset of this, is limited to no more than 500 acres per decade.  Planned rotation 
ages vary between 60 and 150 years, so it can be expected that a period of up to 150 years would be 
required to regenerate this 29% of JDSF.  This is a long-term management concept; by comparison, 
the ADFFMP is expected to remain in effect for approximately five years before a Board review is 
performed and 10 years before another major update occurs.  These timeframes may be greatly 
shortened by the initial implementation period provisions of the ADFFMP.   
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The ADFFMP proposes to retain old trees with unique structural characteristics of value to wildlife.  
Other, smaller old trees could be removed.  It is the intent of the ADFFMP to grow and harvest larger 
young trees, while promoting late seral characteristics and large old trees within the late seral 
development areas, the watercourse and lake protection zones (WLPZ), and within parts of the Older 
Forest Structure Zone.  Potential impacts associated with silvicultural activity are discussed in many 
sections of the DEIR, including Section VII and VIII.  Significant impacts are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 20 
The ADFFMP proposes to retain a high level of shade canopy within the WLPZ and above the stream 
channels in order to maintain or improve water temperatures to the benefit of aquatic species.  
Significant impacts related to water temperature are not expected to occur (DEIR Section VII.6.7 and 
Appendix 12).  The ADFFMP proposes a modest increase in recreational facilities (ADFFMP Chapter 
3, Recreation, Aesthetics, and Public Use).  Herbicides may be used as part of an Integrated Pest 
Management Program.  Please see DEIR Section VII.8.2 for the assessment of potential impacts 
associated with herbicide use.  Aerial application of phenoxy herbicides is unlawful in Mendocino 
County (Section 10A.04.020, Mendocino County Code).  The ADFFMP does not propose to apply 
herbicides aerially.  
 
Response to Comment 21 
The comment does not explain the perceived inadequacy of the alternatives.  The DEIR/RDEIR 
contains a legally sufficient alternatives analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 22 
The discussion related to the proposed use of herbicides is adequate for the analysis of potential 
impacts in a programmatic document. Discussion can be found on DEIR pages VIII8.9 to 18. All 
herbicide use must comply with applicable provisions of the FMP and EIR, all applicable regulations, 
label requirements, and provisions of the individual project analyses that are performed prior to any 
herbicide use. DEIR Appendix 13 provides additional information on herbicides that are proposed for 
use. The exact scope of projects cannot be estimated in detail as this document spans ten years.  By 
implementing IWM principles CAL FIRE hopes to manage more efficiently and with less potential for 
negative effects by invasive plants or control measures as time passes.  Site-specific projects with 
varying environmental conditions and treatment options will be analyzed on a project-specific level.   
 
Response to Comment 23  
Indicative of current herbicide use levels, page VII.8-10 identifies that only 20 pounds (active 
ingredient basis) of herbicides were applied on JDSF over a four-year period beginning in 2000.  
Pages VII.8-10 and 11 of the 2005 DEIR address the amount of herbicides that could potentially be 
used on JDSF based on the DFMP (Alternative C1): 
 

The low level of herbicide use on the Forest in recent years is indicative of the low 
level of management activity in general, in addition to the request for reduced 
herbicide use from the public.  When management activity levels on the Forest 
increase following the implementation of the DFMP, herbicide use levels may 
increase above those of the past several years.  However, it is not anticipated that 
herbicide use will increase to the levels of the early to mid 1990s. 

 
Alternative G adds restrictions that will result in reduced herbicide use (RDEIR pages II-10 and 11 
and Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, Chapter 3), as compared to the DFMP. The 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan includes a sequence of evaluation factors that will 
limit use and potential for adverse effects (see response to comments 33 and 67 in DEIR comment 
letter E-28 for details).  These will be analyzed for each specific project and mitigations measures 
developed to avoid impacts from herbicide use. 
 
Definitive estimates of future herbicide use are not possible at this time, as specific projects using 
herbicides have not been proposed.  The analysis conducted for the DEIR considers the potential for 
significant and cumulative effects.  The anticipated level of impact associated with each area of 
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management, and associated with each of the alternatives considered, is included at the end of each 
resource subject analysis.  A formal risk assessment was not conducted in association with each 
herbicide. Please see the discussion of herbicide regulation in Section VIII 8.2.3 of the DEIR. The 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, though programmatic with respect to vegetation 
management, includes specific guidance that is related to forest conditions. This includes the 
direction with respect to the quantity of even-aged management, road management measures, and 
use of IWM.  By implementing IWM principles, the Board is confident that management will be more 
efficient and effective, and that significant impacts related to invasive plants and control methods can 
be avoided, as demonstrated by the analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
The ADFFMP is intended to provide guidance to JDSF for approximately ten years. New information 
on treatment options or environmental effects can be expected in the next decade.  Any herbicide 
proposed for use would have the appropriate labeling as well as legal status and be superior to the 
proposed herbicides in effectiveness and or environmental safety. 
 
Response to Comment 25 
The aerial application of phenoxy herbicides is forbidden within Mendocino County (Section 
10A.04.020, Mendocino County Code). Aerial application of herbicides will not occur.  
 
Response to Comment 26 
Treatment of aquatic invasive plants is not among the possible treatments listed on DEIR page VII.8-
12.  At this time, no invasive aquatic weeds are known that would necessitate treatment to protect 
aquatic resources.  If an unanticipated infestation should occur, careful CEQA analysis would 
conducted to determine how best to protect aquatic resources.   
 
Regarding riparian areas, no herbicide use would be proposed for post harvest reforestation in the 
zones with canopy retention.  Invasive weeds should be approached on a site-specific basis, 
choosing feasible alternatives that best protect aquatic resources.   
 
Response to Comment 27 
The Superior Court did not consider the DFMP.  The Court found specific weaknesses in the 
environmental analysis performed for the DFMP. The DEIR/RDEIR provides programmatic direction 
with respect to vegetation management. This does not relieve the Department from conducting the 
appropriate site-specific analysis before undertaking any weed management activities.  The most 
appropriate point to analyze treatment options is on a site-specific basis. Please see DEIR Section 
VII-8 for a discussion of how herbicides are regulated. 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The DEIR (VII.8-13) states that in reviewing new products, the effectiveness and the environmental 
toxicology profile would be considered. The comparative environmental toxicological information can 
be gleaned from: label, Material Safety Data Sheet,(MSDS), and reviews such as those conducted by 
the Nature Conservancy, USDA Forest Service, Cal EPA- Department of Pesticide Regulation and 
other sources. Both federal and state regulation provides pertinent information and analysis 
documents.  Staff will evaluate the information from these sources. As stated in the DEIR/RDEIR new 
herbicide usage would be reviewed for factors listed.  The five herbicides proposed for use have been 
reviewed in such manner. Herbicides would not be used until they are reviewed. Environmental 
factors that would trigger a decision to not use an herbicide would be based on environmental fate 
and the risk the product poses to non-target organisms as well as human health. 
 
The commenter has capitalized the term “Toxicological Profile” implying that there is a specific 
document required, which is not the case.   Reviewing existing information to determine its pretence 
to site-specific conditions at JDSF is the technique anticipated. Some key information was formally 
presented in DEIR Appendix 13 as general information for readers and decision makers not familiar 
with herbicides.    
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Response to Comment 29 
The information requested is beyond the scope of the DEIR’s programmatic approach to vegetation 
management. The active ingredients are listed in Appendix 13. This also listed inerts such as POEA, 
when formulations containing that compound are relevant.  Information on some inerts and 
degradation products are examined by both EPA and CAL EPA- DPR. Registration of pesticides 
includes review of information on degradation, metabolism and environmental fate.  Information on 
some of the other ingredients added to formulations falls in the realm of trade secrets and is 
unavailable. Risk assessments and re-registration revisit effects of herbicides and provide insight as 
to the product formulations.  In California, adjuvants are required to undergo product registration and 
have undergone regulatory review. The information is available in from these sources, cited in the 
DEIR and responses.  
  
For most applications, the carrier or dilutent will be water. Food grade oils may be in small quantities 
for cut surface applications. Dispersants, binders, stabilizers, neutralizers, anti-fomers or buffers will 
not be needed for the majority of applications. When these products are used, they comprise a small 
fraction of the material used.   Given the small quantity of these compounds used, there is no reason 
to list this information in the document.   Including information with little or no relevance to the 
decisions to be made would add unnecessary bulk.     
 
Response to Comment 30 
The commenter is referring to a specific laboratory that conducted pesticide and other tests 
apparently in the 1980’s. The information on herbicides comes from many sources and atypical 
results are examined carefully. The data has been reviewed both state and federal regulatory 
agencies. The historic conduct of laboratories are not relevant to the actual safety of herbicides.  
 
Response to Comment 31 
JDSF will fully comply with worker protection safety  standards for applications carried out by 
Department staff.  For herbicide work for hire, i.e. Contractors, the business itself and personal must 
be licensed appropriately and register in the County. Accountability for training and safety extend 
from the individual applicator to the land manager. To ensure this responsibility is being met, a variety 
of contract and operational measures can be implemented.  The Department is aware that safety-
training material is available in Spanish from the DPR web site. MSDS and labels are technical items 
and often lengthy. Providing MSDS and Labels as a sole training source would be inadequate, no 
matter what languages the applicator speaks.       
 
Response to Comment 32 
The statement does not express a specific environmental concern. 
 
Response to Comment 33 
JDSF has been a research site for non-herbicide vegetation control methods. Carla Brossard 
conducted research on broom control, using several techniques.  She produced an assessment of the 
resulting seed banks. JDSF was the site of several of the tests by Steve Young that produced a 
technical report for CALTRANS on alternative methods for vegetation control.  JDSF remains 
interested in any research proposals for control methods at JDSF. Non-chemical control methods 
have been considered and utilized, and will continue to be considered during the planning of 
management projects, demonstrations, and research projects.  
 
Several of the alternatives, as well the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, include 
consideration of research on alternative methods to controlling invasive species (Alternatives C1, C2, 
E, F, and G).  Alternative G, page II-10 of the RDEIR, include the following statement:  
 

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.… 
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The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (Chapter 3) details these elements more 
specifically: 
 

CALFIRE and the BOF recognize there is public controversy regarding herbicide 
use.  A total ban on herbicide use would compromise research opportunities and 
the broad demonstration value of the Forest and could result in adverse 
environmental and economic consequences.  JDSF staff will adopt the following 
limitations to potential herbicide use: 
 
• No herbicide will be used unless it is integral to long-term, ecological based 

management. Projects will be proactive rather than reactive. These 
considerations will limit and focus any herbicide use.  Long-term 
management will often integrate a variety of treatment techniques.   

• Public and environmental safety is a priority. When herbicide use is 
indicated, JDSF staff will reduce risk by selecting appropriate herbicide 
formulations and application techniques. 

• Recognize that some forest visitors may experience negative aesthetic 
reaction to dead treated plants, even if they are invasive weeds. Herbicide 
use will be evaluated for aesthetics where treatments could have this 
potential effect.  

 
Response to Comment 34 
Timber harvest operations will vary in their potential to increase invasive weeds. The measures 
developed must be project specific.  At JDSF, neither even-aged management, nor uneven-aged 
selection will prevent the establishment of invasive species such as broom, if IWM measures are not 
utilized.  The ADFFMP Planned Actions for invasive weeds specifies the following; “Staff will consider 
the impacts of exotic weeds to native vegetation during the normal course of project development if 
there is a high likelihood of weed spread due to a nearby infestation.  Mitigation should be considered 
where appropriate and consistent with IWM to minimize the spread of exotic weeds.” 
 
The relationship between management activities and invasive plants has been considered.  Invasive 
plant occurrences are related to both light levels and soil disturbances.  See DEIR Section VII.6.2 for 
a discussion of opportunities to prevent or control invasive plants. JDSF has not utilized herbicides 
following timber operations to control native brush for many years, opting to utilize mechanical means 
of control, such as cutting with chainsaws. 
 
Response to Comment 35 
No "brown and burn" herbicide use is anticipated. In the case of wildfires, any herbicide residue 
constitutes a minuscule fraction of the materials that would burn. The combustion products of 
herbicides have similar toxicological concerns as the rest of the combustion products. No special 
risks are presented by the combustion products of herbicide treated vegetation versus non-treated 
vegetation (Bush et al. 2000).  
 
Response to Comment 36 
The herbicide registration process includes consideration of many of these factors. Risk assessments 
and other post registration research provide more detail. JDSF reviews this information as part of the 
consideration for use.   
 
Response to Comment 37 
Ground water concerns are typically higher in agricultural use in contrast to forestry use. This is 
because forestry uses are dispersed in space and time. Water monitoring of forestry use has 
constantly shown little water contamination for the herbicides proposed for use (Wofford et al., 2003; 
Schuette, 1998; Ganapathy 1997; Neary & Mitchel 1996). Specific to glyphosate concerns, the 
degradation process is well documented and water monitoring has been conducted targeting this 
herbicide. JDSF will review in context, information available on a given product considered for use.   
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Response to Comment 38 
The question appears to be an oblique reference to the herbicide 2,4-D. This herbicide was initially 
considered for use. JDSF staff are cautiously optimistic that other herbicides can be substituted for 
2,4-D at JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 39 
Pesticide is a general term, while specific terms such as herbicides refer to a class of pesticide that 
controls plants. The regional data was for pesticides. For forestry use in the region, herbicides 
comprise the vast majority of pesticides used.  Under Section 8.2.2, the DEIR clearly discusses 
planned herbicide use. Although it could be stated more clearly, other pesticide products such as 
fungicides, rodenticides, and insecticides are not proposed for use at JDSF.  To clarify, the only 
pesticide class proposed for use is herbicides.     
 
Response to Comment 40 
Herbicides and adjuvant are the only products stored in the pesticide room. At the fire station there is 
an adjacent paint storage room and a nearby gasoline tank and storage for automotive products. 
There may be other chemicals in the shop/garage, storage shed and barracks on this compound, 
which are unassociated with the management of the state forest.  JDSF does not store any herbicides 
that have not been proposed for use.  As a public safety agency, the Department places an emphasis 
on complying with legal responsibilities for storage.  Release of any of this material is not planned nor 
is it a reasonable possibility; therefore no separate analysis is needed.  The Mendocino County 
Agriculture Department has conducted inspections of the herbicide storage facility recently.  
 
Response to Comment 41 
Status is per 6/9/06 from http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/endanger/effects/#e7. As of 2004 new 
consultation regulations regarding EPA and Fish and Wildlife service have come into effect. 
Clorpyralid was not named in the court order resulting from the lawsuit. The remaining four herbicides 
have been covered by memorandums and analysis.  Imazapyr and Sulfometuron methyl were found 
to have “not-likely-to-adversely-affect the salmon and steelhead or their habitat” on January 17, 2003. 
Tryclopyr TEA (amine form) was fond to have “no direct or indirect adverse effects” on ESUs relevant 
to JDSF , on November 30,2002.  Forestry use Triclopyr BBE (ester form) was found to “May Affect, 
not likely to adversely affect” for some ESUs relevant to JDSF on December 12, 2004.  For 
Glyphosate: “the use of glyphosate at label limits may affect the species of concern, but is unlikely to 
adversely affect” for the Coho ESU relevant to JDSF on October 8, 2004. Note that the uses that 
would approach the label limit of 5lb ai/acre are not proposed at JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 42 
In order for eutrophication to occur, excessive nutrients would have to be delivered to the water body. 
Given limited uses anticipated, there is no basis to project this as a potential effect of herbicide use, 
therefore no analysis was considered necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 43 
The information about the potential for clopyralid residue in compost to damage non-target plants is 
disclosed in DEIR Appendix 13. The Appendix listed the more relevant regulatory change in 
California, cancellation of registrations for specialty lawn products. This demonstrates how the 
pesticide regulatory system is responsive to new information. The Transline label contains a 
precaution statement about composting or mulching. Compost is not one of the minor forest products 
that has been collected on the forest. The FMP/DEIR does not propose composting or making mulch 
from treated plants.  The scattered treated star thistle individuals remain present in a mix of annual 
grasses and other forbs. Given all the organic material present in Redwood forests, illegal collection 
of the treated plants is extremely unlikely. 
 
Regarding possible mobility in soil, recent detailed analysis conducted for the Forest Service include 
this (SERA 2004a):  
 

Page IV.8.1-38 

http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/endanger/effects/#e7


FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

...Clopyralid does not bind tightly to soil and thus would seem to have a high 
potential for leaching. While there is little doubt that clopyralid will leach under 
conditions that favor leaching—sandy soil, a sparse microbial population, and 
high rainfall—the potential for leaching or runoff is functionally reduced by the 
relatively rapid degradation of clopyralid in soil. A number of field lysimeter 
studies and the long-term field study by Rice et al. (1997) indicate that leaching 
and subsequent contamination of ground water are likely to be minimal.... 

 
 
At JDSF the major forest soil types are fine loams, and the temperate climate favors soil microbial 
activity. The proposed use of Clopyralid is low and dispersed. Though the label contains specific 
warnings, it hazard has warranted the lowest level of labeling “CAUTION”. 
 
Response to Comment 44 
DEIR Appendix 13 discloses the varying toxicity of glyphosate to aquatic organisms. JDSF does not 
anticipate treating aquatic plants with herbicides.  
 
Response to Comment 45 
JDSF will review available information on a given product considered for use in context, including any 
potential effects of herbicides. The Board agrees that each invasive weed and proposed project 
should be evaluated carefully.  The DEIR and RDEIR provide a description of the range of control 
methods to be used and identify the weed species that are anticipated to potentially require 
treatment.  Within this programmatic context, the assessment in these documents did not find that the 
proposed actions, as mitigated, would result in a significant potential environmental impact. 
 
The specific possible options for control measures are appropriately considered at the project level. 
The DEIR includes a discussion of the objectives of the DEIR and its relationship to specific projects 
(page II –9 to 14). Alternative G provides some specificity in terms of general location of future 
projects, but the specific operational detail is not known at this time. This management planning 
process will establish constraints and mitigation that future projects must adhere to, and recognizes 
the potential need for future analysis and CEQA compliance.    
 
Response to Comment 46 
There is potential for limited, yet appropriate herbicide use associated with the conditions mentioned 
in the ADFFMP, Chapter 3.  The use of herbicides for control of native species along roadways is not 
expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 47 
The management situations that could involve the use of herbicides are not "excuses" to use these 
materials.  The materials are utilized appropriately and judiciously. A high degree of botanical 
diversity exists within the Forest, and will continue to exist.  Limited herbicide use in parts of the forest 
will not significantly affect the botanical diversity present on the Forest. 
 
The supposition that JDSF would aerially spray all 500 miles of roadside on JDSF is illogical.  Aerial 
application of herbicide will not occur. 
 
Response to Comment 48 
There are storage facilities for fuels and materials used for equipment maintenance at the 
conservation camps and the fire stations located on lands within JDSF boundary.   
 
Response to Comment 49 
Dust control treatments are normally conducted as part of an approved Timber Harvest Plan (THP). 
THP road management measures receive extensive review by DFG and North Coast Water Quality 
Control Board. The appropriate choice of dust control measure is site-specific. Evaluation and 
selection of dust control measures will be conducted at the THP level. The comment letter includes 
speculation on the use of “slope stabilization products”. No chemicals have been used for slope 
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stabilization, and none are anticipated. These are not proposed for use in the DEIR.  The concern is 
speculative.  
 
Response to Comment 50 
Regarding cumulative effects of Hazardous Materials, the analysis is included in the DEIR pages VIII-
60 to 63. Note that soil or slope stabilization chemicals or products are not listed as a potential 
hazardous material that could be used. Stabilization products are not listed elsewhere in the DEIR.  
  
Response to Comment 51 
The use of genetically modified plants or seeds is not anticipated. 
 
Response to Comment 52 
JDSF’s first priority is to support the use of  “weed free” straw to prevent the introduction of invasive 
weeds. Alfalfa is not used as mulch.  Typically alfalfa is harvested before it produces seed. 
Equestrian camping is limited and campgrounds are monitored. Mendocino County has received no 
complaints regarding GMO regulation to date (Tony Linegar personal communication, 6/12/2006). At 
this point, there is no basis to predict a risk to JDSF flora from the source postulated by the comment 
letter.   
 
Response to Comment 53 
The potential for the broad management activities mentioned to create significant impacts has been 
considered.  Significant and cumulative effects are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Sections 
VII and VIII for the assessment of individual and cumulative effects associated with the harvesting of 
timber and the use of herbicides.   
 
Response to Comment 54 
A modest increase in recreational facilities is proposed (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Recreation, Aesthetics, 
and Public Use). Many management measures are proposed to prevent significant impacts upon 
recreational users and recreational resources.  These include establishment of buffers, limitations 
upon silvicultural systems within and adjacent to the buffers, establishment of mitigation associated 
with noise and dust, seasonal and daily operating limitations as needed, and site-specific measures 
associated with individual projects and accompanying environmental assessment.  Significant 
impacts to recreation are not expected to occur.  See also General Comment 14, and see DEIR 
Section VII.14 for an assessment of potential impacts to recreational resources. 
 
Response to Comment 55 
The objection to the statement "the so-called management or treatment to achieve late seral forest in 
mature stands" is not explained.  The percentage of a watershed area proposed for some form of 
management activity cannot be directly related to a level of impact.  The specifics of most future 
management activities are not yet known.  At the time that detailed plans are formulated, an 
environmental assessment will be conducted.  The general management direction provided by the 
ADFFMP, in addition to all mitigation specified by the DFMP and DEIR/RDEIR, will be applied.  
Significant cumulative effects are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 56 
Support forAlternative E is note.  Concern is expressed that hat Alternative E does not allocate funds 
for road decommissioning.  The Board is free to prescribe a form of management that utilizes 
selected measures or practices from the various alternatives that have been considered.  No specific 
concern relative to Alternative C1 is provided.  As adopted by the Board, Alternative G includes 
provisions to develop late seral forest and to decommission roadways that are potentially damaging 
to aquatic resources. 
 
Response to Comment 57 
Significant impacts associated with aesthetics are not expected to occur.  Potential mitigation 
measures include project location, silvicultural system applied, consideration of public view points and 
vistas, application of buffers, and many other potential considerations associated with individual 
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projects, based upon the assessment that is conducted when the project is planned and proposed.  
Please see DEIR Section VII.2.  The potential for impacts to streams, aquatic species, and wildlife 
species has been considered.  Please see DEIR Sections VII.6.1, 6.5, 6.6 and Section VIII. 
 
The DFMP states that clearcutting may be utilized where conditions require this form of silviculture in 
order to regenerate a specific area (Section VII.6.3-11). At this time, no specific areas with potential 
regeneration difficulties that would require clearcutting have been identified, and this situation is 
uncommon.   
 
Response to Comment 58 
No extensive clearcuts are planned for Berry Gulch or other watersheds of JDSF.  Even-aged 
management may be utilized in the areas depicted on Map Figure Z of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 59 
The Board recognizes the fact that aesthetics must be considered at scales other than "vistas".  
Please see DEIR Section VII.2 for the assessment of potential impacts to aesthetic resources. 
 
Response to Comment 60 
It is appropriate for a registered professional forester (RPF) to conduct assessments of potential 
impacts to aesthetics related to the harvest of timber.  The forest practice rules require this 
assessment (Title 14 CCR 912.9 and Board of Forestry Technical Addendum No. 2).  This 
requirement does not preclude the use of other individuals or other areas of professional expertise in 
the conduct of the assessment. 
 
Response to Comment 61 
There is no comment 61 due to a numbering error. 
 
Response to Comment 62  
The Board agrees with this statement.  The alternatives vary with respect to level of potential 
aesthetic impact.  However, no significant impact is anticipated in association with the potential 
implementation of Alternative C1, or the adopted Alternative G. 
 
Response to Comment 63 
The Board agrees that the visual character of an area, and the site and its surroundings, can include 
more area than can be seen from a major road or trail, or near a state park or special concern area.  
However, most of the recreational sites utilized by relatively large numbers of people include 
campgrounds, major roadways, parks, and trails.  The ADFFMP does not imply that less intensive 
logging in buffer areas or the treatment of slash in close proximity to roadways is necessarily 
sufficient to prevent significant impacts to aesthetics associated with projects.  However, these 
measures can serve to mitigate the effects of management activities, in combination with other 
specifics of the projects being implemented.  The Board disagrees that the ADFFMP implies that 
there is no need to be concerned about visual impacts on the vast majority of the state forest. 
 
Response to Comment 64 
The level and form of mitigation applied to prevent significant aesthetic effects will depend upon the 
specifics of the project being proposed.  The ADFFMP includes a number of measures that will be 
implemented, but these should be viewed as minimum standards for the protection of aesthetic 
resources.  There is ample opportunity to increase the level of protection provided, depending upon 
the conditions that are encountered during the planning process for individual projects. 
 
Response to Comment 65 
The ADFFMP does not propose, nor suggest, that stand management will improve aesthetics in the 
short-term.  There is certainly potential for stand management to accelerate the development of large 
trees and stand conditions that are aesthetically pleasing.  This is readily evident in most areas of the 
forest, where the current views have developed as the direct result of stand management in the past. 
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Response to Comment 66 
The statement made in the DEIR referring to continuous forest cover in managed stands of medium 
to large trees refers to the majority of the Forest, which contains forest stands that have been either 
partially cut or are even-aged at the present time.  With the exception of non-timbered sites, 
unmanaged old growth stands, and recently created stands of regeneration, most of the remainder of 
JDSF falls into this category.  Most of the old growth stands within JDSF have been managed in the 
past, primarily by selective cutting.  Past stand management has occurred in close proximity to most 
of the campsites located with JDSF, while retaining the aesthetic qualities associated with the 
recreational values that are present.  Significant impacts are not expected to occur.  Please also see 
response 01 above. 
 
Response to Comment 67 
The Board generally agrees that the perceived change in aesthetic value may be greater in even-
aged stands than stands that have been partially harvested in the past, but this effect is localized and 
depends upon site-specific conditions.  The ADFFMP includes mitigation measures for the protection 
of aesthetic resources (Appendix IX).  Also, see DEIR VII.2-15.  Second-growth forests are not 
considered a rare or unique resource within coastal Mendocino County. 
 
Response to Comment 68 
This statement is not an expression of environmental concern.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 69 
These statements primarily consist of quoted text from the DEIR.  No environmental concern is 
expressed.  The Board agrees that these statements are related to aesthetic values present on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 70 
While the Board recognizes that there is little old growth forest remaining within Mendocino County, 
young forests are not defined as a rare resource.  Please see DEIR Map Figures J and K for a 
depiction of forest vegetation types within JDSF and the assessment area.  A considerable acreage 
of forest outside of JDSF shares similar vegetation classifications with those found toward the 
western end of JDSF that are considered to have the oldest second-growth trees.  The majority of 
JDSF will be managed to maintain or create a significant component of large second-growth trees.  
All identified old growth groves will be preserved. 
 
Response to Comment 71 
The designation of forest as late seral development area is intended to produce forested habitat with 
a significant component of large old trees. This designation is not intended to preserve current forest 
conditions, which are not late seral. The vast majority of forested area within the late seral 
development areas is young, having regenerated following the original harvest of old growth forest 
subsequent to 1860.  Future management will retain a large acreage of young forest with a significant 
component of large trees outside of late seral development areas. 
 
The ADFFMP proposes to increase the amount of habitat available for the marbled murrelet in the 
future. Neither the ADFFMP nor the EIR denies the importance of forest stands or habitats of any size 
or age.  As stated previously, the majority of JDSF will be managed to retain or create young stands 
with a significant component of large trees in excess of 80 years of age.  Please see earlier 
responses to concerns related to aesthetics. 
 
Response to Comment 72 
The ADFFMP proposes to manage the forest in the Berry Gulch watershed with a mix of both 
uneven-aged and even-aged silviculture.  For the areas managed under an even-aged method, the 
management activity is expected to occur over a very long period of time, extending at several 
decades into the future until the subwatershed is entirely regenerated.  By the time selected stands 
are regenerated, the subwatershed will consist of stands representing a broad range of aged classes, 
while the WLPZ will begin to develop late seral characteristics.  The proposed management of the 
Berry Gulch watershed is not expected to reduce the future habitat development within the 
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Mendocino Woodlands STA and the lower Big River area.  In the short term, only a portion of the 
Berry Gulch watershed is proposed for harvest (RDEIR Table II.3 and ADFFMP Table 9).  
 
Response to Comment 73 
The Board recognizes that the Caspar Creek watershed is important in terms of timber production, 
recreational value, watershed values, and habitat values.  The eucalyptus was planted by the Caspar 
Lumber Company before 1947.  The Caspar Creek Watershed Study has produced well-known and 
often cited research on forest management and watershed effects. 
 
Response to Comment 74 
The presence of plant and forest types of special concern in the western portion of JDSF is well 
recognized.  The ADFFMP proposes to protect the pygmy forest and all listed plants.  Recreational 
activity in this area of the forest is concentrated primarily on existing roads and trails where rare 
plants do not normally occur.  Should rare plants be discovered on roads or trails, the use of these 
facilities would be halted or mitigated to protect the plants and their habitats.  One common practice 
employed to help protect the pygmy forest from damage is to restrict vehicle use on many of the 
roads within pygmy forest stands.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.2 for an assessment of potential 
impacts to rare plants. 
 
Response to Comment 75 
All large old trees and old trees with unique structural characteristics of value to wildlife will be 
retained (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest 
Structure).  An additional 1,549 acres of habitat has been devoted to development of late-seral forest 
in Alternative G (RDEIR pages I-5, II-8). Stands in close proximity to, and upstream of Russian Gulch 
State Park will be managed on an uneven-aged basis to develop late seral characteristics, while 
maintaining continuous forest canopy.  In addition, a Special Treatment Area (STA) exists within 200 
feet of the State Park, within which management restrictions apply (Title 14 CCR 895.1 and 913.4).  
Prior to the conduct of timber operations near suspected or known habitat for listed wildlife species, 
survey will be conducted and the timber operations will be planned and conducted to avoid "take".  
The vast majority of the Mendocino Woodlands STA will be managed to develop late seral habitat 
conditions, and future evaluation will consider the potential for designation of additional area for future 
recruitment of habitat for the marbled murrelet. 
 
Response to Comment 76 
The past clearcutting studies there have demonstrated how clearcutting can be done without causing 
significant environmental impacts.  Future management in the Caspar Creek watershed will continue 
for research purposes and will be generally consistent with the management plan.  A large portion of 
the North Fork of Caspar Creek (about 1200 acres) was designated as an experimental forest by the 
Board in 1991.  Management of the North Fork of Caspar Creek is subject to the provisions of 
CEQA, the management plan, DEIR and RDEIR, as is the remainder of the State Forest.  This area is 
exempt from the timber harvest planning process, but is not exempt from the assessment of 
environmental impacts.  No timber harvesting is currently planned for the North Fork, so there were 
no specific harvesting plans to include in the DEIR/RDEIR analysis.  The general programmatic 
analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR was applied to the North Fork.  Any individual projects will be subject 
to environmental analysis.   
 
Response to Comment 77 
At this time, no additional campsites are anticipated in the western portion of JDSF.  However, sites 
may be considered in the future.  This consideration would include an assessment of potential 
impacts to the marbled murrelet and other resources in the area.  Garbage collection containers are 
provided at all campgrounds, and Department personnel are assigned to maintain the campgrounds 
in a refuse free condition. 
 
Response to Comment 78 
Mr. Campbell states that management activities such as logging should be minimized in the western 
portion of JDSF, as well as in other areas, such as much of the Chamberlain Creek watershed.  
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Although no specific explanation of the concern is provided, the Board assumes that this concern 
relates to the broader issues of habitat and aesthetics, as previously stated by Mr. Campbell in the 
letter.  Please see previous responses to concerns related to habitat and aesthetics. 
 
Response to Comment 79 
Mr. Campbell states that road related activities in the western portion of JDSF should "generally 
pertain to decommissioning damaging and unneeded roads".  As provided in the Road Management 
Plan (ADFFMP Appendix IV), the road system at JDSF will be inventoried, and a priority schedule will 
be implemented for road maintenance, road improvement, and the decommissioning of damaging 
and/or unneeded roadways.  However, many miles of existing and necessary roadway will be 
maintained to facilitate access for recreational and management purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 80 
A proposal to evaluate the potential for developing additional future habitat for the marbled murrelet is 
included in the DEIR (Section VII.6.6.4).  The management of stands nearby or adjacent to these 
areas will not create significant impacts to the marbled murrelet.  At present, these areas are not 
known to be habitat for the species.  Any future timber operations in proximity to potential marbled 
murrelet will include survey and avoidance of occupied habitat, in order to prevent a "take" of the 
species. 
 
Response to Comment 81 
The use of off-road motor vehicles is prohibited within JDSF, with the exception of use by forest 
management personnel.  The Department maintains a security patrol to help deter illegal vehicle use 
within the State Forest, and attempts to maintain a system of locked gates in areas with native 
surface roads that are subject to damage during periods of wet weather.  Significant impacts to rare 
plants as a result of illegal vehicle use are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 82 
Hunting is prohibited in the Mendocino Woodlands STA, within the state parks, and in other areas 
where prohibited by state law and local ordinance.  The Department may also prohibit hunting in 
areas where it is determined to represent a "take" of the marbled murrelet.  With these exceptions, 
hunting is regulated by the Department of Fish and Game. At the present time, no murrelets are 
known to utilize the stands on JDSF as habitat.  If murrelets are detected, they will be protected from 
"take", which could include a prohibition of shooting in the vicinity.   
 
Response to Comment 83 
The DEIR correctly describes JDSF relative to the remainder of the region in regard to the recovery of 
listed species (Section VII.6.6).  It is recognized that the state forest can contribute to the habitat 
availability for many species, including species normally associated with older forest.  Please see 
prior responses regarding the "mature forest" concern.  The ADFFMP proposes to manage JDSF in 
order to promote recovery of aquatic systems, while maintaining and creating habitat for listed 
species. 
 
Response to Comment 84 
Characterization of the Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management measure 
(DEIR Page VII.6.6-118) as a “dismal sham” is clearly hyperbole as is the assertion that it is the intent 
of management to “log the bulk of mature trees at JDSF within the next five to ten years.”  It is 
precisely the recognition of the tenuous status of modeled marbled murrelet populations in Recovery 
Zone 5, cited by the commenter and described in the DEIR, that the Department and the Board have 
identified areas for marbled murrelet habitat recruitment that have the greatest likelihood of 
occupancy and in as short a time frame as possible.  The Department and the Board have also 
committed to working with State and federal wildlife agencies and other sources of marbled murrelet 
expertise to validate the proposed management measure or modify it as necessary within the first 18-
24 months of plan implementation.  Lastly, the Board has designated additional area to be managed 
toward marbled murrelet habitat, located in the upper Russian Gulch and lower Big River area, 
adjacent to state parks, as mentioned in response 75 above. 
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Response to Comment 85 
This statement represents a misunderstanding of the statements made in the DEIR.  The intention of 
the statement is that the State Forest serves as a demonstration of sustainable forest management to 
the benefit of the public and the owners of private timberlands.  Appropriate management of the State 
Forest serves as an incentive for private timberland owners to manage appropriately, in consideration 
of a vast number of forest resources other than timber. The statement in the EIR relating to producing 
more intensive operations elsewhere refers to the potential for other landowners to trade localized 
impacts for mitigation banking at JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 86 
Both Alternative C1and G consider the regional setting from a habitat and species perspective, and 
incorporate provisions to develop additional late seral forest.  Alternative G includes additional areas 
designated for late seral development (see response 75 above). Connectivity within and adjacent to 
JDSF has been considered as part of the habitat analysis that was performed for the management 
plan (DEIR Section VII.6.6). 
 
Response to Comment 87 
The concern is not clearly stated.  The Board recognizes the role that JDSF can play in regional 
restoration efforts, while also recognizing that JDSF is not capable of bringing about a full recovery of 
species. 
 
Response to Comment 88 
Mr. Campbell is expressing a personal opinion and not an environmental concern that can be 
responded to. 
 
That “streamside buffer areas” or WLPZs could exhibit significant amounts of habitat edge depending 
on adjacent upland forest conditions is broadly recognized.  Depending on the adjacent silviculture, 
these areas may not be considered as potential high quality marbled murrelet habitat for these very 
reasons. 
 
The Board is aware of the Marbled Murrelet sightings in the vicinity of JDSF and this information is 
documented in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 89 
Mr. Campbell quotes extensively from the DEIR and DFMP but does not express an environmental 
concern that can be responded to. 
 
Response to Comment 90 
Specific attributes of limb structure found at murrelet nest sites are described in the DEIR on Pages 
VII.6.6-75-76.  That the canopy closure above murrelet nest sites must be from old-growth redwood 
and no other tree species in order for a murrelet nesting attempt to be successful has not been 
documented in the scientific literature to the best of our knowledge. 
 
California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System (CWHR) Redwood 6 is representative of forest 
stands where the largest tree need only exceed 24 inches DBH with an understory composed of 
smaller trees.  Old-growth trees and stands are protected as described in the DEIR and ADFFMP.  
The ADFFMP/RDEIR target 33% of JDSF for management towards recruitment of late seral and 
older forest structure conditions (RDEIR page II-9).  The potential decline of marbled murrelet habitat 
capability cited by the commenter is based on a reduction in Redwood 6 acreage.  The modeling 
limitations of this CWHR habitat type relative to marbled murrelet habitat are described in the DEIR 
Page VII.6.6-78-79.  It is also noteworthy, not withstanding species specific habitat modeling 
limitations, that the 7% decline is followed by a 13% increase in the 2030-2060 period. 
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Response to Comment 91 
The DEIR has proposed a Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management 
measure based on input from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and 
Game, and Oregon Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit and others.  Habitat areas identified in that 
management measure will receive additional review as will other areas.  The level of management 
the proposed murrelet habitat areas receive to speed the attainment of late seral forest conditions, if 
any, is dependent on the review to be conducted (DEIR Page 6.6-118-119 and 6.6-78-82). Also, see 
response to comment 75 above. 
 
Response to Comment 92 
Approximately 15-25% of JDSF is proposed as late seral (successional) or old-growth recruitment 
acreage, with an additional 10-20% designated for older forest structure. Ultimately, the importance of 
large second growth as an attribute to potential murrelet nest habitat recruitment will be determined 
as part of the Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management measure.  See 
response to Comment 91. 
 
Response to Comment 93 
The Board recognizes the biogeographic relevance of JDSF as a contributor to marbled murrelet 
recovery and other species of concern. 
 
Response to Comment 94 
Site specific impacts and identification of appropriate management measures to protect marbled 
murrelets or other species of concern are considered at the level of the individual project.  The DEIR 
identifies those areas of second-growth that are adjacent to existing old-growth groves as late seral 
recruitment areas (DEIR Pages VII.6.3-24-26).  The remainder of the comment appears to represent 
a management suggestion rather than a specific environmental concern that can be responded to. 
 
Response to Comment 95 
See response to Comments #1, #2, #15, #18, #70, and #118. 
 
Response to Comment 96 
The comment does not express an environmental concern that can be responded to. 
 
Response to Comment 97 
The Board will not speculate on what the commenter considers “suitable social activity” for marbled 
murrelets.  The DEIR does not consider riparian areas and certain buffer strips that will be managed 
for late seral conditions as marbled murrelet nesting habitat.  Existing old-growth groves are being 
augmented to increase effective size and reduce habitat edge influences (DEIR Page VII.6.3-25-26).  
Recognizing that existing old-growth groves may not provide suitable nesting habitat, per input from 
State and federal wildlife agencies, the DEIR has additionally proposed the Contribution to Recovery 
of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management measure described in the DEIR Page VII.6.6-118-119 and 
VII.6.6-79-82 and figure VII.6.6.8b.  That unfragmented forest conditions are one of the habitat 
variables important to murrelet nesting success is broadly recognized.  
 
Response to Comment 98 
The commenter is correct that “young-growth”, as the term is typically defined, will not likely develop 
into “old-growth murrelet habitat” over a 50 to 100 year period.  That outcome increases in probability 
to the degree that young-growth forest stands are not managed, if appropriate, to expedite the 
attainment of desired conditions.  The DEIR/RDEIR seeks to identify those forest stands that can 
recruit suitable murrelet nesting habitat in as short a time frame as possible and with the highest 
likelihood of murrelet occupancy.  The level of stand manipulation necessary to meet that objective, if 
any, is currently an unknown site specific determination that will be made in consultation with wildlife 
agencies and other sources of marbled murrelet habitat expertise. 
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Response to Comment 99 
The landscape scale assessment developed by Strittholt et al 1999 was designed to provide a 
general picture of conservation value across central California.  It was not designed to provide 
specific conservation and management measures for specific watersheds or CWE assessment areas, 
as stated in the DEIR Page VII.6.6-28.  It was included in the Regional Setting Section of the DEIR to 
give the reader a landscape scale contextual view of JDSF watersheds relative to those across the 
region when considering a relatively small number of environmental values. 
 
Response to Comment 100 
The commenter does not describe an environmental concern that can be responded to.  That JDSF 
would have appeared differently with a modified application of the Strittholt methodology relative to all 
other areas considered in the region with the same modification is speculative. 
 
Response to Comment 101 
The decision to not model the tenth criterion but to evaluate it qualitatively was made by Mr. Strittholt 
et al. as part of their study.  The DEIR did not modify the methodology employed by Mr. Strittholt et al 
but reproduced their results as reported.  Mr. Strittholt et al do not define “institutional barriers to 
management” but rather “management potential.”  This term referred to the degree of development of 
“existing management plans or conflicts”.  Strittholt et al note that “it is difficult, if not impossible, to 
assign the same type of ordinal score to this criterion” (p.2). 
 
Response to Comment 102 
The Board received input from a number of individuals and organizations as part of the scoping effort 
required for CEQA compliance. 
 
Response to Comment 103 
The ADFFMP proposes to complete a road inventory at JDSF (see Appendix IV).  Following 
completion of the inventory, a priority list will be created for needed maintenance, improvement, and 
decommissioning.  Since the inventory has not yet been completed, it would be speculative to 
estimate the miles of roadway that may be ultimately decommissioned.  However, this effort is 
expected to be substantial.  Over the past ten years, more than 10 miles of road have been 
decommissioned within JDSF.  Most of the new road currently planned or anticipated is expected to 
be located near ridgelines and away from lower slopes and major watercourses.  Most of this 
roadway will be designed to replace older roads located on steep slopes near watercourses, 
providing an improvement in environmental conditions for watershed resources. 
 
Response to Comment 104 
The potential for impacts to aquatic habitat and aquatic species associated with sediment production 
and increases in water temperature has been thoroughly considered.  Protection is being provided 
through the implementation of many practices, including watercourse protection zone provisions, road 
construction and maintenance standards, and timber yarding provisions.  Please see DEIR Section 
VII.6.1 for the assessment of potential impacts to aquatic species.  A substantial acreage of young 
forest has been dedicated to the development of late seral forest, which is expected to increase the 
area of habitat available for the marbled murrelet.  The northern spotted owl exists at a relatively high 
density within stands of young redwood forest.  The density of owls is greater on the adjacent private 
industry lands, which have undergone a greater amount of timber harvest than JDSF over the past 
several decades.  Significant cumulative impacts to the marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl 
are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.6 for an assessment of potential impacts to 
terrestrial wildlife species.  A provision has been adopted to develop an older forest structure zone, 
which will add potential habitat with unique structural characteristics and a component of large trees 
(see RDEIR Alternative G). 
 
Response to Comment 105 
The commenter appears to suggest that the criteria used by Strittholt to examine watershed 
conservation value at the landscape scale be applied to the JDSF.  While the DEIR did not precisely 
follow Strittholt’s landscape scale criteria, similar measures were applied to the analysis of 
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alternatives and associated determination of project impact at the scale of JDSF and the Cumulative 
Effects Assessment Area.  The juxtaposition of late successional patches across JDSF was one of 
several criteria used to evaluate impact associated with each of the alternatives (DEIR Pages VII.6.6-
216-240). 
 
Response to Comment 106 
Significant and cumulative environmental effects related to forest fragmentation and edge have been 
considered and are not expected to occur.  Current and potential habitat has been evaluated.  See 
DEIR Pages VII.6.6-216-240 for the consideration of edge and fragmentation.  Widespread 
clearcutting is not proposed.  The use of the clearcutting silvicultural system will be limited to research 
projects and areas where the system is necessary to successfully regenerate stands, which is not 
expected to occur often. See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 107 
See response 103 above.  Please see DEIR Sections VII.6.1 and VII.10 for a discussion of potential 
impacts to aquatic and other watershed resources.  Significant cumulative impacts associated with 
the road system are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 108 
The ADFFMP proposes to retain trees the first 25 foot-wide strip of forest on either side of the stream. 
In addition, the 10 largest conifers and the native hardwoods will be retained.  Additional conifers will 
be retained in order to maintain 240 square feet of basal area within the WLPZ, along with sufficient 
additional conifers to maintain 85% canopy near the stream, and 70% canopy further away from the 
stream (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Water/Lake Protection Zone Measures).  The degree of temporary 
habitat edge created will depend upon the silvicultural system being proposed in the area adjacent to 
the stream zone.  Little edge effect is expected when the adjacent forest is managed on an uneven-
aged basis, while it is recognized that even-aged management adjacent to the watercourse protection 
zone is likely to create a temporary edge effect.  Many wildlife species find edge to be beneficial, due 
to the variety of cover and foraging opportunities that are created. 
 
As explained in Section VII.6.1 and Appendix 12 of the DEIR, the near-stream conditions on JDSF 
exhibit a high degree of canopy density in most areas, including some of those mentioned by Mr. 
Campbell.  The average conifer volume present within JDSF, including the riparian zones, is 
significantly higher than on adjacent industry lands within the assessment area.  The ADFFMP 
proposes to manage the WLPZ to develop late seral characteristics, including larger and older trees 
with a high degree of canopy closure. 
 
Response to Comment 109 
The comment does not express an environmental concern. 
 
Response to Comment 110 
This comment does not express an environmental concern. 
 
Response to Comment 111 
The Board agrees that the region surrounding and including JDSF should be managed to conserve 
and restore watershed and biological resources, including habitat for the marbled murrelet. 
 
Response to Comment 112 
The comment does not express an environmental concern. 
 
Response to Comment 113 
The comment does not express an environmental concern. 
 
Response to Comment 114 
Although recent survey effort has been limited, no Pacific fishers have been detected within the 
assessment area. Currently, the primary threat to the Pacific fisher is the reduction and fragmentation 
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of late-successional forests, and the associated loss of habitat components necessary for resting and 
denning.  The species has been found in a wide variety of habitats, primarily those with a high level of 
large hardwoods and overstory canopy.  The ADFFMP proposes to increase the area of late seral 
forest within JDSF, as well as increasing decadent stand elements such as snags and down logs, 
which are of value to the species. In addition, the creation of an older forest structure zone is 
proposed.  
 
Habitat conditions for species of concern on adjacent ownerships are considered during individual 
project development and through the THP review process.  That areas identified by the commenter 
as potential fisher habitat may be subject to possible timber harvest over the next 5 to 10 years does 
not equate to “especially heavy logging.”  The commenter is correct that the non-spatial CWHR model 
predicts a 7% reduction in habitat capability over the Current-2030 period.  However, this trend is 
reversed with a 8% increase in modeled habitat capability in the 2030-2060 period. It is also 
noteworthy that the CWHR model was not applied to riparian zones (DEIR Pages VII.6.6-133-134) 
which are considered to be of moderate to high habitat capability for breeding, feeding or cover 
requirements.  This habitat type is expected to remain constant or increase in extent with the 
proposed Alternative. Significant impacts to currently unoccupied fisher habitat capability on JDSF 
are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 115 
The northern spotted owl exists at relatively high populations within the managed forest landscapes of 
the assessment area (DEIR Section VII.6.6-95).  This is likely due to the availability of prey, which is 
closely associated with timber harvest and other forms of vegetative disturbance.  The species 
requires a significant habitat component with a high degree of canopy closure consisting of trees 
greater than 24 inches in diameter.  These conditions can be found throughout much of JDSF and the 
assessment area.  All plans to harvest timber within JDSF must be accompanied by survey for the 
NSO.  This partially accounts for the fact that large numbers of survey detections have occurred in 
areas proposed for harvest, such as Brandon Gulch and Camp Three. If the species is found to be 
using the proposed harvest area, plans must be mitigated to avoid take of the species.  Typical 
mitigation may include an absence of harvest or modification of silvicultural systems to avoid "take" of 
the species. 
 
Timber harvest does not decimate NSO habitat.  All monitored spotted owls within JDSF are known to 
utilize the habitat provided by managed timber stands. Vegetative disturbance is capable of producing 
conditions that are conducive to the production of woodrats, the favorite local food of the NSO. While 
large even-aged cuttings are not expected to be viable habitat for a number of years, the species is 
capable of foraging near stand edges.  Group selection maintains a significant component of nesting 
and roosting habitat, while promoting the development of habitat for the woodrat, an important prey 
base for the NSO. The assessment performed for the species indicates that a substantial amount of 
habitat exists and will be maintained or created within the assessment area.  Significant impacts to 
the species are not expected to occur.  
 
Response to Comment 116 
The Franklin study was not conducted in redwood forest. It was conducted in interior coast range 
forests consisting primarily of fir, pine, and hardwood.  The home ranges of all owls known to exist 
within JDSF include varying degrees of forest edge, while retaining sufficient closed canopy forest 
stands necessary for roosting and nesting.  Known roosting and nesting in these types of sites on 
JDSF demonstrates the value of the Water/Lake Protection Zones. Forest edge provides a foraging 
opportunity for the species.   
 
The ADFFMP will retain and produce large, contiguous forest areas that are managed on an uneven-
aged basis, maintaining a significant amount of nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat for owls, similar 
to the habitats that the owls utilize at the present time.  In addition, stands managed on an even-aged 
basis are expected to develop into quality foraging habitat within a few years after regeneration.  
Based upon the forms of stands utilized at the present time, both the Brandon Gulch and West 
Chamberlain area will continue to be quality habitat for the northern spotted owl after the completion 
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of forest management operations, due to the retention of a significant level of canopy cover, large 
second-growth trees, and hardwoods.  Additional quality habitat will be maintained and recruited in 
the late seral development areas, the older forest structure zone, and within the WLPZ.  Significant 
impacts to the northern spotted owl are not expected to occur.  
 
Response to Comment 117 
This extensive series of comments includes many concerns that have been repeated.  Please see 
earlier responses to these issues. 
 
The ADFFMP proposes to retain old trees that are greater than 48 inches in diameter, along with old 
conifer trees that exhibit specific structural habitat characteristics, such as cavities, large limbs, and 
broken tops.  Due to the common historic occurrence of fire and other stand disturbances, these 
structural features are relatively common in the old growth trees within JDSF (Marc Jameson, 
personal communication).  As such, it is anticipated that the majority of old trees will be retained.  
However, there is no inventory of old trees with unique structural characteristics, so a quantitative 
estimate cannot be made. 
 
Within individual areas where timber harvest is planned, the Registered Professional Forester (RPF) 
or designee will evaluate individual trees and determine how they will be managed.  Registered 
Professional Foresters are well qualified to identify old trees and structural characteristics.  The 
structural characteristics of old trees are described in the ADFFMP (Chapter 3, Protection and 
Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, and Forest Structure). This serves as the working policy on 
retention of old trees.  The RPF is free to apply professional judgement while evaluating trees within 
stands, potentially leading to retention of trees based upon other characteristics in addition to those 
listed in the ADFFMP, whether the trees are old or young.  These decisions are a part of the site-
specific planning and assessment that occurs for individual projects.   
 
No trees, young or old, may be removed from old-growth aggregations (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Old 
Growth Forest), except under the special circumstances enumerated in the ADFFMP.  Small trees 
without unique defining characteristics, regardless of age, will be evaluated individually during the 
planning process for individual harvest proposals.  Individual old residuals may be harvested if lacking 
unique characteristics, depending upon the evaluation that is performed. 
 
Very few young trees have developed unique structural characteristics of value to wildlife, due 
primarily to a relatively low occurrence of fire and other disturbances that tend to create unique 
structural attributes.  As such, most young trees of any size or age may be harvested.  Young trees 
are evaluated individually during the harvest planning process, and some trees with unique structural 
characteristics may be retained, as has been done with relatively high frequency in the recent past.  
One of the management objectives for a productive forest, is to remove defective trees that are not 
growing to potential.  Production and habitat are both considered during the planning process. 
 
Mr. Campbell does not specify why he believes that the "the history of forest management has not 
demonstrated that the JDSF managers can be trusted" with flexibility in determining which large trees 
can be removed to adjust species composition and improve potential performance of LWD.  In fact, 
the forest managers have demonstrated the ability to adjust species composition and improve 
growing conditions for large trees, particularly redwood, with greater potential to remain persistent as 
future large woody debris. 
 
The old-growth retention provisions of the ADFFMP apply equally to all conifer species, including 
Douglas-fir. 
 
Response to Comment 118 
The Board agrees that Alternative F would be expected to retain most of the old trees within JDSF.  
Trees in young stands that are 80 to 120 years old are not known to be a rare resource within the 
region.  Trees of this age are common within many of the state and national parks, on private lands, 
and within the state forest.  A considerable area was logged historically between 1885 and 1925, so 
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trees regenerated during this period are expected to occur in an extensive area of the region.  
However, no inventory of these trees has been performed, and many of the regenerated trees and 
stands have been harvested by uneven-aged and even-aged methods.  The habitat value of forested 
stands is best assessed through an examination of structural characteristics, as was done for the 
DEIR.  The age of trees within a forest stand is not a reliable determinant of forest structure, due to 
many factors, including stocking, species competition, site productivity, and historic disturbances. 
 
Response to Comment 119 
The reference material utilized to support the EIR have been appropriately cited.   
 
Response to Comment 120 
The management of the state forest is a continuous undertaking, so many operational details remain 
to be planned and implemented in the future, including additional road construction.  As assessment 
of potential impacts associated with new road construction and timber operations will be conducted 
as the details of these potential future projects are better known.  This assessment will also consider 
restoration projects that have or may be conducted, such as road decommissioning.  The potential for 
new road construction has been considered at the programmatic level.  Significant impacts to habitat 
and aquatic resources are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.1 and 10. 
 
Response to Comment 121 
A short-term harvest schedule can be found in the RDEIR , Table II.3 (or ADFFMP Table 9).  Rather 
than speculate as to where harvest would or could occur under each of the alternatives, the short-
term harvest schedule served as an estimate for consideration with all alternatives, but the form of 
management (i.e. even-aged, uneven-aged, harvest or no harvest, late seral development) would 
likely vary, and the schedule would be adjusted based upon the final alternative adopted by the 
Board.  This is an appropriate level of specific planning for the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 122 
Water temperature has been monitored for many years, and no significant changes have been found, 
relative to either forest management or annual weather and flow patterns.  Recent rainfall has been 
high, but well within a normal range in most areas.  If environmental changes are discovered that 
represent a significant change in conditions relative to planned management or cumulative effects, 
the management plan will be evaluated and appropriate amendment of the plan will be considered. 
 
Response to Comment 123 
The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board is expected to produce a TMDL 
implementation plan in the future.  Forest management operations will comply with the terms of the 
TMDL, similarly to all other regulatory requirements.  The state forest has been managed to retain or 
develop a very high level of canopy to protect streams from water temperature increases, and to 
lower water temperatures in many areas as the canopy continues to develop. 
 
Response to Comment 124 
This information is available to some extent from JDSF timber inventory data; some of this detail was 
lost when these data were converted to CWHR types for wildlife habitat assessment.  This fine-grain 
of information is more applicable at the project assessment level than at the programmatic 
assessment level of the DEIR.  The finer-grained, site-specific information will be evaluated as a part 
of the environmental analysis at the project level. 
 
Response to Comment 125 
Please see earlier response above to the old tree retention issue.  Edge effects are created by abrupt 
substantial changes in either stand density general canopy height, such as implementation of an 
even-aged harvest adjacent to a stand of larger trees.  This does not directly relate to the age of 
second-growth trees or the existence of scattered old trees.  The potential for significant edge effects 
relative to timber harvest has been considered. 
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Response to Comment 126 
Direct solar radiation and local air temperature are the major environmental factors affecting local 
water temperature.  Other related factors include shade canopy, water depth, and flow volume.  
Sediment color has not been found to be a significant factor locally, but may have a very minor 
influence. 
 
Response to Comment 127 
The ADFFMP makes provision for a geologist to evaluate potential slide prone areas and inner 
gorges, and to make recommendations to maintain the stability of these areas.  Most of the inner 
gorge that exists in the Forest is within the WLPZ.  A number of potential management limitations can 
be applied in potentially unstable areas (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Hillslope Management to Provide for 
Slope Stability).  While a complete inventory of these areas has not been made, the DEIR and 
ADFFMP include maps that depict areas with potential to be unstable (DEIR Map Figures V and W).  
A thorough field evaluation is made of all planned harvest areas and areas subject to projects with 
potential to impact slope instability. 
 
Response to Comment 128 
The specific location of possible future road construction is unknown, expect in timber harvest plans 
that are a matter of public record.  For these plans, a cumulative impacts analysis has been 
performed, based upon the potential harvest area and an associated assessment area.  The EIR 
thoroughly considers the potential for new construction, improved maintenance, and the removal of 
old roads.  Please review DEIR Sections VII.6.1 and 10 for an assessment of potential impacts to 
aquatic resources and watershed resources. 
 
Response to Comment 129 
RPFs are fully capable of assessing potential impacts to recreational resources.  The staff of JDSF 
includes many professionals that have vast experience in the maintenance and protection of aesthetic 
values.  A substantial amount of stand management has occurred in close proximity to recreational 
resources, and significant impacts have been avoided through application of various forms of 
mitigation, including harvest buffers, modification of project location, and application of silvicultural 
and timber yarding limitations. 
 
Response to Comment 130 
An analysis of potential impacts to recreational resources associated with road and trails is conducted 
for all projects with potential to impact these resources.  Buffer strips and silvicultural limitations within 
them represent one of many potential measures that can be implemented on a site-specific basis.  
The recreational buffer represents an operational requirement, but mitigation of potential impacts is 
not limited to the buffer alone.  As new recreational uses occur, including construction of new 
recreational trails, an expansion of the road and trail buffer system will be considered, and included in 
future amendments to the ADFFMP.  The potential for impacts associated with the recreational use 
will also be considered. 
 
Response to Comment 131 
It is expected that a recreational needs survey will be conducted prior to conduct of the next 
environmental analysis associated with the JDSF management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 132 
No timber harvest is currently planned for the portion of state forest within the James Creek 
watershed.  The table is based upon the best information available at the time of preparation of the 
DEIR, and as modified as adopted by the Board (RDEIR Alternative G). Future environmental 
analysis performed for planned management in this watershed will consider all past, present, and 
reasonably forseeable future projects within an assessment area established for the analysis, 
including projects on adjacent ownership.  
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Response to Comment 133 
While the map figures do not include the names of these areas, the two largest late seral 
development areas are readily inferred from the map of special concerns.  Waterfall Grove is located 
in the upper watershed area of Chamberlain Creek, and Road 334 is a short road located near the 
ridge that divides the North Fork of the South Fork from the South Fork of the Noyo River.  The late 
seral development area is located between the ridge line and the North Fork of the South Fork.  Both 
groves are within the older forest structure zone, which covers a large contiguous area from the west 
to east areas of the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 134 
Several forms of mitigation are proposed to reduce the level of impact associated with the road 
system, and to prevent significant cumulative impacts associated with planned future management of 
the state forest.  These measures include improved road maintenance and road construction, 
decommissioning of roads with highest potential to deliver sediment to streams, road use restrictions 
during wet weather periods, limitations upon road construction in proximity to watercourses, on steep 
slopes, or on unstable areas, and consideration of potential impacts to aesthetics.  Please see DEIR 
Sections VII.1, 6.1, 10, and 14 for an assessment of potential impacts to aquatic resources, 
watershed resources, aesthetic resources, and recreational resources.  Significant cumulative 
impacts are not expected to occur.  
 
There are no existing regulations that directly relate to the location of roads relative to ancient or 
mature forests.  However, new road construction will be avoided within old growth groves and late 
seral development areas.  It is anticipated that most of the new road constructed in the future will 
replace older roads that present a potential impact to watershed resources. 
 
Modern road building techniques have greatly reduced sedimentation on a per unit basis, but the 
extent of new construction within the assessment area as a whole has been high in recent decades, 
so the absolute level of sedimentation at the watershed level has been relatively high.  The use of 
roads for the conduct of timber operations began in the 1940s, but accelerated in second-growth 
stands during the 1970s and 1980s with the development of new timber yarding technology. 
 
New road construction will be kept to the minimum necessary to enable replacement of older, more 
environmentally damaging roads, and any additional road that is considered necessary for forest 
management purposes, subject to the constraints represented in the ADFFMP and in existing 
regulation (Title 14 CCR 923). 
 
The Board recognizes that roads and road use present a pathway for the spread of invasive species.  
The ADFFMP includes management provisions to prevent the spread of these species, and to reduce 
the magnitude of existing populations (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Invasive Weed Species).  The presence 
and re-growth of canopy also offer an effective means to reduce the spread of many invasive species 
and to reduce existing populations. 
 
Response to Comment 135 
Over the past several years, approximately 10 miles of road have been decommissioned on JDSF 
(Marc Jameson, personal communication).  Though a complete road inventory has not been 
completed, it is estimated that a substantial amount of additional roadway will be decommission in the 
future.  This is likely to include many the roadways that are no longer utilized for management 
purposes, in addition to many miles of roadway that remain in use.  A rough estimate of 50 to 100 
miles has been provided (ADFFMP Chapter 3, Road Management, Abandonment), but it is somewhat 
speculative at this point in time.  The road inventory will help to refine the estimate. 
 
Significant impacts associated with logging in riparian areas, within or near older second growth 
forest are not expected to occur.  Please see responses above related to management of older 
second growth forest.  Riparian areas will be protected by a number of measures designed to 
promote recovery and prevent impacts associated with sedimentation, shade levels, and water 
temperature increases.  Heavy equipment will not operate within the WLPZ, and Class III 
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watercourses will be protected by equipment limitation zones.  These measures will reduce soil 
disturbance and maintain ground cover that acts as a sediment filter.  The watercourse protection 
zones will remain heavily vegetated, and streams that represent aquatic habitat will be protected by 
retention or creation of a very high level of overstory conifer canopy (ADFFMP Chapter 3). 
 
Response to Comment 136 
A road inventory would be expected to occur under Alternative E and F, as it is planned in 
Alternatives C1 and C2.  The timing of the survey may differ somewhat, based upon the specifics of 
the alternative and development of a detailed management plan associated with the alternative, if 
adopted.  Each of these alternatives recognizes the potential impact associated with roads.  The 
ADFFMP includes a road inventory (Appendix IV). 
 
JDSF personnel are concerned and are committed to reducing the impacts associated with roads at 
JDSF, while recognizing that survey, maintenance, and decommissioning are costly and time-
consuming management activities. Forest management priorities include new construction to support 
management operations, in concert with improved maintenance, road inventory, and establishment of 
a schedule to maintenance and road decommissioning.  
 
Response to Comment 137 
The existing roadways on JDSF are available for recreational use.  Most of the existing road is 
depicted on Map Figure 1 in the ADFFMP.  Trails are depicted on the special concern area map 
(DEIR Map Figure D), including those roadways that are utilized most frequently on a recreational 
basis.  The recreational trail system is described in the recreation appendix of the ADFFMP.  Each 
project that is planned will include a unique consideration of potential impacts to recreational and 
aesthetic resources. The location of future camp sites and recreational trails is speculative.  Future 
recreation opportunities on JDSF will developed through a recreation users survey, development of a 
recreation plan, and consultation with the new JDSF Advisory Group. 
 
Response to Comment 138 
The vast majority of recreational use within JDSF occurs within campgrounds, and along road, 
streams, and trails.  Large numbers of people are not known to hike cross-country, but this activity is 
very likely to occur on occasion.  JDSF is a managed forest that is intended to demonstrate maximum 
sustained production, and recreation is a recognized, yet secondary use of the Forest (Board policy).  
People who recreate beyond the bounds of recreational facilities can expect to see various forms of 
forest management.  Most areas that have been managed remain a valuable and beautiful resource 
for those that venture off road, depending upon the form of management that has occurred and the 
period of time that has elapsed since the disturbance.  Virtually the entire forest area has been 
harvested in the past. The Forest has been under continuous forest management since the 1860s, 
and has been managed continuously as a state forest since 1947. 
 
Response to Comment 139 
The campgrounds within JDSF, including those areas utilized by equestrians, are periodically 
examined for the presence of invasive species. To date, new invasive species associated with 
equestrian use have not been identified JDSF supports the use of “weed free” straw to prevent the 
introduction of invasive weeds.  Fortunately, the ongoing equestrian use has not resulted major 
invasive weed infestations as a result of feed. This is probably due to the fact weeds adapted to 
agricultural settings are not well adapted to the canopy shaded conditions at JDSF and that 
equestrians are often proactive on these issues.  The primary invasive weeds in areas appropriate for 
equestrian travel are not palatable to horses (broom, jubata grass). Significant impacts are not 
expected to occur. 
 
The Board recognizes the role of vectors in weed spread.  The principle vectors (vehicles, 
contaminated hay, wind, animals, humans, insects, etc) for the major invasive exotic species on 
JDSF are included in DIEIR Appendix 7B-1.  This appendix also noted whether the species is spread 
by seed, plant parts, or both.   
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The IWM strategy at JDSF recognizes understanding of the spread of invasives is important. As 
provided in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan Chapter 3, the evaluation of weed 
infestation will include an investigation of the probable cause of the infestation.   
 
The IWM approach includes prevention and an understanding of the disturbance effects that lead to 
infestations. Infestations have been facilitated by both management related disturbances and the 
proximity of infested rural residential and other lands. The DEIR, page VII6.2-20, provides for 
consideration of invasives during project development; “The impacts of invasive exotics and the 
potential for spread will be considered during the development of individual projects.” Some 
management actions have potential to create conditions that are more favorable to the establishment 
of invasive species, such as timber harvesting, road construction, road maintenance, and recreational 
development.  These activities can be modified, based upon local conditions, to reduce the threat of 
infestation.  Project modification may include variations in shade retention, buffering of roadsides, and 
reductions in the level of soil disturbance.   
 
Response to Comment 140 
The ADFFMP includes a list of five “Fire Defense Improvements”, including shaded fuel breaks. 
These shaded fuel breaks would be considered for construction in defensible areas along main 
ridges, adjacent to high use roads and adjacent to rural residential neighborhoods (DEIR VII.8-7). The 
mesic climate lowers fire risk but also increases the rate at which native and invasive plants can 
become established on a shaded fuel break. Among the considerations for any fuel break project 
would be the long-term management and maintenance. Some native vegetation including ferns, forbs 
and low shrubs could be managed to discourage growth of vegetation that would become ladder 
fuels. These and other similar factors are appropriately considered on a project specific basis. 
 
Significant impacts associated with the risk of fire are not expected to occur (DEIR Section VII.8.1).  
There have been very few large fires recorded within JDSF since the 1940s.  This is due to many 
factors, including an aggressive suppression program, a relatively cool and damp climate, and an 
aggressive prevention program.  JDSF management staff regularly observe the Forest during the 
conduct of management activities, including security patrol.  In addition, there are two conservation 
camps located wholly within JDSF, with crews that perform work projects throughout JDSF. JDSF is 
readily accessible to fire control personnel, due to the open roadways that exist.  This is a primary 
factor that enables small fires to be extinguished.  Historically, under old-growth conditions, fires were 
frequent relative to today, occurring in most areas on less than a 20 year frequency (Peter Brown and 
William Baxter, Fire History in Coast Redwood Forests of the Mendocino Coast, CA, Northwest 
Science, October 2002). Most recent fires have burned less than an acre, with the largest fire during 
the past 10 years being approximately 20 acres in size. 
 
Forest canopy regrows quickly in this area, cooling the ground surface and increasing the moisture 
content of forest fuels.  Timber operations occur on a small proportion of JDSF on an annual basis, 
and the extent of vegetation "browning" due to herbicide use is very low.  Herbicide use targets 
certain species, and never browns entire hillsides. 
 
Logging machinery can pose a fire hazard risk.  Forest practice regulations have been adopted by the 
Board to prevent fires associated with the use of these machines in the forest (Title 14 CCR, Article 7, 
Hazard Reduction and Article 8, Fire Protection).  Each proposal to harvest timber is accompanied by 
an assessment of potential impacts, including those related to the risk of fire.  Each of the 
alternatives, except Alternative A, involves the maintenance of roads, though the anticipated future 
miles of open road is lowest in Alternative E. 
 
Trees utilize ground water during the growth process.  Simultaneously, they shade the soil surface 
and the understory.  The Board will not speculate concerning Mr. Campbell’s use of the phrase 
"developing a plumbing system to provide more ongoing flow of cool clear water".  This is not a 
recognized effect produced by trees, though trees can affect groundwater (primarily by depleting it 
and reducing the amount of precipitation that reaches the forest floor) and groundwater flow patterns 
(e.g. creating soil pipes).  
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Slash reduction near roadways is a common mitigation measure for individual timber harvest 
operations, depending upon the needs identified in individual areas.  Broadcast slash fires are very 
infrequent, not having been utilized within JSDF over the past 10 to 15 years.  Slash is commonly 
piled on or near log landings, and is often burned.  Burns are conducted according to the conditions 
of permits, or in compliance with applicable regulations.  Slash piles are most frequently burned after 
significant rainfall, which renders adjacent areas less prone to fire, and fire control lines are placed 
around the burn piles prior to ignition. 
 
Response to Comment 141 
At JDSF, vegetation becomes reestablished rapidly following timber harvest.  The DEIR includes 
discussion of the fire and fuels issues (VII.8-5&6). Most of the forest falls into high fuels ranking which 
is related to the forested condition and productive soils. The fire potential is mitigated by relatively wet 
climate and lower than average frequency of severe fire weather. 
 
The hazards section of the DEIR (VII-8) includes discussion of risk of wildfire to the forest and 
measures to protect JDSF.  The proximity of the Pacific Ocean and its resulting summer fog pattern 
dominate any minor microclimate changes in the forest structure at JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 142   
Please see earlier responses to the issues of edge effects and use of herbicides.  Significant impacts 
associated with fire are not expected to occur.  Even-aged management is known to produce heavy 
accumulations of slash.  However, this slash tends to decompose rapidly, returning nutrients to the 
soil.  Regrowth is rapid, and is often accompanied by the planting of redwood and Douglas-fir 
seedlings.  The regrowth of young redwood forest tends to be quite dense, with up to 1000 or more 
trees per acre.  Generally, within a period of 5 to 10 years after establishment, the regeneration is 
thinned in order to concentrate growth potential on a lesser number of trees.  This type of activity has 
been on-going at JDSF for over 40 years, with no significant incidence of fire within this type of stand.  
This is primarily due to the fire prevention and suppression practices that are normally employed, in 
addition to the inherent climate conditions that are present.  Please see the assessment of fire hazard 
(DEIR Section VII.8.1). 
 
Response to Comment 143 
Intensive vehicle and machinery activities tend to occur only along roadways used in conjunction with 
timber operations, and along a few of the more heavily utilized recreational access roads.  While the 
use of machines along these roadways introduces some risk of fire, it also provides for ready 
identification and suppression of fire.  The characterization of the DFMP as "promoting intensive 
vehicular and machinery activities, in the majority of JDSF" ignores the fact that these activities do not 
occur simultaneously, but may occur periodically over a long period of years.  See also responses 
above to this and similar concerns. 
 
This statement includes statements that have been made repeatedly by Mr. Campbell.  Please see 
responses above.  The management of JDSF does not generally target the larger trees within harvest 
units.  In general, uneven-aged management involves the partial harvest of trees throughout the 
diameter range, while even-aged management may remove most of the trees of all sizes.    
 
Response to Comment 144 
The Board generally agrees with this statement.  Smoking and the use of equipment around dead 
vegetation increases the risk of fire.  The Department does not practice brown and burn 
management. Please see responses above for citations of the analysis of potential impacts due to 
fire.  Significant impacts are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 145 
The risk of catastrophic fire has not been demonstrated to be of such a magnitude as to impact the 
age of trees grown and harvested within JDSF.  No assessment has been made of the various 
potential ages of trees in relation to fire risk.  Forest stands are dynamic and variable.  It is virtually 
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impossible to create or maintain an even-aged condition over the long term.  In time, natural stand 
dynamics, intra stand competition, and other stand development characteristics tend to produce an 
uneven-aged condition, as can be seen in most old growth forests.  While the risk of catastrophic fire 
may be somewhat less in an old growth forest that is subjected to periodic under-burning, when 
compared to a managed forest, no significant cumulative impacts related to fire risk are expected to 
occur as the result of management in conformance with the provisions of the ADFFMP.  These are 
somewhat speculative issues, due to the general absence of a catastrophic fire history in this area 
subsequent to the 1940s.  Please see the assessment of impacts due to fire (DEIR Section VII.8.1). 
 
Response to Comment 146 
The potential for impacts related to fire has been assessed.  Significant impacts are not expected to 
occur (DEIR Section VII.8.1). 
 
Response to Comment 147 
The potential for impacts to watershed resources and aquatic habitats has been considered.  
Significant impacts are not expected to occur.  Please see responses to this issue above. The TMDL 
process continues to evolve.  As regulatory requirements are established, forest management 
operations at JDSF will remain in compliance.  Should any new regulation require further 
environmental analysis, additional mitigation measures, or additional monitoring, the ADFFMP will be 
amended, depending upon the magnitude of the regulatory change. 
 
Response to Comment 148 
This statement is not an expression of concern.  The statement describes a series of regulatory 
actions taken by state and federal agencies relative to the listing of fish species. 
 
Response to Comment 149 
Please see the assessment of potential impacts to aquatic species and aquatic habitat, including 
potential sedimentation and potential increases in water temperature (DEIR Section VII.6.1 and 
Appendix 12).  The monitoring of selected streams for sediment and water temperature is an on-
going activity at JDSF.  The monitoring serves as an important tool in the adaptive management 
program at the Forest.  Observed changes are evaluated in order to correlate them with both 
management actions and natural events.  If environmental changes are observed that necessitate a 
significant change in management direction, the management plan will be amended.  To-date no 
environmental changes of this type have been observed.  Timber operations are mitigated to retain 
water temperature within the range favorable to salmonids, while canopy is allowed to recover in 
areas where water temperature is outside of the range preferred by salmonids. An analysis of water 
temperature monitoring data collected in relation to recent timber harvest activities, both even-aged 
and uneven-aged, has demonstrated that the timber operations at JDSF do not produce a significant 
cumulative impact upon water temperature.  Significant impacts associated with sediment and water 
temperature are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 150 
This statement repeats concerns expressed earlier in the letter.  Please see responses above. 
 
Response to Comment 151 
This statement repeats concerns expressed earlier in the letter.  Please see responses above. 
 
Response to Comment 152 
This statement is repetitive of earlier statements and concerns expressed in the letter, and represents 
conjecture that is contrary to the stated management objectives and measures proposed in the 
ADFFMP.  Please see the proposed management objectives and measures for the WLPZ (ADFFMP 
Chapter 3).  Significant impacts to aquatic resources are not expected to occur (DEIR Section 
VII.6.1). 
 
Response to Comment 153 
The commenter’s preferences for management direction are noted. 
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Response to Comment 154 
This statement is repetitive of earlier statements and concerns expressed in the letter. As pointed out 
above, the eucalyptus was planted by the Caspar Lumber Company.  CAL FIRE recognizes that this 
plantation is not native, and may attempt to remove it at some time in the future.  However, no 
attempt will be made to eliminate the eucalyptus until a thorough environmental analysis is 
conducted, including assessment of potential impacts to wildlife, public safety, and watershed 
resources. 
 
Response to Comment 155 
This statement repeats concerns expressed earlier in the letter.  Please see responses above. 
 
Response to Comment 156 
This statement repeats concerns expressed earlier in the letter.  Please see responses above. 
 
Response to Comment 157 
This statement expresses Mr. Campbell's preference for the adoption of Alternative E, which he 
believes is the most protective of the environment.   
   
Response to Comment 158 
The forest will be managed in compliance with all applicable rules and regulations.   
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