FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN

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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Bruce Campbell ‘ _ M%ﬁgl?qg ;;Sfé

614 Gretna Green Way"
Los Angeles, CA' 90049

. Board of Forestry and F1re Protection
. P.O. Box 944246
Saeramento, CA 94244-2460

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Draft Jackson Demonstration State

Forest Management Plan 5 & :
'BemBoarﬂof?ms&yandeitn&y concern:
The I.’rloposed Alternative known as C1 must be emphaucally rejected because:
1. the vast majority of Mature Trees are scheduled 1o be logged in the near term gt Jackson DSF, and
~ |mature stands are & unique aesthefic resource that wilt become goo&hab'z_tat'farol&—gmmh

©/ | dependent species -~ logging them wouid result in fragmentation and thus more edge effects, while it is likely that
such logging will increase the amount of sediment in streams as well as raise the temperature of the watercourses
which could imperil listed nagive salosonid spesigs @i amphibians;

12. ﬁehmm&ymﬂﬁwmdﬂmﬁStatimwBSﬁm to-my

- tlmmledge,theDrﬁiEmfmﬂleDrsﬂmSFMmagcmmnPhnmﬂmmﬁmsthﬂmgestmm
‘stsnds in coastal Mendocino County in {be Brandon Gulch, nor the sizable mature stands at West
o3 | 3. i hurts,old-growth dependent species and makes it dificult for them to recover in the Mendocino

County redwoed region; _
ou |4 there is considersble wigelo zoom / Jeeway uader C1 1o log largé and even old-growth residual
: trees; A

\

5. forest management focusing on removing older trees andsmnds to plant younger tree plnnmlons

{is a fire hazard; e oo
ob ,I.s.mhmmenmgmemwmsmanmheﬁcﬁgimg

©7 _|7. there is an inadequate road plan;

c2 [8.it woddbﬁng increased sedimentati 11 of watercourses and increase their temperatares;
9 9_it would hurt rather than encourage rexreational activities; I

1o 10. it would add Im;'i,c materials to land which also izﬁpac;s watercourses and species;
W1 11.the invasive plant control plan does not consider preventative measures;
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12. it hurts habitat for mﬁﬂy species by rexaoving too many sBags; {pe. VE.6.6-121 admits that
“some key habitat clements, such as snage, depending on their location, could be at risk.” Page
VI-35 admits that Altermative E would provide “vastly expanded opportunity for snag

13.'it‘1§toq vague as 1o what the plans really are and there is no indication in the doq.mcrﬁsahout

the Jocation to which one should send comments;

14. the Preferred Alternative C1 ~onld count on commercial bm-pmeeedswsuppﬂsedﬁr earry

out more ecosytem protection activities, though overall the ec,osystemwuuldbeclcaﬂy better if the
larger trees were left where they are, rather than exploiting them to feed bureaucratic pressures to

Related to the secondpoimwove,?agmd-of&ppendixdrin_theﬁoﬁce of Preparation shows this
deception as to what age stands comprist the JDSF. It says that, “The majority of this area isnow
forested by young stands of redwood and Douglas-fir, but there are a few remnant stands of old
growth forest.” Excuse me, but is there ¢ oything in between? No mention of sizable mature
stands. That same page saysthat,“SubsLmialpore.mswwldb:established to preserve
otd-growth forest stands and to provide for the development of late-seral habitat conditions” But,
total of 783 acres of late-seral habitat augmentation under Altemative C1 (allowing cutting quite 2
number of trees even in the buffer area around the swall old-growth stands) split between various
stands, along with the admittedly Wmmw&mwwm in no
way forms a biologically healthy “core™ area in anymnsmaﬁonbiommofthcword. But,
continued growth without timber-cutting disruptions in the sizable mature stands (along with nearby
.smaﬂmands)mformimpbmmmhabimemzhmmmmmdsmuﬂhépmmmd

EL L dopkddk e o bk Aok & 4 bk & wEFLFEE

I would likewiaeintwthaﬂfomdmmﬁonin about 1500 pages in 3 volumes in regards to
what address (or fax or e-mail) to which one should send commentsonfheDraﬁEIRformeJDSF
- L Pm..msmmwgmmmmmﬂdmmm
preparation of at least a Draft Supplemental document. In most such major (or minor) documents,
mcﬂlinformaﬁonisgiwren-qﬁcnonﬂw&mo:ﬁrstfewmges,orat‘jgastcnﬂmﬁ:storﬁlstfew
pages following the Table of Contents. Even better than a Draft Supplemental document would be,
for this and a number of reasons, for the Board of Forestry should rejectthawholeDraftEmand

MWP@MWW@MM&MMWﬂW&MR

: \clem-ly memmmmmmsmﬂmsedraﬁdmems (through various modes), and with

more tipdated specifics addressed - some of these topicsaeadingupdaﬁngandspeciﬁcst will
menﬁnntomnd!heaudpfthessmmmam& ;

mimswddngmMMMJMafewmgg%imﬂedﬁwﬂmﬂomem
did not know where I should send it officially, but said I could oxder 2 CD of the documents. 1 did
‘,getane-maﬂadd:essandafaxnumber &omanofﬁceworke:whowastcyingtobehelpﬁﬂ,bmthese

}locatiams.tosmdtheoommeﬂsmncttheofﬁciﬂmgs»andlkmwtbatmmehﬁfymmuldbe e

hé‘pwxonﬂt&dﬁﬁmlymspmdmpmstsmis@dinmdmﬁifsomethingwasalitﬂeaskewsmhas
sending to an unofficiat address. Iwasfur&maypaﬁedﬂzaﬂbdimitw-hkﬁmthﬂcﬂled
me back when I was insistin, onapaparmionofthadocumems,andmformedmethatﬁ:would

| cost 200 11111 Clearly, the state agencies are not interested in thorough public review of the

-dnmmnnﬁ{&mgham&gmm?miedmmdedmmwnndfm%mdm
hogusslahnsmmedmmmmmdmaghgw&vmmiessﬂmsigﬁﬁmm _

2.
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mitigation, I do not believe the legal requirements have been met to adopt the plan —let alone the
damaging alternative C1. :

)7 | Appendix S Page 21 says that IDSF in 1982 was 50,505 acres. Why is it now claimed to be
- 148,652 acres? What aceounts for this serious discrepancy in acreage totals?
REJECT THE DRAFT EIR for the DRAFT JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN

Iwmtwmammmmmmmmmmm QOne ofits main .
fa:;ltsisthelog-gingofthcvastmajodq(ofmeoldestsmnd-gmwﬂ:fmeststmdsatlackmn. These
110,000 to 12,000 acres of valuable forest stands are very unique for the region, yet except for
mmﬂoﬁng.mmmmndsmmihemememmﬂnfmefom(asmﬂaswnt
, Lower Big River) on a mere two pages of print (plus a map), the mature / older second-growth

& stmdswerebateiymmﬁomdintiwiengﬂmydocmts-cieaﬂybydesigﬁ! Adding the acreage of
the mature stands mentioned in the aforementioned areas at Jackson, it totalled about 3500 acres,
| pumber which is likely  ittle less than a third of the mature stands Ieft at Jackson DSF. Why not
adaﬁtwhm&eomﬂmmmdsmm&eﬁommm&emﬁmﬂmmv%oﬁemd
would do as far as protecting or pillaging them? 1 note that page VI-19 says under Altemative F,
“Approximately lz,mmﬂmthnvcmtbmmere&'mﬂmpast%ywsshﬂbcmagedw .
address the regional scarcity of that age class™. - '

'memmmlmmcMam&ep&mfmmsﬁwdmmﬁngw
with the amazing claim that with few exceptions 29% of the forest could be clearcut for “research
purposes.™ There are other very damaging not quite clearcuts proposed in many other areas of the
forest. ’I‘hcmisalsowxytopmmhwiggjemnmahonthnwsvenn]ﬂ-gmwﬁhmsi&mlmmb:

!9 |logged if ane determines that they do not have the proper structural characteristics, and I'm sure
even more Sizable mature trees even in the few areas mentioned for special treatment would be
logged due to questionable excuses (with the prime reason to get the cut out to help the fund flow

\ for the bureaucracy at JDSF). @ther serious problems with the draft Jackson documents are the
madequmtepmtedmﬁwsﬁeanmnpmsmdl support native salmonid species, not paying
adequate aftention to accomogating recreational visitors in the northern and some other parts of the

2o |forest, and the proposed use of five identificd and some uridentified hefbicides (nctuding even
leaving the option open for aerial herbicide use). | The other main problem with the documents were

the inadequate alternatives, Surely, those who Jike the protective portions and working toward late
geral stages in Alternative E would be ehampions for not just an aggressive inventory examining
which of the 500 miles of roads shonld be decommissioned on the forest, but also wonld back

2( funding the decommissioning of many roads at JDSF, as well as funding active stream restoration to

| improve native salmon and steethead habitat. Though I do not believe that Alternafive Eoreven F

are being seriously considered as a possible choice to guide management at JDSF, yet at least Page

%71-8 adwmits in regards to the 7 alternatives that, “These alternatives have been determined generally

| feasible, consistent with the basic project purpose, goals and objectives and consistent with the

CEQA concept that alternatives avoid ox Jessen a project’s environmental effects.”

ek kR kdiors kiRl ik bR R RREE epdEnaSEE ST TR

PROPOSED HERBICIDE USE

1 will start with the serious matter of L:erbicides, and will make short points / paragraphs often -
22 | asking questions, so that the “response” won’t put a number by 2 big paragraph and act like a simple
senfence adequately answers a number of very serious complex questions.

3

Page IV.8.1-4



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN

Fax:707-576-2608 Apr 17 '06  10:06 P.05

There is inadequate analysis and discussion about propesed herbicide (and other possible -
‘pesticide) use at JDSF inthe Draft EIR / Draft Management Plan: Appendix 13 admits that, “These
herbicide summaries are not intended to be exhaustive reviews of the herbicides that may be used at
"JDSE.” That is an understatement! ' i ' '

TR

}. Page VIL8-10 and 8-11 says that, “When maﬂagcmmtm&vitﬂevalsonﬁxel’uwsthcxm -
following the implementation of the DEMP, 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
22 | early tomid 1990s.” What were the herbicide use Jevelsin the early to mid 1990s? What jsthe

" | amount of anticipated anmual herbicide use at JDSF? IfauuﬂxqrEIRsznsgemmiPlanmenﬁons

an anticipated level of herbicide use, is there anything preventing JDSF managers from ignoring that-
theoretical anticipated use level and applying momhe:bicides.man.stzted? _ :

2.1t is so vague that po herbicide, herbicide formulation, herbicide combination, active ingredient,
inert ingredient, or surfactant (be they currently approved, yet-to-be approved, or perhaps even -
banned herbicides) are forbidden from us: at Jackson forest. oo

e

= 3.Enenaeﬁalapplicaﬁonismtforbidglcm ;lmtothismnt:emelikelywﬁuenbyawﬁ,“cw
- z& \does ot anticipate any aerial application.” (App- 13, page Iy Yust because something 1s not
“7 |anticipated does not mean it capnot be done unless specifically stated. Was the Jast sentence correct

in this assumption(?), or will the next EIR / FMP forbid aerially spraying of herbicides at JDSE?
|| 4. While admitting that CDF anticipates possible use of 5 proposed herbicides (plus an unknown
number of current and future herbicides) “for invasive weed control and reforestation purposes”,
there is no indication how much (if any) might be used in bodies of water targetting aquatic plants
or in riparian zones. @ -

26

5. If 1500 pages banbespewedtejusﬁfyessenﬁallythe same damaging stale plan halted by the -
27 (court fa mid-2003, surely you can present the basic “specific Iabel and Material Safety Data Sheet”
" | mentioned in the first senitence of the second paragraph of App. 13, page 1 in regards to herbicides
proposed for nse at JDSF. . ,

6. Hlow many of the 5 hexbicides (or others being considered for use at Jackson) have had a -
>g [complete set of Toxicological Profile tésts completed and documented? Will you delay or ban use
sach herbicides that do not have such a complete Toxicological Profile? If they are
in herbicides, what results from the profilte would promapt a decision to not use these materials?

. A Wm&emﬁvemmmmhgpﬁmsmmmﬂmmie&ﬁmm ;
Z9 |binders, dispexsants,stabﬂims,ngmm]izets, antifoamers, buffers, and degradation products for the.
Smmﬁomdherbicidesamdforanyomcrherbicidethatmaybewedbyebf or worker at JDSF?

8. Will you allow the use of any herbicide at JDSF which was approved due to testing by Industrial
Bio-Test which was a firm with 2 nuanber of labs which had some executives jailed due 1o falsified,
sloppy, and inagcurafe chemical festing work? : :
9. Seeing that the majority of the pesticides in the western United States are sprayed / applied by
2 panish-speaking workers, will all who might apply herbicides be able to read the warning label and
Material Safety Data Sheet (whether or not the Toxicolegical Profile) in Spanish? De such existin
spmhmmmmw,msmmo,mmymd? : '

.

3o
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, -'., 10, Secing that App. 13 page 1 52ys, “in the future, there may be additions or deletions to the list of -
32~ | herbicides considered for use at JDSF”, then I'd Iike to propose deleting the 5 proposed herbicides -
i X and all others from consideration for use at JDSF. v

] 1. Hasit ever occurred to CDF / BOF that JDSF could be a demonstration center for non-chemical
. 33 - | Ways of controlling unwanted vegetation, and that you could partner with universities to develop’
"\ innovative tools and other non-chemical alternatives, plus have unemployed forestry and other .

12. Has JDSF considered the fact that clearcut logging (and oi']:zrseverely disturbinglogging'
34 pm:ﬁ&s)aswnﬂasrdatedvchicﬂumﬂic(mdnﬂmmise)mﬂeprhm&maﬂspmaﬁng
' invasiveplam;.aswallasleadtopiomerbmshwhichchemicaladdictsdete:minemedtobe
poisoned? - ; '

- 13. Will any studies regarding volatilization of herbicide residues (through brown-and-bum
35 ﬁonsmdmmwﬂdﬁrefouoﬁnghﬂbicideappﬁcaﬁm}mdmightmeyhmweﬁeam
erbicide use dacisionsatJackson? "

'} 14. Have the 5 herbicides, or any future use of other herbicides, consider studies relating to
herbicides and formulations disnipting immune and/or bormonal systems, or in regards to their

2k
' [genetic, teratogenic, or fetatenxic effects?

15. I see no mention of likelihood of these 5 herbicides and others which may be used to reach

. groundm(nrihzirdagmdatﬁnﬁpmdmts). Has CDF / BOF examined the studies or summaries
about why contamination of groundwater resulted in the banning of Roundup / glyphosate in
Denmark. (A couple articies on this matter are at , ' _

27 aww.o@nimsumm.e:g/ﬁaedsafetyfglyphosatwﬂ503.eﬁn -

mmw.organicconsumers.orgfgefmonsanto_mundup_banned.cﬁv. T believe that due to very effect
p.r. by Monsanto claiming that glyphosate biodegrades so-guickly, that those testing groundwater
for pesticides do not even consider tosting for this widespread active ingredient whose formulation
‘:s-a]waysmorctmécihmﬂ:cacﬁwhgredim ghyphosate alone. -

1 16. Might an herbicide which necessarily contains dioxin contaminants be considered for use at
28 |IDSF? Might any herbicide which semetimes contains 2.3.7.8 terachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin ar -
' 1,2,3,7,8'epmdﬂonodibm0-;kdioﬁnhcconsidmw for use at Jackson forest’

.17,Pagems-9says,“Inaddiﬁnnmpasﬁcides,othermgtﬂatsdpmﬁallyham:donsmateﬂals _
are anticipated to be used on JDSF include:™ -- then the last bullet point says, “other pesticides,

_ asinsmﬁcidw,ﬁmgiddeamdenﬁddes(nomhlﬁw.smdherpesﬁddesm
antieipatedtebeusedenJDSF”,yetit@laims“nouseinDFkiP".Thisisbait-and— itch -
obviously written documents / CDs which is “the plan™ does pot entail use of such, but apparently -
on the ground use at JDSF is anticipated. Please clarify these contradictory claims. ' - '

29

| 18. Under “8.2 Regional and Project Setting for Hazardous Materials” on Page VIL8-10, it says
. fhat, “JDSF maintains a chemical storage facility, which contains herbicides, located near the
4o |Mendocino Woodlands Forest Fire Station (Personal communication, Walt Decker).” Is there
anything besides herbicides and related spray equipment in this facility? Are there any herbicides /
chemicals other than the 5 listed in the Draft EIR / DFMP in this chemical storage facility? Why
b - .
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was there no analysis of dangers from possible incidents regarding this, likely the largest

concentration of texic materials at JDSF? (By the way, the one sentence saying that there are

requirements for “the transport, storage, handling, and disposal of the hazardous materials that

- | might be used at JDSF are established and enforced by the NCRWQCB, Department of Pesticide

- | Regulation, and County Agricultural Commissioner” means virtually nothing on the ground since

. | these are generally office burcaucrats who have some written: regulations on & computer or in a
filing cabinet. The public wants to know what could happen in the real world on the ground (with
some likelihood of impacting air and water pathways and living organisms, not some rosy theory

.| that there i¢ no need for concern sinee there are regulations. 'Will the herbicide storage matter be

' analyzed for the next EIR / DFMP at JDSF? o -

19. In regards to the Washington Toxics Coalition lawsuit which forced EPA. to study the impact of
55 pesticides on salman, I note on page VII.8-18 that, “As of June 30th, 2004, the EPA had

44 |reviewed over half of the 55 pesticides subject to this litigation.” How did the 5 herbicides _
anticipated for use at JDSF in this Draft EIR / FMP fare in these studies? Please elaborate on EPA’s

) findings pertaining to the herbicides which your documents Iisted as anhupated for use at JDSF.

20. Have you considered the impact on the aguatic food chain from the “eutrophication” effect of '
42- \herbicides on waterways (whether applied onto aquatic plants or from herbicides washed into
hwatercourses after being applied on land)? F so, please present these findings.

21. Clopyralid was banned for Jawn uses in California in 2002 because of its persistence in

. Jeompost. WoquegemﬁmkiHedbydopnaﬁdbebmedmbchm&edmammﬁdpa}dnum
compost heap, or what would be the specific fate of this vegetation? (Tt is also been found to be
[“highly soluble in water” and is considered a “Hazard to Humans and Domestic Anirnals”.

- Page 4-91 of the Bureau of Land Management’s Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in Western
U.S. Draft Programmatic Epvironmental Review says, “Aquatic herbicides with the greatest
likelihood of affecting special statis amphibian species during normal application to an aquatic
habitat are diquat.and some formulations of glyphosate.” S

‘Exceltent compitations of important points from studies regarding the impact of pesticides on
salmon can be obtained from the Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides based in
Engene, Oregon. The Executive Summary of the report Diminishing Refurns: Salmon Decline and
Pesticides ean be found at <www.pesticide.org/salpesix pdf>, while the Full Report ean be found at
<www.pesticide.org/salpest.pdf>. The report called Poisoned Waters (Protecting Pacific Salmon) '
can be found at <www.pesticide.org/Poisoned Waters.pdf>. Various articles on the subject are .
{mmpﬂed at <www.pesticide.org/CleanWaterSalmon.html>. Please inclnde these reports and
articles, and resesrch and give their references in your next EIR. / FMP documents.

| 1am appalied by the wide range of uses of herbicides planned by William Baxter mentioned on
Page VIL.8-12 of the DEIR / DFMP, “Herbicide use may occur in the following situations:™ .-
“Controlling invasive species in order to maintain native plant communitics, promoté conifer
habitat, and prevent the establishment and spread of new exotics.” “Control roadside vegetation,
primarity invasive species such as pampas grass, broom, and gorse that easily spread via roadways,
but also native plant species that vigorously grow in these conditions and hamper road use and
maintenance, *“For use, following broadcast burns and wildfires, to facilitate successful ;
establishment and growth of planted conifer seedlings by reducing brush competition. * To inhibit

6.
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~ the regrowth of ‘hardwoods and maintain high conifer occupancy in harvest areas.” Controlling -
Tasmanian blue gum infestation (plantetion) at Caspar Creck watershed is alse mentioned.

‘Virtually all excuses for use of hexbicides is included in that quote, including reasons where one
could make an argument to conduct aerial spraying of herbicides. One could spray all 500 miles of
; roadsides at JDSF. Oneaanspmytokiu‘mvasiveplmﬂsadnﬁmdlylmgebrsprcadbytheexcessive '
47 |road system. One can spray following wildfires and broadcast burns. And one can spray after .
logging to control brush and hardwood regrowth, and then again to assist conifer plantations by
- fkilling the so-called competition of brush and hardwoods which dare to iry to maintain some
lbotanical diversity on our publicly-owned state forest.

£ I!mll briefly touch on herbicides later in these comments when discnssing fire dangérs.
USE of OTHER CHEMICALS at JDSF o

, 4'5 a. Tn refation to oﬂlerhazardous material in those bullet points on pages VII.8-9 and SQID, where

" | are these materials stored at JDSF? :

' b: What substances comprise the “chenrical treatments on Forest oads for Gust abatement™ (Page
4,;3 VI.8-10). Are these analyzed in this Draft EIR / DFMP? Wil they be analyzed in the next EIR/
FMP? Are these the same or different chemicals as will be used as “chemical stabilizers™ to control
seil erosian? If different, of what materials do these chemical stabilizers consist?

| “The next EIR / FMP (be it another Draft, a Supplemental Draft, or the Final) must consider

| possible cumnlative impacts of purposefinl nse and accidental spills and their impact on workers,

recreational users (including children and pregnant women), specific sites, sensitive plants, aquatic -

50 areas, and the food chain in the watersheds at JDSF. Synergistic and cumulative effects from '
different herbicide formulations, and impacts of combinations of ingredients and breakdown

h products of different herbicides along with fire retardants (if used at JDSF), spilled fuel and other

‘| lubricants, and “proper” or improper use of “chemical soil stabilizers” and road dust-abating

chemicals — 2nd their impacts on soil, watercourses, spawning gravels, groundwater, various listed

and other sensitive species (and their foud Chain) must be carcfully examined.

‘GENETICALLY MODIFIED TREES, GRASSES, and MULCH

1. Will the Board of Forestry or the California Department of Forestry plant, or allow to be planted,
| any genetically modified (using recombinant DNA technology fo cross the trans-species barrier)
frees, grasses, or other plants at JDSF? Seeing that there is an ordinance in Mendocino County

51 ibiting these crops, I hape such are not planned for Tackson. Alsa, I like that JDSF uses tree
species from local genetic stock, which rhould preclude genetically modified trees, grasses, turf, and
other plants from becoming an issue - which should also make the likelihood of these threatening
plants at Jackson a remote possibility. ' ' .

2, Will land managess at Jackson take any steps to try to discourage mulch used af the forest from
| being from remnants of genetically modified crops? Wil any of these steps also apply to the type of
52 | feed which horse and other riders may bring to JDSF to feed their horse or other animal? If the
commercialization of genetically modifizd alfalfa goes through (which is being proposed in the past
several months), could people bring genetically madified alfalfa to Jackson te feed their horses er
«other animals despite the likelihood of sore seed escaping and taking hold on what is supposed to
T :
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be a forest with just genetic stock vegetation (besides the invasive weed and eucalyptus problems)?
“(Iwill discuss muleh further when primarily discussing the impact of roads and management

activities on the spread of iivasive plant species at JDSF.
****#t*#*t**t*******t**##******#*tttt&l!**#**t‘b#***t***#**ttt***#***

IS Et:al}forthercjewon of the DraﬁManagmcn‘t Plan for JOSF due to thzldgg‘ing of the oldest
second-growth mature forest stands (between 80 and 120 years old), due to plans for widespread:
‘£z |clearcutting and other commercial logging, due to inadequate protection for streams from warmer
|temperatures and sedimentation which can harm or kill native - mhnomds.,duetojﬂmstouse

herbicides, amidmto somecﬂ:ermasmscmmd above. .

Also, there are no plans to accomodate more recreation in the area, while much of the mature

54 |forest at key current recreational sites such. as Brandon Gulch and West Chamberlain Creek areas

' will be logged, while leaving just small “facade” buffer arcas near trails and campgrounds — and
some logging can even occur within these “facade” buffer areas! | I even object to the so-called
management or treatment to achieve [ate seral forests in mature stands especially in the West
Chamberlain and Brandon Gulch areas, as well as in the few aseas identified as notable habitat

' 5% | proximate to marbled murrelets at the westum side of Jackson forest (as well as at the Lowet Big

| River mature stand). ! note on page VHI-36 that 40.4% of the Brandon Guich CWE assessment area
and 21.6% of the Chamberlain CWE assessment area are on the cﬁoppm block within the next
‘decade. '

The best alternative presented is AltmnatweEwluchwonld manage the forest for a return to
Tate-seral forest conditions. However, even that alternative is lacking because it does not allot funds
s¢ |for the decommissioning of undreds of miles of roads which wreak havoc on stream habitat or the
active restoration of salmon habitat in strezuns. Thus, the ProposedAltemanvc Ci, ﬂndthe Drafr.
' | JDSF plenin genem:l should be rejectedt .
Sedesofololol b e o s o o e sk sk ot ook sk ol e ok Sk ok ok okl gk ek

AESTI{ETICS

The Proposed Alternative C1 wuld sub@taxmally degrade the maslmg vrsual chmactcrand quahty
of many sites at Jackson Demonstration State Forest:

a, aesthetic mitigations ‘under C1 are clear!y inadequate - not only is the 29% of the forest planned
| for clearcutting / even-aged management clearly nat mitigatable, but other widespread commereial
logging (including of mature stands) canmot be mitigated. Amazingly, on page VI-10, the Draft EIR

g has the nerve to say that in relation to Alt. C1, “With limited exception, clearcutting is permitted
7 only. for research purposes.” Give jt up! JDSF has had 2 massive amomnt of these so-called

“experiments” already; and they are harmfisl aesthetically, ta streamcourses and rivers, to aguatic
| and amphibian life, and to old-growth forest dependent species. And seeing that you mentioned it,
what parts of the forest would be the “exceptions™ where clearcutting would be atlowed other than
for “research purposes 7] Also, what precisely are the research purposes for the extensive clearcuts
planned for the Betry Gulch watershed assessment area, as well as for other watershed assessment

areas at Jackson foresi?

1 b. Page VI1.2-12 *Thresholds of Concern” points out that the. proposed project would have a ;
59 significant impact on aesthetics if it “substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its swrroundings” — and mentions that the guidance as to what is considered
significant is based on the California Envirommentat Quality Act (PRC Section 21001 and CEQA
8. :
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Guidelines). The documents act like one need not be concerned with aesthetics other than from 2
panemrme vista along a main read er trail. But, Webster’s New World Dictionary 1975 defines

59 | “site” as “location or scene”. There are many locations at JDSF, and most of these arenot -
panoramic vistas (a2 number of which also shew the scars form excessively intensive timber and
road management activities). .

Lé' { ¢. It is wrong to havea Registered Professmnal Fomster as the point person making determmanons
as 10 whether a certain management acuvny has'a sxgmﬁcant mpact on aesthetics.

d. In relation to the Alternatives presentedmtthraftFomstMmgmmt Plan, page VIL.2-19.
says, “Alternatives C2 through F contain more provisions than C1 for aesthetic considerations.

bo Altematives D through F include htﬂeornnclnammu.ngmmhcremnagedmanag:mmtand
provide for greater levels of late seral forest development. These alternatives would have a,lcssthan
significant impact on the Visusl character or quality of the site and its surroundings.” '

e. The terms “visual chamcter" as well as “site and its sunotmdin@ certainly include more areas
than what one can see from a major road or trail at Jackson forest.or near a state park or Special -
Copcemns Area — and even most of these buffers can bave a certain amount of management
acfivities / logging! (Thus, the Draft Forest Mamagement Ptan for Jackson acts fike less intensive.
1logging in buffer areas, as well as treating logging slash within 50 feet of major corridors, is

sufficient to declare that “Timber harvests and related activities” would not “substantially degmde
: existing visual character or quality” of the Special Treatment Areas and buffer areas, yetacts
like there is no need to becomnedaboutmnalhnpactsunthevastmajurityofommtefm)

&

' f. Page VIL2-18 admits that “mmmsn‘rs made throngh the ;mhiic .Scopingpmc@.ss axpmssad the
ntiment. that the buffers were not necessavily sufficient to mitigate aesthetic impacts.” Page
VIL2-24 says that “The public scoping for this document clearly indicated a strong desire by some
citizens and organizations for the State Forest to place increased i mportancc on recteatlonal and
e aesﬂ:ehc resource values.”

¢t

' QVERLAP BETWEEN AESTHETICS and MATURE FQRES’I‘S s JDSF

! Please note that AESTHETICS “d.” above mentions the more aesthetically-pleasing alternatives
and mentions the plus for aesthetics in providing “for greater levels of late seral forest
_ develepment”. Of course, not only is managing - and sametimes non-managing -- for future late
id seral development helpful for aesthetics as well as for a number of species, but if a forest is -
currently mature, then it is clearly aesthetically pleasing. One doesn’t need to fog trees and leave
stumps and slash aronnd to fry fo acceleraie some eventually pleasing aesthetics becanse the mature
forest standg - so rare especially in the Caast Ranges of central or southern Mendacino County =
are already aesthetically positive and will naturally become more so.

The following points are also related to the importance of the overlap of the importance of the
mature forest stands at JDSF with the topic and legal requirement o not significantly impact the -
currently pleasant aesthefics in these stands;

4 Vs immediately following, _

a. Pages VI1.2-24 and 2-25 admit only that there is an aesthetic problem related to PG&E
transmission lines which the State Forest has no conirol over, and claim that “all other visual
eumulative impacts within the boundaries of the State Forest to be less than significant is supported
by the following findings:”. The third bullet point is “The State Forest maintains a high proportion,

g
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| of aréa devoted to continuous forest cover in managed stands of medium to large trees, and
maintains the highest standing timber inventory of any large forest ownership in the coastal
watersheds of Mendocino County.” Since the eleven ancient groves (totalling 459 acres, and -

| ranging from 5 %o 101 actes in size)-cannot be considered managed (except by nature), then this last
quoted sentence must be referring to the 10,000 to 12,000 acres of mature forests (with a few
scattered residuat cld-grmvth) at Jackson forest. (See the section.on Mature Forests tmmediately

. |following, because it is precisely the“medium to Jarge trees” that allegedly make the current visual

ié?;

s

&9

70

2/

_ |cumulative effects at Jackson “less than significant” which are the primary trees which are targetted

fwm&e@mmdiaggngasmaslﬂ&?mgwsmmdeﬁakeﬁl)

b: The second bullet point in regards to criteria to help in determining whether physical changes -
significantly affect aesthetics on page VIL2-12 is “The integrity and uniqueness of the existing
aesthetic resource.” The first sentence under that point says that, “The magnifude of change
necessary to create a significant impact to acsthetics is greater in a disturbed or non-unique

 |environment than in a pristine or rare environment.” (This also can apply to the Mature Forests

gection because substantial tracts of matur: forests are comparatively pristine and extremely rare in
ceastal Mendoc:mo Counw oﬂ;er than the 10,000 012,000 acres at Jackson fmest)

'Jc I&oliketheadnnssmnonpagew—é}l that under Altermative E, ‘Re&mchoumfm'estmmgmem

activity expected to prowde increase in aesthetic values.”
MA‘IURE FORESTS

Under “Scenic Attractiveness” on pages VII.2-3 and 2-4, it says that “Distinctive landscapes on
JDSF with a high scenic attractiveness arc.:” — the fifth bullet point is, “forested areas dominated by

" |a high level of stocking of relatively large trees (The high levels of forest stacking and higher

percentages of relatively mature timber stands, as compared to commercial industrial forest
ownerships within Mendocino County, provide aesthetic values for forest visitors who desire to
recreate or travel wrthm JDSF) (Clearly. this quote also applies to the Aesthetics topic.)

Page VI1-8 says that, “JDSF is not typical of other large forestland holdings in xts matunng

' mmmﬁcm&hm,mmmrmmmMmmermemkSuﬂy ts -

old growth redwood and Douglas-ﬁr groves, and its special facilities such es conservation camps.”

i Inrelahanmmlﬁwelyﬁrehahnxuypesandafamﬂedmesmc,pagev Hsa.ys,. ‘Maintaining a

mosaic that helps support the many species in the region is a goal for both forest management
and private forest demonstration. Habitat protection and restoration of relatively rare habitat types
is also an important element of forest management ™ Clearly, old-growrh forasts which are
predominately redwood, some residual old-growth with mature redwood forest, and also mature
redwood forests are all “relatively rare habitat types” That same page mentions that, “It canbe
assumed that mest of the redwood forest in this region was once dominated by old-gmwﬂa”
moderately intensive

For the Proposed Alternative C1 (under “Forest Management Special Concern Arkas and
Woodlands Special Treatment Areas) on page VI-20, it says that only 780 acres at JDSF is devoted
to “old-growth augmentation: (late seral development)”. This is clearly inadequate to protect this
relatively rare habitat type, while even what JDSF managers may declare timber harvest for habitat
restoration may well look like at least moderately intensive forest management which other than in
yeung plantation areas would lock to recreatianists as well as some old-growth dependent speeies
like you wmehrmnatmgmmpy and sizable frees which can serve as murrelet social activity

1 0.
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" (habitat and work into at least marginal nesting habitat within several decades. Not that I support
- | even what this plan purperts to be management to achieve late seral forest stage espeeially in the
7( |older and larger mature stands, but your denial of the importance of the mature stands even to the
point of not proposing at least lighter thirning in those areas is appalling and biologically ignorant
as well 2s an aesthetic disgrace from the perspective of recreationists. ' h

1t is quite disturbing to read on page VIL.2-15 that, “Even-aged prescriptions are proposed in the -
_ |central and eastern portions of the JDSF”. It is also disturbing that such a high percentage of Berry
72 | Gulch, which is adjacent to the Mendocine Woodlands area and the Lower Big River mature stands
- | the document discusses the importance of when discussing the marbled rmuretet, is scheduled not | '
| only for logging, but for clearcuiting / evenaged management. ' ¥ T

WESTERN PART of JACKSON FOREST

Despite the stupidity of having & specisl “clearcutting experiment” on the Caspar Creek watershed .
in the latitudinal middle of the western pe1tion of the Jackson forest (and the existence of & :
eucalyptus plantation in the area), still this portion of JDSF is quite important. jIn the western

portion, MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE MINIMIZED and recreation should not be
74 | a.rare plants at Jackson are especxally concentrated here -- these include: Pygmy Cypress, Pygmy
Manzanita, Leafy-Stemmed Mitrewart, Belander’s Beach Pine, Swamp Harebell, Coast Lily, and
"! California Sedge. ' : _ _

23

o e b. some mature fomméx'isihe:s(pmssome old-growth residuals are in the Bussian Gulch

satersbed o the state forest, besides more substantial old-growth groves in the state park further <
west); ' : .

¢ ! c. the special clearcutting area at Caspar Creek has already cansed enough damage in the west, and
apparently this area cannot be guided by the managment plan;

4. there should orily be an increase in campgronnds in this mifsome campgrounds at adjoining
77 | state park land are closed to try to avoid disturbing marbied murrelet nests nearby —~ and if
campgrounds are located, JDSF personnel should educate campers not to leave food scraps which-

-attract eorvid bird species which also eonsumes marbled murrelet chieks and eggs.

_ Management activities such as logging should be minimized in the western portion (as well as in
78 |Lowr.r Big River, Brandon Guich, West Chamberlain Creek watershed, east side of mainstem of
* | Chamberlain Cresk, and other areas), [while road-related activities should generally pertain to
79 decommissioning damaging and unneeded roads [T object to the intensive nature of JDSF’s
so-called “management for late seral forest”, and definitely object to more logging activities in these
mostly mature stands adjacent to state parks before the specific assessment of habitat for the
_ marbled mureelet is completed] .zoad vehicles must be halted from damaging riparian and other
2 =S plus shonld be controlled fb stop the spread of invasive plants and so as nof to. run over and
the aforementioned rare plant species which especiatly favor the western part of the Jackson
orest.] And due to this area being adjacent to murrelet nesting habitat (while hopefully being .
allowed to mature further to accomodate some murrelet nests in the future), hunting must be .
prohibited at least in this part of IDSF. '

2o

=22

il
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COAST REDWOOD ECOSYSTEM and MARBLED MURRELET RECOVERY

The draft documents fry o downplay the role which Jackson Demonstration State Forest can play

' |in secovering old-growth forest dependent species. This area is quite vital due to it being the largest

" 83

contignons publicly-owned land in coastal Mendocino County ~ a county and part of the county
_ | devastated by corporate timbertand clearcutfmg. Also, the 459 acres of unentered or residual
old-growth areas are a start, and the 10,000 1012,000 ' :

o acresofmatm'eforestsa:equiteuniqueinthsoomtyandvitalforrewve::yofwatermedsand "

| various species in this region.
'\ Page V-12 of the Draft JDSF Management Plan says, “JDSF and the surrounding forestland area
provides habitat for 2 pumber of listed and sensitive fish and wildlife species, including the
orthern Spotted Owl, coho salmon, and steelhead. In addition, JDSF currently provides or may
vide in the future, habitat for several listed or sensitive species that are not currently known te
cour on the forest. These species include the Marbled Murrelet, Pacific fisher, and Humboldt
en. As such, the large block of publicly owned forestland that is JDSF, in conjunction with
parcels of public land in central Mendocino County, fepresents a valuable resource of potential
upancy and snstainability for at-risk wildlife species.” : . i

On a disturbing note which should mobilize us (and managers at JDSF and overseers at BOF) to
action is that the 5-Year Murrelet Status review (McShane et al. 2004) assessed the status and trends
of Marbled Murrelét populations within each of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 6 Recovery Zones.
Page VII-6.6-T4 says, “The Zone Model projected an extirpation probability of 100% within 40¢ =
years for Recovery Zones 5 and6witha2%annualmigraﬁonraxeimmheme." That means that
\murrelets will be entirely gone from the Humboldt / Mendocino Connty line all the way down to the
southern extent of their habitat in Montezey County by the year 20441 '

| 'We need the agency managing the largest publicly-owned mnﬁguous block of land in coastal

 {Mendocino County to step up to the plate big-time, and do all that they can to provide extensive

habitat for the Marbled Maurrelet (and other old~growth forest dependent species). So-called -
mitigations 1o helpmam]sthabitatmdﬁﬂleplanmadismal;hmwhcn they plan to log the bulk
of mature trees at TDSF within the next five to ten years. “The marbled murrelet, which is

" Ifederally-Tisted as threatened and state-listed as endangered, needs our help immediately (or even.

iy

sooner!). A decent start at this late date would be to emphatically reject the Jackson Demonstration
State Forest Management Plan. ’

T noticed on pages VI-5 and VI-6 that rejected from consideration as an alternative was a

[“Regional Watershed and Conservation Planning” approach using JOSF as a “mitigation bank” or
“mitigation site” for wildlife connectivity partly with other public lands in the county. While it
makes sense to dismiss this as an alternative because it way be difficult to mandate participation of
neighboring timber companies (though it makes some sense for neighbors developing Habitat
Conservation Plans to work with this approach), yet it is incredibly logical biologically. It is
disingenuous o say that, “The use of JDSF as a mitigation site could allow mote inténse timber
management activities elsewhere likely resulting in 2 full range of significant indirect impacts that
would not otherwise occur as a result of this project™” Just because you are obsessed with board-feet
does not mean that if you take better care of a certain area, that it would necessitate
more-than-planned intensive timber activities (beyond what was already planned) elsewhere in the
watershed having significant indirect effects. Using that so-called logic, why protect any forest area
since people will get just forest products from somewhere else? You mention regarding the :

' LA,
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[ aforementioned suggested altemative which you dismiss as not needing analysis that, “Components
of this alternative have been incorporated into Alternatives C2, D, E and F to the extent that they
A meet the project purpose, goals and objectives, and reduce environmental impacts.” This indicates
> | that the Proposed Alternative C1 does not consider and incorporate into it the regional significance
which the JDSF arca could play in regional wildlife connectivity and as a prime area for recovery of
habitat for old-growth redwood ecosystem dependent species. : =

"\ So, on the one hand you dismiss the role of Jackson as a possible key recovery area for old-growth
_ depmdmispedahtﬁewumhedmdmgimﬂmwmﬂmemhuhandywmpqﬁmof
somewhat “coarse” studies to act like the Jackson area is riot in the highest priorities for restoration
87 |as far as redwood ecosystem conservation. If you are going to use extrapolations from Strittholt’s
“coarse” work and anipmls&nmo:her.mdi:est_omgue:hatthleSFmisnotvital for recovery
of the coast redwaod ecosystem, you cannot simultaneously argue that it is beyand your scope to
analyze JDSF as akeycampenentinwater_sh@dandr_egiomhemeryhﬁbim for the redwood
ecosystem and for aaumber of species dependent uponit. . -

1 note that Page V-1 says that, “About half of the total area of redwood forest is located to the
rth of JDSF and about balf to the south. With 542,000 acres of redwood forest, Mendocino
: Coan;ymcompassesmoremdforest area than any other county in California (Fire and
Resource Assessment Program 2002).” This fact that Jackson has similar amounts of rédwood
lecosystem o its north and to its south, and the fact that the Jackson DSF is the largest contiguous

2% ja role this area could play in “demonstrating” that we should care about managing this vitat area to

; help in watershed, regional, and ecosystem yecovery for the health of its watersheds and to prevent

extirpation of spesies (for instance) from murrelet Recovery Zong 5. But since you do not seem fo

{ake watershed. regional, or ecosystem conservation and recovery seriusly, I do not believe your -

statement on page V-11 that, “Habitat protection and restoration of relatively rare habitat types is

also an importent element of forest management.” This EIR / FMP admits that there wouldbe

| substantial edge effects in the streamside buffer areas ~- thus they could certainly not develop to be
anything but very marginal murrelet nesting habitat even centuries from now. :

Weed 1 renfm&youaﬂtbatnnme&etshwebcwspottednearm‘mmw such folks as Cota and
| Papko (1994), Ralph et al. (1994), Georgie-Pacific Sustained Yield Plan (G-P 1997), Camp Three
Tinbor Harvest Plan (Jameson 1999), M. Jameson (personal compunication 2002), and by others
seporting sightings or giving interviews abeut such_ Page VIL6.6-54 says that there are indications
tht “emerrelets ape likely nesting in Mendocino County and in the vicinity of JDSF (K. Nelson pers.
comm. March 11, 2004).” _ - .

MARBLED MURRELET BIOLOGY
Here are some key quotes about the murrelet from the document. Though they are in the EIR
FIMP, it does not seem like many of these points were considered in the development of the
proposed alternative’s management activities at Jackson. Page 6.6-53 says, “Curzent breeding
[ populations are discontinuons and generally concentrated at sea in arcas adjacent to remaining
29 |iate-successional coniferous forests near the coast (Nelson, 19574)." “A 300-mile gap oeeurs in the
southern portion of the marbled murrelet’s breeding range, between Humboldt and Del Norte
Counties in the north and San Mateo and Santa Cruz Counties in the south. Marbled murrelets
likely accurred in this gap prior i0 extensive logging of redwaod ferests (USFWS, 1997ac).
Moderate numbers of murrelets have been observed along the coast of Mendoeino, Sonoma, and
i3.

 ipublicly-awned acreage in coastal Mendocino County, should give one a hint about how significant - g
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' [Marin counties (Paton & Raiph 1983, 1990).;’ 1 would say that the term “:moderate” is optmustlc

9l .

ere. Page 6.6-73 says, “A major gap in the at-sea distribution of murrelets is found between
- Humboldt and San Mateo Counties. Murrelets have recently been found fo breed in small patches
of nesting habitat still extant in Mendoecino County. A moderate 1o low density (1.8 ~ 3.9 birds per
quare mile) was recorded from Loleta, Humboldt County to Albion, Mendocino County to Half
- [Moon Bay i San Mateo County.” : -

age 6-75 says, “According 1o Ralph and Miller (1995), the most important factor in indicating

pied stands was density of old-growth canopy cover. Qceupied stands had a greater percentage
f old-growth camopy cover than stands with only murrelet presence or no detections (Ralph and
Miller 1995).” 3 ' '

P

[ One key point from my 17 years of research regarding the marbled murrelet which I'did not see
mentioned in the WmDﬁEm!MEmmsumﬁﬂythﬁM&mmlmm

 |not only to be on & large mossy horizontal conifer branch (which need not necessarily be redwood),

But also need ancient redwood canopy above the nest in order to help protect them from the gaze of
corvid bird species. It is admitted on page $-75 that, “Nests were typically located in the top third of
the dominant tree canopy layer and usually had good overhead protection. Such locations seem to
aflow easy access to the exterior of the forest and provide shelter from potential predators.” Yet,
this does not admit what some key researchers believe to be biological fact in California, which is
that murrelets need old-growth REDWOOD canopy above their nest to have a chance for nesting
sucesss. Thus, the sentence on page VIL6.6-75 telling of Ralph and Miller’s findings that “the most
impcnam&dmmmdicaﬁngmmiedamdswasdenﬂtyofoldemwﬂlmm‘nm ' '
California, that should be clarified to say “old-growth redwood canopy cover”. Inote that page '
VIL6.6-168 under “Alternative C1 Project Alternative --Inside JDSF” says, “model outputs for

| Alternative C1 within JDSF indicate a decrease in acreage of large size and multistoried canapy
condition in Redwood (RDW6)” — thus even the most classic ancient forest type will have a canopy
reduction which hurts species dependent upon interior forest conditions with mostly clesed canopy.
Page VIL.6.6-170 in regards to habitat changes within the first period (2004 through 2030), says
“Potential Marbled Murrelet habitat capability is expected to decline in the first period {-7%) given
reduction in extent of Redwood 6.” This is unacceptable in an era where murrelets may be facing .-
‘mﬁ:paﬁmﬁmZmSmdpossibiyZumﬁaswcm e _

Page 6-76, in reference to studies by Meyer (1999) and fide Raphael et al.(2002), “In that study;
1pa!aehsize and isolation were important attributes of sites oecupied by mmrrelets; at a breader seale,
proximity of habitat pﬁoheswmhom:mdamomdhabitatintheiﬁgmpmhpmdicted
| mourrelet densities in adjacent offshore areas.” Thus, since mature forests are at least half way there
fo being old-growth, and seeing that there are substantial mature stands especially at Brandon Gulch
C'WE assessment area, in part of Chamberlain CWE, and elsewhere, these stands should remain
intact which could develop into at least as good a murrelet habitat area as those nearer the coast
mature stands which unfortunately are facing excessive timber management ironically in the name
of “late seral” development. The sizable mature stands especially adjacent to ancient stands are
especially important, and the proposed alternative’s plan for timber activities even within so~called
buffers near old-growth areas does not help the recovery of old-growth dependent species. McShane
et . 2004 concluded that (pg. VIL.6.6-77). “Increased levels of nest site predation as a result of -
forest fragmentation and increased amounts of edge are considered the most significant cause of
nest failure (corvids being the principal predator).” )

QM.
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'(' Ydid find it interesting that a study in Washington state concluded that, since there ié somewhat -

mere uniformity in a mature stand than in a rmlti-layer ancient stand, when mature stands meet
ancient stands or aggregations (as in the Brandon Gulch and Chamberlain cumulative watershed

leffects assessment areas as well as at mature stands at the western part of Jackson adjacent {0 state

s which contain ancient forest elements), that it is superior murrelet nesting habitat since these
areas would tend to have less corvids (untess recreationists i the state parks leave considerable

food scraps around anyway). Here is most of that interesting paragraph, “General landscape
 [condition may influence the degree to which Marbled Murrelets nest in an area. In Washington, .
“1detections of murrelets ineréased when old-growth/mature farests comprised mare than 30% of the

landscape. Raphael et al. (1995) found that the percentage of old-growth forest and large sawtimber
was significantly greater within 0.5 miles of sites that were occupied by murrelets than at sites -
\where they were not detected. Raphael et al. (1995) suggested sites with 35 percent old-growth and
large sawtimber in the landscape are more likely to be occupied. However, Raphael etal. (2002)
found that murrelet numbers on the Olympic Peninsule, Washington, increased as the amount of
core arca of late-seral forest and proximity of patches increased, and decreased with increasing
amounts of edge of late-seral patches.” Thus, rather than Iog nearly all of the mature trees which

|.comprise about 20-24% of JDSF — which sometimes are adjacent to the scatterings of cld-growth

groves which are almost 1% of the Jackson acreage, let that substantial amount of sawtimber remain
verfical and allow other areas to grow larger trees as well so that the percentage of good-sized trees
in good-sized patches can be over 25% and climb from there. In the Meyer (1999) and fide Raphael -
et al. 2002 studies regarding murrelet habitat in California, page VI1.6.6-76 explains that, “prokimity

- of habitat patches to each other and amount of habitat in the largest pateh predicted murrelet

densities in adjacent offshore areas.” Thus, protect especially the substantial patches of mature trees '
thich are of extra value if adjacent or in relative proximity to remaining old-growth stands and '

. i residual, partially to reduce the number of avian nest predators on ranrrelet chicks and eggs as will.

be elaborated upon in the following paragraph. P

On a similar note, Page VIL6.6-77 discusses the findings of Marzloff et al. (2000) by saying, “In
their study area (western side of the Olympic peninsula of Washington State) providing landscapes
that include mixtures of simple-structured mature, mature forest, and old-growth forest likely to be
ocenpied by murrelets could increase nest success and productivity relative to landscapes of pure
old-growth because those portions of the landscape with mature stands of relatively simpler = -
structure would hold fewer avian nest predators.” X

| 1find it distarbing that page VI.6.6-83 says that, “Outside of stochastic events like the Biseuit
fire, the greatest loss of suitable habitat is attributed to consultations on individual harvest units,

| individuat trees, and suitable habitat harvest through Habitat Conservation Plans (McShane et al.

2004).” Thus, this shows that the wildlife agencies are not serions about protecting murrelet habitat
(let alone the forest managers) even in areas that have been declared “critical habitat” for the
federally-threatened and state-endangered marbled murrelet. Not only do biologists need to do more
than token consultation and perhaps suggest a minor mitigation modification for habitat, but they
and others need to realize that where you have both designated critical habitat as well as a large
contiguous publicly-owned forest in a region which has largely had its older frees butchered, it is
time to get serious about providing substantial arsas for murrelet recovery -- and what better an area
than one with substantial mature stands (sometimes adjoining ancient remnants and groves) on
publicly-owned land designated critical habitat in the heart of the redwood region not only of
Mendocino County, but of California as well. ;

5
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" | The Jackson mznagement plan cannot hive it both ways. Page VIL.6.6-127 says that, “Marbled -
| Murrelet habitat vahae within current old-growth groves en JDSF and late seral forest conditions " -

494

associated with WLPZs are discounted under the DEMP due to distance from the coast reduced
!"Likelihoodaf certain nest site conditions given that distance and in the case of the latter, increased
ge effect and potential for nest site predation.” So, the near-term plans are 1o do intensive logging -
pfnmtmtstandsespedalky whm&mmmostmﬂensiw(mdwlﬁchal’wadjohmamim :
Istands Iike at Brandon and Chamberlain areas), yet it is admitted that “increased edge effect and
ipotential for nest site predation” are problems. Substantial mature forests are becoming murrelet
!‘soeial activity and flyway areas and will become at Jeast marginal sourrelet nesting hahbitat within
lseveral decades, so do not log them which would ruin chances for future nesting habitat in the
ture stands and which would make any murrelets who may wish fo attempt nesting at the ancient
stands in these area be more prone to edge effects inchuding corvid predation! The aforementioned
page continues, “Harvest of certain forest conditions under the DFMP could reduce the effective
future recruitment of potential Marbied Murrelet habitat that by virme of its location would have a
- Ihigher probability of occupancy.” Thus, both the mature stands adjacent to state park and
_ |Mendocino Woodlands areas, and the sizable mature stands at Brandon and West Chamberlain
areas, should not only be logged en masse as is planned for nearly all of the larger mature stands, but
also should not have substantial freatment to allegedly achieve late seral characterisitics because - '
| taking over half of the sizable trees out fwhich would not occur i more considerate practices oflate -
seral stage development, for instance by the Institute for Sustainable Forestry or by a landowner at
Deer Creek, Josephine County, OR) would also increase edge effect and predaﬁon of murrelet nests.

Thus, it is preposterous to make the claim (obviously urged by lawyers rather than reputable
biologists) on page VIL.6.6-121 that “Substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
ifica 'ns”nfsensiﬁvespzcies,nr“RﬂdumihenumberornésnictIhemngenfnmm .
angered animal” is claimed to be “Less than Significant with Mitigation”. Some generic impacts
from management activities which do not kil a species outright but which impact their habitat is
mentioned on pages VIL6.6-122 {and 123), “Iadirect impaets may include, but are not limited to, the
lreduction of suitable nesting habitat or nest sites, habitat connectivity and dispersal corridors,

9¢  fapopy cover, and key habitat elements (hardwoods, snags, LWD, and trees with cavities), Many of

%

khese impacts affect habitat quality and/or svitability and, ulﬁma;ely,canadver'scly affect
eprodu onan&ﬂxcoonﬁnue&persistmceofaspe&csinagivenm”’-Obv‘:aﬁsly,thcwﬁtero{

the following sentence conveniently overlooked the fact that JOSF contains the most substantial
Jture forests in coastal Mendocino County (which is a “rare habitat” in the region and will becorae

amother rare habitat within decades -~ 21 oid-, habitat), “The proposed action does not propose.

the modification or removal of rare babitats.” I believe that the Proposed Alternative calls for

wholesale removal of the rare mature forest habitat with the potential to be the largest block
leventually supporting marbled murrelet nesting in Mendocino County.

Though some elements of the Interior Dept. are now claiming that one need not list the murrelet in
California, Oregon, and Washington because there are plenty of murrelets in Alaska, is ignoring info
such as is mentioned by McShae et al. 2004 and others about not only different genetics among

{ murrelets south of Alaska, hutwmthediﬁemnceinmn:eletgcneﬁcsindiﬂ‘wem:ebom Zones in
California; “Loss of Genetic Variation Among Populations. Given that there are at least 3
genetically distinct populations of Marbled Murrelets, loss of any of these poptilations would reduce
the species” genetic resources and compromise its long-term viability.” “The probahility for
extirpation is especially prominent for Marbled Murrelets in Zones 5 and 6.” In regards to the
greater murrelet range, page V116 .6-86 says, “Estimates of the distribution of neutral genetic
variation in Marbled Murrelets indicate that population loss in California, British

: i6.
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Coiumbia.’mamland Alaska, or the Aleutians would however oomprox_ﬁise long-term viability ofthe -
species and adaptive variation.” : ' S

Page VIL6.6-89 says, “JDSF was included in the critical habitat designation (USFWS 1996b).
‘riteria for critical habitat include the presence of suitable nesting habitat, presence of murrelets,

d proximity to foraging habitat. Criticat habitat also was designated in zones of current low use
v turrelets. Thes areas are intended to support the USFWS goal to reduce gaps in the species
" |nesting distribution, and help buffer the species from future catastrophic events such as oil spills and
In California, 175,000 acres (71,040 ha) of state lands were destgnated as critical habitat, of which
JDSF constitutes about 29 percent.” “Jackson Demonstration State Forest fafls within the :
Mendocino Zone (Zone 5) that extends from the southern boundary of Humboldt County California,
: - [to the mouth of San Francisco Bay.” 'lfhiszuneextands&oml.2milesatse'atoupt025mﬂes
97 " |inland. “Conservation measures here could still benefit the species. Muzrelets along the coast of

. {Mendocine, Sonoma and Marin Counties are considered important to future reconnection of

murrelet populations in northern and central Californja. Recovery efforts in Zone 5 may improve
survival and recovery in adjacent zones by reducing the current geographical gap in breeding
| distribution. Given that the population of murrelets in this zone is so small, longer-term recovery
efforts geared toward the development of new habitat may be most important (USFWS 1997).”
However, this does not mean that what is now suitable social activity and marginal nesting habitat
for the murrelet should be exposed to greater edge effects and corvid predation due to the intensive -
| management activities proposed under Alternative C1 simply because of claims that buffer strips
and riparian areas will have some old-growth over a century from now. Substantial chunks of good
habitat are needed, and the best chance for this is to protect the mature stands at JDSF, especially
- | when they are larger and when they are bordering ancient stands either at JOSF or in adjacent
 parks or the Mendocino Woodlands area. ' :

I notice that page VIL.6.6-89 mentions “actions that will contribute to population stabilization and:
leventual recovery of the species” which could be “potentially implemented at JDSF” — point #2 is
“provide for the maintenance and recruitment of suitable, high-quality babitat over the long-term
(50-100 years)”, Seeking to have young-growth grow to be old-growth murrelet habitat just will not
98  |happen in that length of time. But if the JDSF mature stands are protected, they wilt provide good
social activity and flyway habitat in the very near future, and will provide at least marginal nesting -
habitat in the length of time where some studies conclude the murrelet will be extirpated from south
of the Humboldt County line - extirpation predicted to be 100% by 2044 in Zones § and 6. Thus, °
protect the mature stands to provide just enough habitat for the murrelst to possibly survive in the
recovery zone until the middle of the ceniury, and keep protecting the mature stands so that it can
-pmwid:gooﬁmumlstnesﬁnghabﬂathyla&exhis_smmry; ' - o

MURRELET, MENDOCINO COUNTY, and REDWOOD ECOSYSTEM RECOVERY including
addressing the “cearse” STRITTHOLT Study

79 Same areas of Mendocino (with a couple in northwestern Sonoma County) in which mumelets
have been detected in recent years inglude Ten Mile Creek, Big River, Navarro River, Chadbourne
Guilch, Usal Creek, Russian Gulch State Park, Alder Creek, Admiral Standiey Park, Greenwood
Creek, Gualala River, Garcia River, Albion River, Hardy Creek, Wheatfield Creek, Haupt Creelk,
LWillow Creek, Digger Creek, and at the Wages Creek and Rider Gulch confluence. (An earlier
pamgaphtﬂldafmektsighfmmﬂmvifjnityofmﬁ.) : ;

i7.

Page 1V.8.1-18



/o0

.Jb;

FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN
Fax:707-576-2608 fpr 17 '06  10:14  P.19

In 1999, Strittholt et al. came out with an admittedly “coarse” overview of relative conservation )

. values for watersheds in the North Coast redwood ecosystem. There was a general map called

figure VIL6.6.5A. on Page VIL6.6-27 which was the “Composite Model Ranking by Watershed
Using Criteria Two Through Nine”. Though the map should have been considerably larger and the
names of rivers and creeks should have been listed, I used my California atlas and the shape of the
coast to determine which river watersheds were which shade on that map. The Noyo Riveras a
whole looks Iike it is given a “medium” conservation value. [ believe that both Big River andthe -
short coastal watersheds which run from JDSF through state parks to the ocean (as well as Ten Mile.
Creck watershed to the nexth of the Neyo) were given High conservation value potential.

Looking on Page V-28 at “Table V.4, Strittholt et al. (1999) Redwood Ecosystem Conservation

"| Ratings for JDSF Cumnlative Effects Assessment Area”, it gets into more detail Three of the four

coastal drainages, as well as the Mouth of Big River, were the areas at Jeast partially on the Jackson
forest rated of High Conservation Value. In regards to the CWE assessment areas that have '
substantial acreage at JDSF, Inote that 4 of the 5 CWE assessmet areas scheduled to have the most
intensive timber management activities over the next five to ten years are rated of Medium
conservation value. Yet, these watershed assessment areas (Brandon Gulch 40.4%, Kass Creek
35.2%, Betry Guich 23.8%, Chamberlain 21.6%, and Patlin Creek 17.9%) are planned for the
most intensive loggmg at JDSF in the near future. Except for smatler coastal drainages and the
Mouth of Big River, as well as 4 of the 5 just-mentioned watershed assessment areas, almost all the
rest of the conservation value for JDSF is rated low. Why is JDSF itching to conduct timber
management activities in the very near furture which would ruin the redwood ecosystem
conservation and recovery values? The one of the 5 mentioned watersheds which did not have a -
medium rating was Chamberlain Creek, however it has substantial mature stands on its western
fork, and must not be hammered so that there would be close to no connectivity (with the exception
of inadequate riparian buffers which could still have logging within them). So, besides being
surprised at the rating for Chamberlain area, I'm not too surprised by the other mtmgswhenone
considers that it was based on GIS photography which is focusing on age and species of tree stands
rather than focusing on maintaining watercourses so that 1hcy are not excessively sedimented which
«can ruin chances for reproductive success by native fish species. Likewise, clearly stream
tcmpmﬂnemedpdtosnppoﬂ Cohosalmonﬁswellassteelhpadmtwasnotmns;der;dby

, Strittholt et at.

Before I relate the Stittholt redwood ecosystem conservation value criteria to JDSF, I will
comment on the first and the tenth eriteria The first was given, tut wes m‘edmthemﬁdeﬂmg
mdassngmngofnonscmaﬂonwhmsofwamshedm That first criteria is
“Patch size of late successional forest™. While technical definitions would only include the ancient
stands at JDSF none of which is over 101 acres, but Strittholt’s calenlations did not consider the
considerable mature forests at JDSF which could develop within several decades to marginal
‘habitat for ancient forest dependent species, and could be full-fledged old-growth habitat within a
century. No other area can come close to the many thousands of acres of mature mostly redwood
forest adjoining small ancient stands - af least south of Humboldt Redwoods State Park. Thus, if
relatively near future late-successional patch size at JDSF (depending upon managenient) could

. |combine with the realization that JDSF is the largest conﬁguo_us publicly-owned redwood ecosystem
(tand in Mendocino County, clearly JDSF wotild look rosier in terms of conservation value for the

redwood ecosystem to Strittholt and others. fRegardmg the tenth criteria, it says on Page VI1.6.6-26.
“A tenth criterion addressing management potential was not modeled but qualitatively included to
evaluate institutional barriers to managerent” What daes that mean? Dees it mean it examines the
obstinance or bottom line of companies and management agencies to see whether practices are

i8.
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}Ikeiytochanget'oaﬂowmorecansemum‘? Does;tmeenthﬂxthaemmsunmamibmers .

among companies and management agencies which precludes management (er non-management)
which would protect er work toward late-seral characteristics? Of course, bear in mind that many of
the most prime arcas for conservation of the coast redwood coosystem are natural and thus not
managed by humans, and should not be managed ~ though possibly some very light management in
the greater area / buffer area of older or mature stands to assist recovery of the area to provide better
‘habitat for old-growth dependent species. The BLM’s Arcata office is doing well at such work in
the Headwaters Preserve area, and they are not oriented toward cutting big trees and takmg out the
majority af-iazgetme.sma so—ealkedhuffmasarefmeﬁmanagasatm

- Before I get into those 8 criteria which were listed and used to determine conservation value of
‘watershed areas, I will point out that Strittholf’s work was mentioned as “coarse” ﬂ:lusnmhavmg
much detail. Did you consult any ather groups (besides the few wards mentioning BLM and -
Save-the-Redwoods League) about prime areas within which one could conserve, restore, and
Tecover the priceless coast redwood ecosystem? Not long before finishing these comments, it
occurred to.me that Legacy - The Landscape Connection group did detailed GIS and other work in

| regards to the North Coast redwood ecosystem. They were unable to get back to me before I

completed this paper, but their phone number, for future reference and to hopefully mplude some of -

!

thcn'ma:mai mﬂwnmEIR/FM'P is (707)826-9408.

In regards to Smttholt’s Criteria 2 through 9, it is true that the road density currently at both JDSF
d neighboring timberlands is out of eontrol — while the Alternative C1 propeses mere roads and

/o 3 - |is very vague as to how many roads will be decommissioned, so it is important to choose

do¢
fog

Jod

/o7

|

| Alternative E or F in regards to roads while being sure to fund their substantial decommissioning

wwkh&emnmﬁﬂm]@mmmmlhmﬂmeﬂmﬂmﬂmgmdmﬂ)mkmmsodo

| not let the watercourses receive more sediment or have their temperature raised, so that native fish
can still survive in many of Jackson’s streams and allow the mature stands to become old-growth
‘habitat to host species such as murrelets and NSOs which are currently not very common at JDSF
The “Concentration of [ate successional patches™ criteria should be examined in regards to what I
mentioned under Criteria 1 about if one protects mature stands and lets that become ancient, that
<ould become excellent future habitat for old-growth dependent species. Forest age composition I
‘basically just covered, but unfortunately JDSF and ﬁ:emarbytnn‘bcﬂm&shavcpredommtely
young-growth -- which makes the substantial mature with a Iittle ancient at JDSF more unique and
unpo:tantJE‘orest fragmentation is certainly a problem, thus do not fragment the mature stands
bringing mare edge effect to ancient stands at JDSF, and do not carry out.-widespread clearcutting as
scheduled wmder Alternative C1. Eventhe JDSF areas with some decent mature elements near the
state parks to the west are not well-managed (regarding criteria 7), | There are too many road and
stream interactions at Jackson (partly due to Hwy. 20), thongh it does divide areas of the state forest
where recreation shonld not be promoted toward the western reach of the forest, from the
campgrounds, recteation corridors, and mature/ancient stands in the Brandon Gulch, West
Chambeslain, and otherareasler eriteria 9, while there are some regulations promuligated ,
regarding riparian corridors at JOSF, they would allow too much Jogging of all but the ten larger
ifers in a stretch of more than a football field, plus logging toe much hardwood in places. These

/as  (areas are not wide enough under the propossd altemative for Jackson to make edge effects

negligible. However, some mature stands along the North Fork of the South Fork of the Noyo

River, at West Chamberlain Creek, plus some toward the western part of the forest as well as a little
of James Creek to the east do have some decent forest nearby streams.

19.
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| The 3 regions related to Strittholt’s GIS work do not make much sense. Both the northern and

| central regions for redwood ecosystem conservation value in California include parts of southem
| Humboldt County, while both the central and southern portions include parts of northem Santa Cruz -

/09

/70

1

Iiz.

region (along with protecting as much as possible of Alder Creek further south).

' [County. Seeing that redwood parks (besides narrow strips along the coast in northern Humboldt and

Del Norte Counties) of substantial size are concentrated in southern Humboldt and in northern Santa

.| Cruz County, watersheds partly within or adjacent to the major parks such as Humboldt Redwoods
' State Park and Big Basin Redwoods State Park help to skew the findings not in the favor of

ecosystem recovery at Jackson and Mendocino County as priorities. Because only little state parks
o the west dre protected in the Jackson vicinity, and becanse most redwood stateparks are so small

| in Mendocino County, only the little larger protected area at Little River made enough of an

‘impression to get Strittholt to rate the Little River watershed and the neighboring Albion River
watershed to the south as having a “Very High” redwood ecosystem conservation value in

‘. Mendocino County.

Pége V-29 mentions the Save-the-Redwoods Leaguc and BLM report of 2001 which followed

‘workshops about arcas especially néeding consérvation in the redwood zone. Of the eleven focus
| areas, none involved watersheds within or adjacent to the CWE assessment areas-of JDSF. It should

be noted that historically SRL, besides purchasing some substantial acreage temporatily to be
handed over to state or federal park managers, has been focusing on acquiring acreage to enfarge
current parks. Since that 2001 report however, they have turned more attention to key biological

connectivity corridors, both in the Redwoods-to-the-Sea / Gilham Butte area of southern Humboldt ~

County, and more recently the considerable cutover lands in the Mill Creck area which link the
Smith River Nat’l Recreational Area with the coastal redwood parks in Del Norte County. I'm sure
alt or close to all areas discussed were private land areas which some felt should come into the

public realm (or at least have good conservation easements), and thus did not focus on the one large

contiguous publicly-owned land in the heart of the redwood region - that being IDSF.

Let us look at musrelet sightings and potential for recovery in Mendocino County, while keeping

in mind the Stittholt map on Page VIL.6.6-27. A few things should occur to one when looking at the

shadings for conservation values of watersheds in Mendocino County. One notices a Very High
rating for the Alder Cresk watershed toward the southern third of the Mendorino Coast. Then one
notices mostly darker shades in the latitudingl heart of Mendocino County. That area includes the
Littie River watershed with a more sizable {for Mendocino County) redwood state park, as well as
the Albion River watershed to its south which contains some old-growth remmants. Then it is mostly
High conservation values for watersheds until you reach the Noyo River which is rated Medium (yet
varies on the more specific chart about the CWE assessment areas in the JDSF arca). And then,
north of the Noyo River, there is High conservation value, as well as murrelet sightings, at Ten Mile
Creek. Thus, this Albion River throngh Ten Mile Creek area is essential to the recovery of the coast
redwood ecosystem and its dependent species — and seeing that JDSF is in this area and includes
substantial amounts of the Noyo, Big, and «ther watercourses {and is so sizable especially in the
west-east direction, this is clearly the place to focus conservation energy in the heart of the redwood -

BLM’s Cahto area is mixed conifer rather than redwood, while the lands to the gast of the very
narrow Sinkyone Wilderness State Park are generally inbad cutover shape. It is still important to
conserve remnants of watersheds in those shaded areas indicating coastal watersheds in .
northwestern Mendocino County -~ partly for murrelets who decide to fly to the southwest from
their nests at HRSP or from southern parts of Pacific Lumber lands hecause they do not like to fly
over the King Range which is primarily Douglas-fir and thus not ideal murrelet nesting habitat in

20.
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] €ahfmma. ‘But due to it being the heart of the redwood region and certanﬂy the heart of Mendocino

County’s redwood region, that Ten Mile Creek watershed through Albion River watershed _
(including the sizable acreage at JDSF) appears to be the most vital area if murrelets are to survive
in Recovery Region 5 (and many argue in Recovery Region 6) for the next few decades. :

o s o e o s oo e o o o o o o o B ool o ool b ol ol ol ol ool o ok ode sl ool e ol e e S o s s sRokok P Tl o Ao ok

-+ PACIFIC FISHERS

I notice on Map Fi_guc'M that there is no “fuily suitable” Pacific fisher habitat at JDSF. Thcre are
seme areas of IDSF which are adjacent to some “fully suitable” fisher habitats on private land, state

| park land, or Mendocino Woodlands area. Since fishers like a wide range of mostly old-growth .

with good canopy cover, en areas adjacent to “fully suitable” fisher habitat, there shouid be no.
logging -~ even theoretically designed to develop “late seral” characteristics. This would include the
northeastern end of Brandon Gulch CWE assessment area. (which should generally be left alone
anyway due to it having that large older mature forest), upper West Chamberlain area {a:lau largely a
key mature stand which also should be avoided as far as timber management activities), in some -
areas by the state parks to the west, in areas adjoining that private land which juts north of Highway
20 in the south-central area of Jackson forest, and by the Mendoc}m Woodlands area. |

Besides some moderate to high fisher habitat on the map toward the west and i other areas, I note
that the areas with the most moderate-to-high fisher habitat at Jackson are in areas proposed for
especially heavy logging in the next 5 to 10 years, namely the Chamberlain Creek watershed, the -
Brandan -Gulch CWE area, the Berry Gulch area, and the Parlin Creek area. It seems that the forest.
managers at Jackson have chiosen precisely those areas which are best habitat for fishers to log -~
which would be a disaster for this species that needs Iarge ranges, good canopy, and little
fragmentation. Page VIL6.6-13 points ont some key habitat needs for fisher and marten, “Stand
level characteristics of importance to forest camivores (marten and Pacific fisher) include canopy
closure, snag and log frequency”. It is admitted that Alternative C1 would result in a 7% reduction

1 in Pacific fisher habitat from this time through the year 2030 - and I believe that this is qmte an

underestimation.

_ NQRTHBKN SPOTTED QWL

1 notice that there were most NSO sightings in the Brandon Guich C'WE assessment arca,
followed closely by the Parlin Creek CWE assessment area. Yet, the Proposed Alternative plans to
log 40.4% of the Brandon Guleh CWE assessment area within the next 5 to 10 years (likely
targetting the best NSO habitat other than the faicly limitced ancient stands themselves). Such
butchering of mature stands must not take place! The Parlin Creek CWE assessment area is being
substantially targetted too (as is Berry Guich to the sonth which has also had NSO sightings), and it
already has been quite cutover. Furthermore, the plans for clearchiting / evenaged management in

' Theccnuﬁmde&smnmﬁﬂwfwestmﬂdeﬁgtelymmtherésahsbimmtomym?mm

Berry Guleh, but also some areas recovering in the Chamberlain and perhaps James Creek area
(though the table with planned percentages of CWE assessment arcas to be logged in the next 5 to
10 years does not include the James Creek area). Thus, there is quite a difference between
declarations (to please lawyers) like “silvicultural allocation plan.and silvicultural practice retains
and creates habitat available for Northern Spotted Owl” and the plans for logging in areas at JDSF
which have had the most NSO sightings. It is ironic that the document says, “As budget allows,
expand more staffing to include greater biological expertise.”” No wonder the Proposed Alternative
shamﬁalmhabﬂat—{tisadnnﬁedthatthereishtﬂebmlagcalmcpemseatmﬁl Do NOT log
the mature stands in order to higher a bmloglst who may well conclude that you just finished off the

Zi.
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| best NSO, fisher, and murrclet recovery arcas in order to hire them! (There was a NSO sighting in

/sy~ | southeastern Chamberlain CWE assessment area, as ‘well as in southeastern James Creek and along
the Big River nearby, yet southeastern Chamberlain is scheduled for goup—-selectlon logging which
wou&d decnnate NSO h&bﬂa{ features,)

Page VI1.6.6-28 says that, “Franklin (2000) found that for Northern Spotted Owls, in bis Northernr
California study area, an mcreasmg amount of forest edge could be detrimental by decreasing the
‘,} z amount of interior habitat, increasing predation rates, and reducing the survival rate.” Thus, do not
' hg&omlﬁgamemdsa@omngﬁemﬂammmdsmmc&mdmmmww

Chamberlain areas, and do not claim that mere riparian areas where logging is somewhat limited can .

| suffice for interior forest habitat even more than a century down the line.

S -1=¥*****t*********t*tt*t*t-t#**********i*ﬂ***#** ‘_ e o sk ok

] In my initial enummuunsastobas:cpmblemsmth ﬂustftERandemJDSF I

mentioned that there is too much “wiggle room™ orieewaytpaﬁiewwenﬂ:gipggmgofold-gwwﬂl

trees at JDSF -- let alone, for now, the sizable mature trees which are so rare in the redwood region

of coastal Mendocind County. Page V-11 says, “The JDSF DFMP proposes to protect all old

growth redwood stands, as well as individual old growth trees that have.defined structural

| characteristics.” What percentage of old-growth trees other than those in the unentered old growth

redwood stands could face being cut down? Is it the RPF who gets to determine whether an old tree

has sufficient enough structural characteristics to let it live? Be as specific as possible in the next

EIR / EMP as to which old-growth trees could live and which do not qualify. Seemg that you

‘mentien old-growth trees with “defined structural characteristies”, it sounds like there is 2 working

deﬁmnonmdstmmmewhethcrmmdxwdualold!gmwrhtmemuld be left alone or would be -

. logged. Please present this precise definition in the next EIR / FMP. Likewise, leeway is left lo

17 timber managers on page VI-49 of that table which says “Retain existing old growth groves,

. | retention of large residual old growth trees and old trees with structure”. Though old-growth trees

would be comparatively large in general, but if an old-growth residual was not 2 dominant tree in a

| elump / aggregation, could some of that clump be logged of old-growth residuals since it was not

_ comparatively large for old-growth residuals? Also, which kinds of both old-growth residuals or
.other old trees (and approximately what percentages) could be not declared to have an adequate
“struciure”, and thus be logged? Another distirbing excerpt from the Draft EIR/ FMP is on page
VIL6.1-97, “Some flexibility should be maintained to aflow removal of large trees to adjust species
composition and improve the potential performance of future LWD”. Much as some more LWD

-could be good at some sites at Jackson, the history of forest management has not demonstrated that
the JDSF managers can he trusted with this “Rexibility.” Also, I see nothing here about if there isan
omfgromhnonglwﬁrsmdmchmpfaggmgam»mthmmyprmmfmm ;
Douglas-firs other than some which may be within unentered ancient redwood groves?

I do like Alternative F in terms of protecting “heritage trees™ (trees that were living when ;
California became a state in the middle of the nineteenth century) — unless they are particularly a
hazard that would impact people or property. This would get rid of the “wiggle room™ which would

/42 ' | allow the logging of old-growth and trees which could be termed between some people”s definition
. |of old-growth and their definition of “very mature”. Yet, the rare (in regional context) mature frees
(generally 80 fo 120, years old) need substantial protestion as well. :
L P P e e e e kkrRkhdkE W s o o ol o ik o L]
The documents admitted thai little has been done at JDSF since the court injunction blocking the
179 | woefully inadequate Draft EIR / FMP back in 2003. In the meantime, the lawyers reached the
conchisions that needed to be made, and these latest documents are a flailing attempt ot trying to
make manipulated biology and manipulated logic try to fit neaﬂy with the lawyers’ cunclusmns

22,
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K 9 Pubhs}nng heﬂy volumes 'miay ﬁnpress some, but why aren’t the noted references which are . ;
/19 | mentioned summarized, while giving quetes from those documents to show that indeed théy suppert -
- the conclusions of this Draft EIR / DFMP? _ 0 -

 There are 2 lot of matters I noticed in these JDSF. documients which mention that more information
is needed, plus there are many JDSF issues where it is presumed that sufficient mformation is :
|zo | available and presented, but which actually are very vague and non-specific. Some of these are
- | what specific areas will be newly roaded and logged under C1, and what would the consequences be

: ] for habitat for various sensitive species if such actions were carried out (including for aquatic - .

species). [One of these key tasks which should have been done already and should have been .

. presented in these draft documents (or at least by the next EIR / FMP) are the need for specifios as
121 1o what parts of the cumulative watershed assessment areas would he logged during the next fivefo
ten years under Altemative C1 and under other altcmaﬁves] E.néthcr task clearly needing to-be done
i§ to examine the erosion and sedimentation impact on streams from the major storms of late 2005
Jz2 J and early 2006 on various watercourses at JDSF, and it is erucial to take temperature readings in -

August and September 2006 to be clear on the impact of sedimentation on the watercourse which
could deleteriously impact Coho salmon, steethead, and other species. '

123 | Other information which should be able to be produced in a refatively short length of time are: 1. a
.~ ‘'temperature TMDL should be developed for the Big River watershed@2. a more accurate vegetation
124 ' map to distinguish between old redwoods with generally closed canopy from scattered old redwoods:

with dense understory such is in some of the Jemes Creek areaJ3. mere specifics as to how masiy
- 28 .Iold-gmmhmsidmltecsmdmmm'm and will be logged (since this helps to determine how
' much increase there will be in edge effects)[and in sedimentation of streams which also can impact
/24 | temperature, how much decrease in shading of watercourses][how much management activity is
(%7 —planned in steep landslide prone areas and inner gorges|[where new roads are planned and how
128 |many of these are clearly linked to a better location for a road te replace hopefully several nearby
r1oads which have particular erosion / sedimentation prbblenﬁS)J';’E}. let a recreation specialist or '

/29 I perhaps an artist or Iandscape architect, rather than a RPF, determine whether a logging project will
- significantly impact the aesthetics of an aru_}&mnsida new recreation corridors as well as

/20 ~profecting more than Just narrow facade sps along roads and trails}[6. complete 2 recreation survey

/31 as called for in the Draft EIR and inchude these results in the next BIR /FMPJinclude the James
- Creek Watershed Cumulative Effects Assessment Area on Table VIILI0 on pages VIII-37 (and .
4 ~38) or else have no cut in this area in the next 5 to 10 yearsfand explain by words and by better
' |labelling of maps where the 492-aere buffer araund Road 334 whieh to be managed for Jate-seral
/32 |characteristics is, as well as where the 250-acre buffer around the waterfall grove complex {also to’
be managed for late-getal forest characteristics) is. : . .

- ROADS, TRAILS, and FEEDING of ANIMALS who are GRAZERS

Page VI1.6.1-100 says that, “JDSF contains an estimated 350 miles of actively used roads and 150 .
miles of potentially improperly abandoned roads. The sediment contribution per unit aréa fiom
roads is often much greater than that from all other land management activities combined, including
log skidding and yarding (Fumiss et al. 1991),” Elsewhere in the documents it is mentioned that the

/34 | public uses 200 miles of road at JDSF. Page VIL2-12 says, “Aesthetic changes associated with
~ | paving a forest road would be iess than significant whereas, establishing a new forest road may be
significant.” Thus, to abide by regulations, any new forest road should not be through or adjacent to
mature erancimferestmas,mdilmustbe.c&earlyme@dfﬂrmpmgememae&ﬁﬁesandbcmthe
-general vicinity of several logging roads which have been decommissioned due to significant

L3 '
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| sediment from the reads having deleterious effects on waterconrses in the area. Al other new roads
| are clearly an aesthetic insult and would bring mere edge effects which stresses (or results in deaths
of) various species, plus can damage nearby watercourses. Even modern improved road-building
techniques has done little to reduce sediment yields from the construction of new roads. Appendix
11 Page S says, “Significant construction of new roads has led to increasing sediment yields from
road surface erosion, espite improved practices (see Table 27 m the Attachments, reproduced from
Matthews 2001).” Page 11 of that Appendix points out that road-related sediment is the dominant
source of sediment in both the Noyo and the Big Rivers. One should also realize that roads (and _
vehicular management activities largely using them) are the main spreader of non-native invasive -
plmﬁspeciesnsothereisanothcrmonmmininﬁzemadsinthemSFm '

34

It is insufficient to merely say regarding Alternative C1 that you will, “Decommission unnecessary .
and environmentally damaging roads.” You need to give a general estimate regarding the :
approximate pumber of miles of road that would be decommissioned, since taking out just 2 token
number of toad miles when JDSF managers have such widespread logging plans (which include
building some new roads, logging nearly all the mature forests, as well as logging in riparian areas
which could also impact shading, sedimentation, and temperature.of watercourses) is <certainly
insufficient evidence to be able to claim that overall there would be an insignificant cumulative
‘mpact from management activities proposed at JDSF. .

I appreciate the urgency which Alternative F has (noted in Table VLY on pages VI-45 and 46) in
regards to immediately inventorying unneeessary and/or damaging roads, and that it is elear that this
activity would take priority over other management activities at JDSF. It is not that I behieve that
Alternative E would not wish such a focus too, but the way it is worded in the aforementioned table,
while it calls for aggressive road decommissioning, it mentions nothing about immegiate '
inventorying and decommissioning or a focus for allotment of funds for that alterative. Perhaps

' [that is because it is clear that JDSF managers consider Alternative F the enemy and will not really
consider this fine alternative to work toward restoring the lovely habitat and watershed condition
| which those of European extraction found in Mendocino County centuries ago, as well as protecting

. . | the best remnants currently at JDSF. I notice that under Alternative C1, it says that the foad

management “plan includes standards for 5-year inventpry, construction, maintenance, and o
decommissioning; establishes a schedule repair and decommissioning work: Tot orly does this give
no indication about whether there would be a dozen or a hundred or how many miles which might
be decommissioned, and it is clear that JDSF personnel are in no hurry to do the inventory and are
more focused en the earlier mentiened “construction” and “maintenance” than in taking out roads o
reduce sedimentation so as not to damage salmonid habitat in watercourses. Under “Fransportation
(see also Road Management Plan)™ part of the alternatives comparison Tabte VL.1., the wording for
€1 (following the lawyer-mandated assurance that it wonld “Comply with FPRs and sediment :
TMDLs where applicable”) is “Roads and landings constructéd and reconstructed as needed to
support harvest operations.” This does indicate the priority of JDSF under the proposed alternative
as far as roads -- the priority is construeting and reconstructing to assist timber operations. Thus, the
talk of inventory and decommissioning of roads at Jackson is just a token non-enumerated effort to
seck to validate the claim that watercourses would be in better shape despite intensivé management
on: 75% of the forest (including substantial cleascutting / evenaged management as well as many
other intensely chopped areas) due to decommissioning a not-cven-estimated number of roads or
mileage of roadway. ; .

. There are various indications in the Draft EIR / FMP that trails are virtually an aftexthought fram
the perspective of JDSF managers. Page V-26 says, “Theré arc over 60 individual campsites, many
4.

135
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; miles of riding and hiking trails, and over 200 miles of forest road utilized by the public.” Fora
‘nearly 50,000 acre forest, obviously 60 individual campsites are not very numerons. Why is there
no, attempt at enumerating the miles of riding and hiking trails at Jackson? I it because some of the g
trails are mostly animal trails and thus you do not know whether to count them, or has there just
been so little recreation focns that there was never an attempt to enumerate how many miles.of
] recreation trails (other than some roads) are being used by, the pubtic) E&lso, while a recreation

" survey is a decent idea, it doesn’t take a rocket scientist recreation specialist to determine that, -

besides liking to hike some trails, many hikers and campers like to immerse themselves in Mother

* | Nature, so butchering the forests other than along streamsides and major roads and trails (while even _

cutting in most of these facade buffer areas) is clearly not what most who would like to enjoy

| redwood forests without travelling an additionat distance to Humboldt County have in mind for an

-environment that they wish o further exploze. (Also, note some discussion on the main recreation
areas on the forest when discussing mature forests, as well as'some of the alternatives offered in the
Draft EIR / FMP.) ; ' . :

While I can see why there are some concerns about horses and other animals which folks ride or -
pechaps which carry their belongings freely grazing on vegetation at JDSF, yet urging or requiring
Ppeople to bring feed / mulch to feed to their animals is also & problem. Not only are increasing
amoumnts of nmich (whether used for feed or for management-related activities at Jackson)

| Benetically modified these days (which will increase if genetically modified alfalfa is

commercialized), but mulch often carries seeds of invasive plants which we do not need more of in
the IDSF area. Would IDSF managers consider that if certain invasive plant species are good to eat
for horses and other livestock, that the target plants conid be pointed out to riders and could be -
grazed upon at least near roads and trails which are some of the areas in which jnvasive plants
thrive? '

In case anyone needs to be reminded of the seriousness of mulch spreading invasive plant species,
here are a couple quotes from page 3-26 of the BLM Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides Draft
Programmatic EIS, “Many other invasive plants have been introduced unintentionally via air, water,
2il, or road fransportation pathways. Common methods of introduction inchude contaminated seed,

|feed prain, hay, straw, and mulch; movement of contaminated equipment across uncontaminated

tands; anima fur and fleece; spreading of gravel, roadiill, and topsoil cortaminated with noxious
weed seed; and plants and seeds sold fhrough nurseries as ornamentals (USDI BLM 1996).” “Once

introduced, invasive plants are spread primarily by vehicles, humans, wild horses, livestock, wind,

water, and wildlife. Initially, invasive weeds may get established in disturhed sites such as
ailhcads, along roads and wails, firebreaks, landing pads, ot and gas development sites, wildlife

and/or livestock concentration areas, and campgromds”.[(Speakigg of firebreaks, will the shaded

******f**tt***#*t***vtvv 5

INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT Leads to FIRE DANGERS at JDSF

Yook

" The logging of old trees (which provide shade and are well along in developing a phumbing

| System to provide a more ongoing flow of cool clear water), the drying effect from spraying

berbicides, plus the fire risk involyed with lots of machinery being operated on hundreds of miles of
roads well as the drying effects of herbicide spraying, plus alt the machinery used in management
and along hundreds of miles of roads from which fires can accidentally or purposefully start ate all

major drawbacks of the Proposed Alternative C1. Regarding logging slash, it sounds like it might be

| gathered and burned in some clearcuts (obvicusly a slash fire is @ fire and can eseape at times), or

Just left on the ground upon other logging methods with a slight mitigation of scattering slash after

25,
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logging within 50 feet of major roads and trails. Besides that, the highly flammable slash will be on
the forest floor awaiting ignition. P : '

It is quite obvious that if one removes all or nearly all vegetation from an area, it will dry out the
area and provide deleterious edge effects to certain adjoining areas. Then, herbicides are sometimes
used, which kills vegetation and dries things out further, Then, comifer trees (alt of the same age and
usually all the same species) are planted in a heavily stocked way. When one has a bunch of

| essentially Christmas trees all packed together, it not only could'be prone to disease, but itis a
* | wirtual tinder box fmmtjustﬁre,hmfwﬁmﬂmﬁspmnctabummmslmphimiywlﬁch :

/et

could also rise to become a crown fire and even seriously damage or kill ancient redwood trees in
the JO'SF area. \ Yy 3

- The DEIR / DFMP claims that the less intensive management alternatives are most prone to fire
danger because a number of roads from which one could fight fires would be decommissioned.
Certainly, a sumber of r0ads can remain not enly to fight fires or for recreationists to use, but also
for management activities. But, this document entirely fails to examine the implications in regards
%o forest managers promoting intensive vehicular and machinery activities in the majority of the
JDSF. Other activities which increase fire danger are the use of herbicides, the increase in fire X
danger due to logging mature and other stands and replacing them with tightly packed conifer -
plantations, and even the further drying out of buffer areas intended for lighter management. . There
can be some valid excuses for managing an understory and brushfields in some places in orderto -
lessen chances that there can be erown fires in the area, but seeing that even relatively light ;
manageément at JDSF generally targets the larger trees of the area, the preponderance of proposed
management at Jackson would lead to increased risk of fire -- including potentiatly catastrophic fire. . .

Page B-29 of the BLM’s Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides Draft Pragrammatic EIS says,
“Herbicides used in site preparation reduce vegetation that would compete with conifers. in the
brown-and-burn method of site preparation, herbicides are used to dry the vegetation, to be bumed
several months Jater.” It should be pointed out that equipment use or smoking around herbicided
vegetation on roadsides or in areas where intensive management activities occur would havea

! greater chance of igniting and spreading if there were drier dead vegetation around. _

145"

146

. The DEIR / DFMP does nothmg to analyze what age of tree species woulri be best to prevent not
only fires, but catastrophic fires. Such fires conld burn not only vital habitat, EO :
‘but could hecessitate fare-fighting response with heavy equipmest (including nearwatﬂmmsgs) in

| ©xder 10 control the five, which could bring a horrible impact of less trees and vegetation shading

streamcourses and thus more direct sunlight and warmer temperatures in streams (plus destabilized
banks due to less living vegetaﬁonholdingthemtngetheranﬂﬁuetoheavyeqxﬁpmeﬂused:ﬁng

firefighting). Ihemmjﬁcaﬁonaonbothnaﬁvesalnmnidswhichneedcmlwmmsmvivc,asweu

as on mature and old-growth forest habitat if a fire burning super-hot through young plantations
grew to a catastrophic level are very serious — yet there was no analysis of such in the documents}

Becausc California Public Resources Code 4640 says (App. 5 pg. 2) that, “’Protection’ means
protection of forest trees against damage by fire, insects, disease, and trespass™, i contend that this is
being violated at Jackson DSF, and that the fire denger invotved with the bulk of the managenent
a.cﬁvitiesatJDSqustbeanai_yzedinthenextEIR/mP. : _

STREAM TEMPER ATURES and AREAS TARGETTED for LOGGING in Near-Term

26.
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. [Seetion 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board has
' ,.}Iisted Big River for both temperature and sediment concerns. while just [isting the Noyo River for

‘The U.S. EPA has listed both the Big River and the Noyo River as scdiment-impairod under

- |sediment concerns. Sediment TMDLs have been established for both of these rivers, but a

. <47 temperature TMDL has yet to be established for Big River. Page V-16 says, “These sediment and
temperature impairments are of particular concern due to the presence of listed salmonid species in -

these watersheds, specifically, coho salmon and steelhead trout (Figure V.5). These listings of the

Big and Noyo River watersheds as impaired are an indicator of existing adverse cumulative effects

This should happen certainty before a long-term management plan is adopted for JDSF.

On March 30th, 2005, the Coho salmon was listed as endangerad under the California
Species Act for the population south of Humboldt. County’s Punta Gorda area. NOAA Fisheries -
| fetlowed suit to list the Central California coast population of Cohe as endangered on August 29th,
/& 12005. The Northorn California Bvolutionary Significast Unit of the steelhead trout was listod as
+ | threatened on August 7th, 2000. Al accessible reaches of coastal streams between southern
* | Humboldt and southern Santa Cruz Counties have been declared “critical habita” for the Coho -
-salmon, while 50 occupied watersheds for the steelhead svere delineated as critical habitat for the
steethead early this year. - : - ,

ItisimPomtwexaminc(egpeciall_ydnﬁngmlatesummerrd&ring-stage)themaximumweekly
‘average temperature in watercourses, and this is especially impertant this year to see if there is an
149 mhmmﬁﬁsym(despmplmofm}mwmmwwbsmﬁaﬂym

- | sedimentation than usuat from the major storms of late 2005 and early 2006. The Coho salmon,
evmmmmmmmlymmmpmmﬁemﬂymmmm%ﬁ
| and certainly usually below 63.7% F at that critical rearing stage time of year. :

-Page 9 of Appendix 12 points out that, based on thresholds for interpreting water temperature,
several areas in the JDSF CWE assessment area were potentially of concern. These included the
South Fork of the Noyo River (including Parlin Creek) and the North Fork of Big River (including
Chamberlain and James Creeks). Considering these concerns, which are also reiterated by
examiring the map on Page VII-6.1-28 about some on-the-brink temperature readings in certain
arcas of JDSF, it is appalling that the very watercourses that have temperatures almost too warm .

especially for Coho salmon, are precisely the CWE assessment areas targetted for intensive logging
* jaetivities in the next § to 10 years at JDSF! Clearcutting is the preferred logging method under
ive C1 for much of the Chambertain Creek and Parlin Creek CWE assessment areas. Jt

the near future, Brandon Guleh (which includes the North Fork of the South Fork Noyo River),
would also contribute warmer water than usual to the mainstem of the South Fork Noyoupon
massive logging of its vast tracts of mature forests. Note that Appendix 12 Page 19 says that, “The
potential impact of timber harvesting on water teimperatures can result from 2 single action, or the
cumtative mpact of'mtﬂﬁpic‘harvestsﬁ@lm, remember that roads are the largest source of
sediments into watercourses, and Alternative C1 plans numerous more roads, and proposes a vague
/%P | eventual decommissioning schedule, whereas Alternatives E and F are serious about road
decemmissioning if they eould only get ehosen and funded to carry out these worthy endeavors to
-Ip the aquatic habitats at JDSF. : .

2.7
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| . The Propesed Alterative C1, despite claims to the contrary, will result in increased siream

-temperatures in most years. Some of this increase will occur due to the following activites: logging
in streamside areas; increased sedimentation into watercourses due to intensive timber-cutting and
roading activities; roading and logging on steep slopes or in inner gorges; focused intensive logging.
in watersheds which already have temperatures which are on the verge of being too warm to support

| Coho salmon and steelhead trout; poor management at JDSF across most of the landscape which

increases danger of fire with many associated repercussions on watercourse temperature (evenifa =

mgjor fire doesn’t envelop the bulk of streamside vegetation which would amplify negative impact
mwmmwmmdmcemﬁpmmmdmﬁreﬁghﬁngjglpimmm. o’

Consider the plans under the proposed JDSF alternative C1 in segards to logging in the strramsido
buffer arcas. Obviously, large conifer trees have been targetted for logging historically, which
means that hardwoeds tend to be present in greater proportion than their historic numbers. ‘The ten

largest wees in a stream area longer than 2 football field supposedly must be left standing, but I'm -
sure most of the other sizable conifers will be logged even if it means opening up the canopy more
than theorized in the documaent. Hardwoods are supposed to be retained unless they are at a higher
than thejr natorally-occuming percentage. Thus, it is likely that most medium to large conifers will
be logged from such areas, phus substantial amounts of hardwoods wilt be logged it order to bring
species composition back to historical levels. This will result not only in direct solar radiation
warming watercourses, but also in increased sedimentation of watercourses due 1o soil disturbance -
and streambank disturbances. _

LR et B T LEE L2 fidheerthskeentdee oyt idhes

| - I'will once again call for either rejecting this quite inadequate Draft EIR / FMP, or I call for
"adopting Alternative E while devoting funds 10 take out many unnecessary and damaging roads,
phus funding in-stream salmon restoration and expanding some recreation opportunities though nat
focusing this recreation on the western portion of the forest unless it is agreed with some state parks

| 1o accomodate some of their campers if they want to close campsites closer to marbled murrelet

nesting areas.) Blso in regards to the western portion of JDSF, the couple murrelet recovery areas
under Alternative F make a lot of sense, and it is absolutely appalling that in what should be the
geographical heart of this recoyery area, there is this horrendous supposed “clearcutting experiment”
and considerable infestation of Tasmanian blue gum (eucalyptus). T understand that this EIS / EMP
cannot impact the Caspar Creek management mess, but the Board of Forestry likely has that power
and should act immediately! ' :

And, of course, need I mention again thar the document has many unmitigatable cumulative
impacts to aesthetics and to sediment / toxics / increased temperature in Coho salmon / steethead /

amphibian streams]/The dogcnments are Is1zely in denial as 1o the existence, the biological
importance, and the current and especially near future habitat value of the most extensive mature
stands of redwood (with some fir) in Mendocino Comnty. And, of course, the document tries not to

| realize that, despite histeric abuses in the area, Jackson Demonstration State Forest can be the heart

155

of the most hopeful area to recover habitat for old-growth forest dependent species in Mendocine
County -~ since it is in the heart of the area of good conservation value between the Ten Mile Creek
wagershed to the noxth and the Little River and Albion River watersheds to the south, Good
management (which in some aress nvolves lack of management) at JDSF is the hope for contimued .
existence (and even thriving) of Coho salmon, steelhead, and amphibians in the Noyo and Big River
watersheds which will have positive repercussions elsewhere in the county and help bolster the
struggling marbled murrelet population in Reeovery Zone § to hopefully seme day link up with the

8.
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i ;.5(,.- ‘| murrelets in Recovery Zone G—W&mbave them meet the fate of the prediction of 100%.
- ... )likelihood of extirpation south of the Humboldt / Mendoeino County line by the year 2044,

For all of its paper andwoms,ﬂaisbraﬁEm!M-doesmtgiw adequate specifics or analysis to
- |Justify ridiculous conclusions as to how the aggressive logging and roading of Alternative C1 will
_mmmmmmmwmmpmﬁmemanMgmw g
157 | threatened and endangered species. You must either reject this document in its entirety, or else

- |choose what is admitted within the DEIR / DFMP to be the most protective of the environiment --
Alternative E. Please choose E and strenpthen it by fﬁamgfﬂndmgmm—ﬁmmadrmevﬂ
. mdsa]mdn-habiixt;eswtaﬁon,aswellascxpmdingmmﬁomi opportunities in certain parts of the
forest. ' : d ' !

Finally, some of the legal statutes violated by Alternative C1 inchude California Code of
Regulations 51422 on Polluting Waters, California Public Resources Code640 due to widespread
activities at Jackson that increase fire danger, the federal Clean Water Act due o likely temperature
increase in watercourses beyond the Iegal limit if the Proposed Alternative is carried out, as well as -
Violating curaulative effects regulations of the state, and violating the federal and state Endangered
Spegies Act due to obvious negative impacts which Alternative C1 would have on current and -
ﬁxtm'ehabita_tforthemarb}edmrclctandnnﬁhcmsponcdowl. ' 4 :

R

Si.ncerelj yours,
g 5

“Bruce C

29.
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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 VI1.6.1 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
VI1.6.6 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 VI1.8.2 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 VII1.6.2 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
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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 VI1.6.6 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 JIDSF 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 VI1.6.3 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 VI1.6.7 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 VI1.8.2 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 VI118.9 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 VI1.8-10 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 11-10 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 VII1.6.2 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/oppfeadl/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):
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...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 Il -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 IDSF 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
VIl 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 VI1.6.3-11). 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 JIDSF. 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 humber 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 1X). 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 1.3 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 VI1.6.2 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, 11-8). 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 VI1.6.6.4). 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 VII1.6.6-118) 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 Cland 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 11-9). 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 VI1.6.3-25-26).
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
VI1.6.6-79-82 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 VI1.6.6 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 IDSF. 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 VI1.6.6-
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 VI1.10 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 VI11.6.6-133-134)
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 humbers 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
unigue 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 1.3 (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 VII1.6.1 and 10 for an assessment of potential impacts to
aqguatic 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 Il
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watercourses will be protected by equipment limitation zones. These measures will reduce soll
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 1V).

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 VI16.2-20, 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 VII1.8-7). 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 (VI1.8-5&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
VI1.6.1).

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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