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Friends of the Gualala River, Sierra Cub, Coast Action G oup and
the Al bion River Watershed Protection Association have asked ne
to cooment on the Coastal Ridges Option A for THP 1-04-260- MEN
(and other current THP s for which you may be accepting conments,
and which also reference this option A including: 1-05-003 MEN,
1- 05- 004- MEN, 1-05-031-MEN, 1-05-170-MEN, 1-05-222-MEN, 1-05-223-
MEN, 1-06-005 MEN 1-06-224-MEN, 1-07-009-MEN, 1-07-011-MEN, 1-07-
064- MEN, 1- 07-078- MEN, 1- 07-088- MEN). The fundanental question is
whet her or not the harvest and grow h goals together, as detailed
in the Option A docunent, can be sustained in such a way as to
assure that the requirenents for resource protection, as
specified by the California Forest Practice Rules can be net. MW
clients are further concerned that the intensity of proposed
harvest activities in just the first decade woul d have an adverse
i npact upon wildlife habitat, water quality and other public
trust resources in these watersheds.

| have been a licensed forester in California since 1978. | have
degrees in forestry fromUniversity of California and Yal e
University. | have worked in forest inventory for over 30 years.

My experience includes designing, inplenmenting and interpreting
forest inventories and growh nodels for public and private
clients. As part of ny experience | conpleted the inventory of
2602 plots on Jackson Denonstration State Forest. | also do have
experience with the Forest Practice Act: a decade ago | prepared
and submtted 3 NTMP s in the Coast District, all of which were
subsequent |y approved. Please see http://ww.forestdata.com for
nore detail and background information on our conpany.

| have reviewed the 2007 California Forest Practice Rules, the
Option A docunment, its figures and maps, and nmuch of the review

commentary. | have seen sone of the above referenced Ti nber
Harvest Pl ans that reference the Option A docunent. Although
famliar with forests in the vicinity of both tracts, | have not

visited the WIlits Wods and Longvi ew properties. My conments
here are restricted to the Option A docunent as it relates to
THP' s referenced above. | wish to comment on the determ nation
of site indices, the inventory, and the growth projection

nmet hodol ogies. | offer this report for the record.



Site | ndex.

a. Methods: | obtained the soils maps for the Eastern and
Western Parts of Mendoci no County. Using the @S | overlayed

t he approxi mate property boundaries upon the soils data (see
Figure 1). Fromthat information | calcul ated the area of

| and wi thin each USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) mapped soil type. The Mendocino County assessnent area
is 33435 acres, of which 27282 are productive of
redwood/ Dougl as-fir; 1755 additional acres will support

Dougl as-fir, hardwoods and pine; and 3898 acres are descri bed
in the soils surveys as low site or oak/pine sites. For each
soil type |I referred to the soil survey and obtained forest
productivity site index (100 year curves). | converted the
100 year site index values to 50 year values using the classic
Li nqui st and Palley (1962) for redwood, and Schumacher (1930)
Dougl as-fir site tables. | then calculated an overall area
wei ghted site indices for the productive areas of the property
as summarized in Table 1 below. Mst of the soil types napped
are conplex, neaning that in this unstable country of the
Franci scan formation there is a nosaic of recognized soi

types within each mapped pol ygon. Assuming the entire site

W thin each polygon to be conposed entirely of the nost
productive soil within the naned conplex, | calculated the
maxi mum possi bl e site for the polygon, given the val ues

provi ded by the soil survey (see Table 2 maxi mnum val ues).
Simlarly, | averaged the published values and cal cul ated the
average site index values for each soil type (see table 3
average values), and again for the mninmumso as to establish
the range provided in Table 1 summary. The details of area of
soils by published soil survey type (MuSyn) are presented in
Tabl e 2 (Maxi num possible site index) and Table 3 (Average
site index).

Tabl e 1: Area-Wighted NRCS Soils Survey Forestland Productivity
Site Sunmary (Hi gh-Low (Average))

lAcres of Redwood & DF Sites 27782
DF high-low (av.) site index (50 yr) weighted by area for 27282 ac. 103-86 (98)
RW high-low (av.) site index (50 yr) weighted by area for 27282 ac. 91-74 (83)
IAcres of DF/hardwood Sites 1755
DF high-low (av.) site index (50 yr) weighted by area for 1755 ac. 86-80 (85)
IAcres of Ponderosa/hardwood and non productive sites 3898
Grand Total Acres in Mendocino County Assessment area 33435

b. Discussion: Site determnation for this property has been a
matter of concern for nore than a decade. Except for the

Dougl as-fir on the Longview Tract (which is site index 106 in
Option Avs. 103 fromoverall analysis of the soil maps) the

hi ghest possi ble NRCS soil productivity values cal cul ated here
are very significantly below the | owest of the many site val ues
presented in the Option AL | converted these site indices into



site classes' (see Figure 2). Conparing the site map to those of
Jackson State, and based on ny recollection of the eastern

har dwood portion of Jackson State, the NRCS site determ nations
for the WIllits property seemreasonable. After checking ny
nunbers | determned that the overall site determ nations
presented in the Option A are a full site class higher than those
calculated fromthe soil survey. | therefore tried to understand
how the Option A site study could have so overestimated the site
productivity when conpared to the NRCS maps. | have concl uded
the foll ow ng:

i The site tree plots were conprised nostly of young trees.
When | ooking over the site tree data | note that, fewer than a
tenth of the site trees presented are over 40 years old. For
this entire site study there were only 19 trees cored that were
over 50 years of age. Only 6 trees over 60 years old were cored
for site on the entire 34000 acres. As there are 20 soil types
on the property, these cores are very unlikely to have
represented the variety of sites. A sonmewhat arbitrary
“agreenent” was inposed by CDF to use trees 25 years and ol der
for site. As evidenced by the Option A itself, the younger trees
do tend to yield higher site nunbers. The US Forest Service FIA
Handbook di scussed the classic “MArdl e sel ection nethod”? and
notes that “Trees 60-120 years old are nost desirable, but
younger trees nmay be used if needed”. Only 6 “desirable” trees
wer e used.

i The site tree plots or the site trees thensel ves may not
have been sel ected or |ocated using random net hods.

iii. It is possible that there are significant undocunented
errors in the NRCS soils mapping, but | find this hard to
bel i eve.

Site index is a major driver of growmh nodels. Wile nodeling, a
single site class was applied to the entire holding irrespective
of forest type, soil type, biological variables, nanagenent

hi story and conditions on the ground. Even if it were
representative of the overall average site, in decades when
forest growmh is projected for lands to be harvested that are on
| ower site than the average for the entire block, then CRYPTOS
nodeling will overstate the projected future inventory for those
| ands. These issues are fundanental to the projections of growth
under Option A

It is not a valid nethodol ogy to project 100 years of sustainable
production based al nost entirely on young site trees in a narrow
age group that are then broadly generalized to fit a great
variety of sites. The calculated results are so substantially

hi gher than the published standard—the NRCS soil surveys.

Because of this overestimation of site capability, | expect that
the gromh realized on these lands in the long-termw || be much
| ower than the projections contained in the Option A docunent.

1 Mendoci no Redwoods Conpany Option A, Appendix B, Table 2 at www. nrc.com

2 See Field Instructions for the Annual Inventory of Washington, Oregon and
California. USFS. 2005. Section 9-6. Available at
http://ww. fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/publications/
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Figure 1

Coastal Ridges Soils

Source; NRCS Soil Survey of Mendocino County (Eastern and Western Parts)
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Figure 2
Coastal Ridges Lands: Highest Possible Site per NRCS Soil Survey
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Table 2: Coastal Ridges Highest Site Index for Mapped Soil Complex

as derived from NRCS Soils Maps for Mendocino County

NRCS 100 year ** 50 year site ****
MUSYM  Coastal Site Index of most Schumach' Linquist
(NCRS Ridges productive soils in (1930) & Palley
complex (1962)
SOIL NAME soil ref # ACRES DF RW DF RW
CA687 Eastern Mendocino Soil Survey
CASABONNE-W CASABONNE 109 9 153 140 106 90
CASABONNE-WOHLY LOAMS 110 349 153 140 106 90
CASABONNE-WOHLY-PARDALOE C 111 121 144 130 100 81
HOPLAND-WITHERELL-SQUAWROC 149 140 n/a
MAYMEN-WOOIMAYMEN-ET 160 30 n/a
ORNBAUM-ZENIORNBAUN-Z 169 25 155 148 107 96
ORNBAUM-ZENI LOAMS 170 341 155 148 107 96
ORNBAUM-ZENI LOAMS 171 739 155 148 107 96
SQUAWROCK-V SQUAWROCK 201 5 n/a
YELLOWHOUNIL YELLOWHOU 220 268 143 135 99 88
YORKTREE-YOI' YORKTREE- 228 12 n/a
YORKVILLE-SQUAWROCK-WITHERI 233 18 na
YORKVILLE-YORKTREE-SQUAWRO 235 14 na
CA694 Western Mendocino County Soil Survey
BEARWALLOW-WOLFEY COMPLEX 103 21 n/a
BEARWALLOW-WOLFEY COMPLEX 104 139 n/a
CARLAIN LOAM 118 36 185 155 119 103
CASABONNE-WOHLY COMPLEX 119 323 153 140 106 90
CASABONNE-WOHLY COMPLEX 120 2350 144 130 100 81
CASABONNE-WOHLY-PARDALOE C 121 606 144 130 100 81
DEHAVEN-HOTEL COMPLEX 135 45 183 155 118 103
HOPLAND LOAM 166 329 n/a
HOPLAND-SQUAWROCK ASSOCIAT 168 28 n/a
HOPLAND-WITHERELL-SQUAWROC 169 1109 n/a
HOPLAND-WOHLY COMPLEX 171 383 118 82 --
KIBESILLAH-YELLOWHOUND COMF 178 1995 143 135 100 88
MAYMEN-ETSEL-SNOOK COMPLEX 185 944 n/a
MAYMEN-WOODIN-ETSEL COMPLE. 186 319 n/a
ORNBAUM-ZENI COMPLEX 187 414 155 148 107 96
ORNBAUM-ZENI COMPLEX 188 3740 155 148 107 96
ORNBAUM-ZENI COMPLEX 189 1449 155 148 107 96
PARDALOE-WOODIN COMPLEX 190 1323 123 -- 86 --
PARDALOE-WOODIN-CASABONNE (191 217 144 130 99 81
SQUAWROCK-GARCIA-WITHERELL 205 37 n/a
SQUAWROCK-GARCIA-WITHERELL 206 81 n/a

SQUAWROCK-WITHERELL COMPLE 207 59 n/a



(Table 2: continued) soil ref#) ACRES DF RW DF
THREECHOP-ORNBAUM COMPLEX 211 413 155 148 107
UPDEGRAFF LOAM 217 3 94 - 65
UPDEGRAFF-HOPLAND-WOODIN Ct 218 46 106 - 73
WOLFEY-BEARWALLOW COMPLEX 229 280 n/a
WOODIN-YELLOWHOUND COMPLE: 231 1168 143 135 99
WOODIN-YELLOWHOUND COMPLE: 232 1409 143 135 99
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH COMF 235 4108 143 135 99
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH-ORNB 236 484 155 148 107
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH-ORNB 237 5583 155 148 107
YELLOWHOUND-WOODIN COMPLE: 238 1505 143 135 99
YELLOWHOUND-WOODIN-ORNBAU 240 300 155 148 107
YORKVILLE-SQUAWROCK-WITHERI 242 44 n/a
YORKVILLE-SQUAWROCK-WITHERI 243 162 n/a
YORKVILLE-YORKTREE-SQUAWRO 244 2 n/a
YORKVILLE-YORKTREE-SQUAWRO 245 125 n/a

Notes:

1. Assessment area is Mendocino County Lands of Coastal Ridges only

2. Sources

a. Mendocino County, Eastern Part and Southwestern Part of Trinity County, California

Forestland Productivity
b. Mendocino County, Western Part, California
Forestland Productivity

RW

96

88
88

88
96
96
88
96

c. James Linquist and Marshall Palley. 1962. Emphirical Yield Tables for Young Growth Redwood, UC Ag. Ex. Bulletin 796

(Compares with McArdle, R. E., Meyer, W. H. and Bruce, D . 1961. The yield of Douglas-fir in the Pacific. Northwest. USDA Tech. Bull. 201.)
d. Francis Schumacher. 1930. Yield, Stand and Volume Tables for Douglas Fir in California, UC Printing Office Bull 491

e. Boundaries digitized from topographic maps Coastal Ridges LLC Harvest Planning Map

3. This chart indicates the highest published site index for any of the soils within the named soil complex
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Table 3: Coastal Ridges Average Site Index for Mapped Soil Complex

as derived from NRCS Soils Maps for Mendocino County

MUSYM

(NCRS
SOIL NAME soil ref #)
CA687 Eastern Mendocino Soil Survey
CASABONNE-WOHLY LOAMS 109
CASABONNE-WOHLY LOAMS 110
CASABONNE-WOHLY-PARDALOE COM 111
HOPLAND-WITHERELL-SQUAWROCK 149
MAYMEN-WOODIN-ETSEL 160
ORNBAUM-ZENI LOAMS 169
ORNBAUM-ZENI LOAMS 170
ORNBAUM-ZENI LOAMS 171
SQUAWROCK-WITHERELL COMPLEX 201
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH COMPLE: 220
YORKTREE-YORKVILLE LOAMS 228
YORKVILLE-SQUAWROCK-WITHERELL 233
YORKVILLE-YORKTREE-SQUAWROCK 235

CA694 Western Mendocino County Soil Survey

BEARWALLOW-WOLFEY COMPLEX 103
BEARWALLOW-WOLFEY COMPLEX 104
CARLAIN LOAM 118
CASABONNE-WOHLY COMPLEX 119
CASABONNE-WOHLY COMPLEX 120
CASABONNE-WOHLY-PARDALOE COM 121
DEHAVEN-HOTEL COMPLEX 135
HOPLAND LOAM 166
HOPLAND-SQUAWROCK ASSOCIATIOM 168
HOPLAND-WITHERELL-SQUAWROCK ( 169
HOPLAND-WOHLY COMPLEX 171
KIBESILLAH-YELLOWHOUND COMPLE] 178
MAYMEN-ETSEL-SNOOK COMPLEX 185
MAYMEN-WOODIN-ETSEL COMPLEX 186
ORNBAUM-ZENI COMPLEX 187
ORNBAUM-ZENI COMPLEX 188
ORNBAUM-ZENI COMPLEX 189
PARDALOE-WOODIN COMPLEX 190
PARDALOE-WOODIN-CASABONNE COI 191
SQUAWROCK-GARCIA-WITHERELL CO 205
SQUAWROCK-GARCIA-WITHERELL CO 206

SQUAWROCK-WITHERELL COMPLEX 207

Coastal
Ridges
ACRES

349
121

140
30
25

341
739

268
12

18
14

21
139

36
323
2350
606
45
329
28

1109
383

1995
944
319
414

3740

1449

1323
217

37
81
59

NRCS 100 year 50 year site 50 year si
Average Site Index Schumacher Linquist &
productive soils (1930) (1962)
DF RW DF RW
average average average average

135 140 98 90
135 140 98 90
128 130 94 81
n/a

n/a
142 141 102 91
142 141 102 91
142 142 102 92
n/a
127 120 92 80
n/a

na

na

n/a

n/a
185 155 131 103
153 140 112 90
144 130 102 82
144 130 102 82
183 155 130 103
n/a

n/a

n/a
118 86 -
127 120 93 73
n/a

n/a
142 142 102 91
142 142 102 91
142 142 102 91
115 - 85 -
124 130 90 82
n/a

n/a

n/a



(Table 3: continued) soil ref #) ACRES DF RW DF RW

100 yr 100 yr 50 yr 50 yr
THREECHOP-ORNBAUM COMPLEX 211 413 154 145 112 96
UPDEGRAFF LOAM 217 3 94 - 68 -
UPDEGRAFF-HOPLAND-WOODIN COMI 218 46 100 - 73 -
WOLFEY-BEARWALLOW COMPLEX 229 280 n/a
WOODIN-YELLOWHOUND COMPLEX 231 1168 125 135 91 87
WOODIN-YELLOWHOUND COMPLEX 232 1409 125 135 91 87
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH COMPLE; 235 4108 128 120 95 73
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH-ORNBAUI 236 484 136 129 96 81
YELLOWHOUND-KIBESILLAH-ORNBAUI 237 5583 137 129 97 81
YELLOWHOUND-WOODIN COMPLEX 238 1505 125 135 91 87
YELLOWHOUND-WOODIN-ORNBAUM C 240 300 135 142 96 90
YORKVILLE-SQUAWROCK-WITHERELL 242 44 n/a
YORKVILLE-SQUAWROCK-WITHERELL 243 162 n/a
YORKVILLE-YORKTREE-SQUAWROCK 244 2 n/a
YORKVILLE-YORKTREE-SQUAWROCK 245 125 n/a

Notes:

1. Assessment area is Mendocino County Lands of Coastal Ridges only

2. Sources

a. Mendocino County, Eastern Part and Southwestern Part of Trinity County, California

Forestland Productivity

b. Mendocino County, Western Part, California

Forestland Productivity

c. James Linquist and Marshall Palley. 1962. Emphirical Yield Tables for Young Growth Redwood, UC Ag. Ex. Bulletin 796
(Compares with McArdle, R. E., Meyer, W. H. and Bruce, D . 1961. The yield of Douglas-fir in the Pacific. Northwest. USDA Tech. Bull. 201.)
d. Francis Schumacher. 1930. Yield, Stand and Volume Tables for Douglas Fir in California, UC Printing Office Bull 491

e. Boundaries digitized from topographic maps Coastal Ridges LLC Harvest Planning Map

3. This chart indicates the average of the published site indices for rated soils within the named soil complex
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|. The Inventory.

Met hods. A 1995 Inventory exists. That inventory includes grid
plots on a 10-chain (660 ft.) spacing with a subsanpl e of
permanent|ly nonunented plots, which still exist today. Sone have
been revisited.

The 1999- 2000 “Pi oneer Resources” inventory sumrary is presented
in the Option A docunent. This inventory is based on 2763

unmar ked tenporary plots. Each year the nethods varied slightly
Wi th respect to hardwoods, but essentially the design included: a
20 BAF variable plot for conifer trees > 4.5” in dianeter, a

1/ 250'" acre fixed area plot for smaller trees, and a 1/100'" acre
fixed area plot for hardwood trees > 4.5” in dianeter. None of
the plot data are provided in the Option A or on the 4 CD s.

The Option A docunent uses CRYPTOS nodeling to “grow the 1999-
2000 inventory plots forward to January 1, 2006 for the purposes
of presenting base inventory data. Fromthat point the base
inventory was used to further predict a century of growth and
yield. The inventory output is presented in terns of tinber

vol une for the major conifer species and al so for hardwoods by
“stratunf. “Revised Tab 3” summarizes each stratum for vol une,
basal area and nunber of trees per acre by species and 2-inch

di aneter cl asses.

Since | do not have the inventory data | assune the stratum
sumaries are correct. They seemto cross reference well with
ot her information presented in the Option A docunent. A sumary
is provided for the npjor strata in Table 4 bel ow

Table 4. Coastal Ridge Option A: Interpretation of 2006 Inventory
as projected by CRYPTOS and presented for Selected Significant Strata (21081 ac.)

WHR WHR Conifer BA wtd.
RW Av.DBH
Name WHR equivalent size Dens Acres BF RW DF/OTH Trees DF/oth in.
TYPE SIZE cnifer Vol/ac. BA BA fac. tlac (Cnfr.)3
L2C4 DF/MHW Poles 3 D 1449 7900 195 80 135 608 5.0
Redwood/other Young
L4E2 con Growth 2 P 1396 3076 1.6 35 72 270 4.4
L8C3 Tanoak/conifer Poles 3 M 6779 5828 305 60.3 213 562 4.6
W2C4 DF/MHW Poles 3 D 1052 6733 335 48.9 244 515 45
Redwood/other
WA4C2 con Poles 3 P 1262 6522 333 34.1 196 239 5.3
W5A5 MHW Mixed 6 blank 1763 2914 4 34.9 56.4 256 4.8
WB8C2 Tanoak/conifer Poles 3 P 1402 3223 13.7 435 129 395 45
W8C3 Tanoak/conifer Poles 3 M 4774 6973 44.8 45 364 371 4.7

Seed/
W8D3 Tanoak/conifer Sapling 1 M 1204 5462 423 38.4 294 273 5.1

Di scussion. The Pioneer inventory |ooks to ne to have been an
apprai sal cruise. Apparently there was no attenpt to core any
trees at all during the inventory. Therefore there is no site or

% inches diameter of tree of average basal area for all conifer 2" and |arger
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grow h information avail able. These oversights are unfortunate
as such data that are normally used for systematic stratified
site determ nation, and for estimtes of growh (useful for
CRYPTCOS calibration) are not available fromthe inventory.
Therefore Coastal Ridges found it necessary to generalize a nodel
for the entire property at the expense of site-specific accuracy.

| conpared the stratification of the |nventory with the 1-neter
county nosaic imagery for Mendocino County* "The stratification
appears to be useful for nmanagenent although bi ol ogical ly

het er ogeneous. Essentially there is not a forest type map for
the property.

| calculated the dianeter for the conifer tree of average basal
area for each of the 8 strata selected in Table 4 above. Though
slightly higher than the Quadratic Mean D aneter (because this
measure has bias in favor of larger trees) it indicates that the
coni fer conponent of each these strata is dom nated by stands of
sapling size trees, with a few larger trees that | would guess
are located nostly in the W.PZ areas. | note that the Option A
docunents include a discussion of quadratic nean di aneters.
Unfortunately those cal cul ati ons do not include subnerchantabl e
trees smaller than 7" diameter at breast height, therefore
overlooking all smaller trees, which actually dom nate the

property.

1. Gowh projections

Met hods: Coastal Ridges used CRYPTOS to nodel decadal growth and
harvest of its individual plots, for 100 years. |In order to nore
fully describe the process a wi ndows front end was created for
CRYPTCS so that nultiple iterations could easily be run as in
running with batch files. Using this nethod the conputer

consul tant ran CRYPTOS thousands of tinmes. | could not venture to
reproduce this effort but at length | did receive the resultant
dat abase, which occupied 4 CD s.

Di scussion: There are now tools other than CRYPTCS for growth
nodel i ng i ncl udi ng FRI EGHTS and FVS, but CRYPTOS renai ns an
accepted and excellent stand nodeling tool, although it has its
limts. CRYPTOS is based on data fromredwood and Dougl as-fir
stands in California that were typically stocked with 50 450
stens per acres and always with i ess than 25% hardwoods®. Canopy
cover of conifers on the Coastal R dges tracts was estimated in
1997 at 48.9% and that conifer cover density is applied to the
grom h nodel. The CRYPTOS base nodel data were from stands >75%
stocked with conifers. As such CRYPTOS nay not be an accurate
predi ctor of growh on |ands heavily stocked w th hardwoods, as
are the Coastal Ridges tracts.

When CRYPTOS is used for stands with varying stocking
characteristics, for increased accuracy it can be calibrated for
| ocal conditions. Calibration is based on increnent cores from
trees on growth plots.

4 see http://archive.casil.ucdavis.edu/casil/renpte sensing/naip 2005/
see http://ww.cnr. berkel ey. edu/ ~wensel /cryptos/intro. htm
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One hundred six permanent plots were reneasured in 2001. An

Oct ober 1, 2001 neno from North Coast Resource Managenent
indicates that snmaller trees were calibrated in a negative
direction (0.75) while larger trees were to be calibrated in a
positive direction (up to 1.99)° Again, the plot data are not
provi ded, but this great variation in calibration can very likely
be explained by the study having been based upon growth of a
group of trees in a narrow range of size classes, which were then
al l ocated across a broad range of dianeters. Qutput fromthese
calibration figures, if used, should be very closely scrutinized.

| note that ultimately it was decided that CRYPTOS was to be run
for this project in the uncalibrated node.

Ingrowmth. Artificial and/or natural regeneration of north coast
forests followi ng harvest is a nornmal occurrence. Denonstration
of a level of post harvest stocking is required per the Forest
Practice Rules. Likewi se an estinmate of future “ingromh” is
necessary for nost |ong-term CRYPTOS nodeling. Ingrowh includes
trees that exist and will growinto the inventory, and trees that
do not yet even exist. Therefore an estimte of future
regeneration that is based on actual field nmeasurenents is very
important for credible gromh and yield nodeling. For exanple, a
| arge i ndustrial |andowner on the north coast hired our conpany
years ago to conduct inventories that can produce |ocalized
estimtes of ingrowmh solely for the purposes of nodeling their
strata to denonstrate sustained yield. The result of our work
was a set of CRYPTOS “ingrowmh” files which varied anong stand
age, site class, species distribution, managenent history and
silvicultural nethods, and which provided ingrowh files that
wer e denonstrably based on actual observation of their forest

| ands.

In contrast Coastal Ridges used a standard set of *“assunptions”
to create CRYPTOS ingrowh files for nodeling its entire hol di ng,
irrespective of site. Anticipated ingrowh (of 15-300 conifer
seedl i ngs, plus sonme hardwood, per acres) was added to each pl ot
during each decade (just prior to the nodel ed harvest) determ ned
by the harvest method (selection, transition, etc.) and the pre-
harvest speci es conposition weighted by basal area. This
property is large. It occupies 2 distinct geographic types, has
20 mapped soil types. It is heavily stocked wi th hardwoods
(which seemto tend to domnate low sites in the area and also to
inhibit conifer regeneration), and has received a great nunber of
treatnments over the years. Therefore | would expect that a
collection of localized ingrowmh files could yield very different
| ong-termresults when nodeling growh and yield. These files
coul d be obtained using a systematic inventory procedure that
addresses all of the variabl es discussed above.

V. Oher |ssues.

Reneasur enment inventory: The Option A docunment is a long-term
docunent designed to assure sustainability. Part of this process

6 see section |V, tab 12.
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is periodic reneasurenent. The Option A docunent suggests that
the permanent “plots will be renmeasured on a regular interval”.
However, the “plan of action” is not due to be submtted to CDF
until 90 days after approval of the first THP under the Option A
| woul d suggest that the reneasurenent process should occur at

| east one tinme each decade. To avoid silvicultural bias

associ ated with permanent marked nonitoring sites, this process
should include installing new tenporary plots as well as
revisiting the existing permanent plots. Site tree information
shoul d be systematically collected on all plots. Plot data
shoul d be nade available to CDF for review

Sunmmary. The Option A presents site indices that overestinmate
the long-term productive capacity. Site indices were set
unrealistically high, then averaged to nodel growh for 20 mapped
soil types. Mich of the area is not significantly productive of
redwood and Dougl as-fir. Future ingrowh is based on assunptions.

Bi ol ogi cal types and strata on the property have not been mapped
or substantially identified. As a result the Option A docunent
provi des a | ong-term nodel of growth based on unsupportable site
information, old cruise data, and grow h and st ocki ng
assunptions. The harvest and restoration goals for these already
heavily cutover and depleted | ands, as set forth in the long-term
growt h nodeling, are unlikely to be acconplished. There is no
timeline for future inventories or checks that the production
benchmarks will be net.

Respectful ly subm tted,

Jbbum o %‘fcm&w

[

Thomas H. Ganman
Regi stered Professional Forester # 1776
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