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The WFMP regulations require only minimum stocking standards. CCR§ 1094.27. The WFMP 
regwations regarding post-hatvest:stocking levels are inadequate as they are unclear and could be 
interpreted by foresters and landoWn.ers to allow harvesting to exceed the higher levels than the 

upon which the L TSY is based. There is nothing to ensure that the WFMP is managed at 
le'Vels that would approximat.e ma:ip.mization af productivity. Wben there is :a elem' departure in the 
WFMP from the projections that produced the LTSY, the Department's only legal position stands with 
CCR § 1094.27. The problem is tbat a landowner can claim consistency with this rule so long as only 
the minimum stocking is satisfied,; regardless ofLTSY projections. Consequently, I view th.is rule 
package as equivalent to a free ticket to do whatever the landowner desires, without having to provide 
atiy obligations and commitments '.that are imperative to gi:anting a permit t.o hai:vest in perpetuity. I 
qtiestion how this can be acoeptable to the Board. The: Board is required to achieve a higher level. 

IV. Confidential and Proprietary Information 

The enabling Legislation states under PRC § 4597.2 that the WFMP shall be prepared by a registered 
professional forestef, and that "it shall h4? [a] public recortF'. The Legislation .goes on to define what 
types of infunnation shall be disclfj>sed in the public record to include but not limited to the foltowing: 
"mventory design .. , '°projected growth by strata», "'projected timber volumes and tree sizes to be 
avmlable for harvest and projectedi frequencies of harvest" . . The Legislation requires that ihe baseline 

the target c.b.aracterlstics associated with the point in time that LTSY is forecast to be 
achieved, and the transitional necessary to reach the ta(get conditions, are all dee.med as part of 
the public record. 

I tail to understand the Board' s ratj.onale as expressed in the "Initial Statement of Reasons" and the 
"SUpplemental Statement ofReasOµs" that requirements outlined. under 1094.6 Coments ofWFMP (a) 
tlWough (jj) could be viewed as protection from disclosure for consequence of "being placed 
at i'.l competitive disadvantage in tile marketplace". Additionally, if the inventory and growth and yield 
inf()nna.tion are treated as the public is effectively cut out of the entire process including 
the five (5) year review (CCR§ 1094.29), which is clearly counter to the intent of the Legislation. 

Tue designation of baseline inventory; timber volumes, and related projections of growth and yield is 
not confidential from non-indust:ru¥ landowners fur the following reasons: 

· • Permits for WFMP' s, like N.TMP' s, are only granted to "nonindustrial'' limbed.and owners 
whom by Legislation are oot primarily engaged in the Ill3Dllfacture of :tOrest products; 

• Since nonindustrial tree :fariners do not have mills or other forestzy enterprises to support, there 
is no presumption that public disclosure of inventory and growth projections will create a 
com:petitivedisadvantage;and 

. • In exchange for developingia pntdent and publically available long-term management plan 
based on unevenaged management and sustamed yield principles where productivity (i.e. 
growth) is .managed to mort closely maximize site potential, the "nonindastri.al tree farm.er'' 
receives a harvest permit remains effective for life and can take immediate advantage in 
fluctuations of timber mar](ets. 

Allowing a seal of confidentiality ct>uld produce the potential to manage with two sets of books, as 
well as lead to expensive litigation; as illustrated by the experience with Pacific Lumber's history. 

Page 6 of8 



11 /06/2015 14:56 7074569191 ACE COPY PAGE 08 /09 

V. General Comment Pertaining Professional Competency and Beard Inaction 

It ts my belief that valid sustained yield planning is at risk because PRC § 752, and specifically 
subsection '1>'' of the ProfegionaJ Foresters Law, is not being enforced. This places the whole 
p~ of private timberland reg-Ulati.on in C.alifomia in jeopardy. 

It ~s of growing concern that there i s a very wide disparity in the adequacy of harv~sting plans when 
submitted. which appear so inadequate that competency of the RPF must be raised. What further 
cqmplicates this matter is the appalent inadequacy in education and training that appeatS reflected 
across the California RPF community. The Department has abandoned their contim1iog education 
prt>glam 1hal was developed with Cal Poly in the l990's to provide course worlc to Department 
foresters in mensuration. silvicultUre and growth and yield 

Although the Department is the lead agency in review of timber harvest plans, at the end of the day 
public sefety receives priority ovet forest practice. Staying current on forest management principles 
and the Forest Practice Rules is complicated enough. Add in the mix of public safety the tra.ining and 
e~ergency response that ~t foresters are subjected to each year, along with fire seasons 
increasing in duration each year, ~ it becomes a tall order to successfully implement an effective and 
comprehensive system of forest regulation. 

~ite ongoing issues concerning forester coropcmmcy or willful disregard of applicable standards, by 
its inaction the Board appears wilijng to allow the unravelling of a syst,ero of regulation .intended to 
se~e high quality forests and timl>erproducts. Training and certification is imperative to ensure that 
foresters comprehend these fundamental priru:iples of the Forest Practice Act. Department foresters 
shOuld not be allowed to review NTMPs and WFMPs if they do not have a fundamental widerstanding 
ofthe discipline. Considering the importance to the State, the Board should adopt regulation(s) 
establishing a c!Erlentialing program to ensure that plans are indeed prepared and reviewed by foresters 
coinpetent in the subject matter. · 

Conclmion 

The foregoing is intended to provide a concise and clear statement to prompt the Board to act to rectify 
these issues, particularly in the WFtMP regulations, and other inadequacies which undemline the Forest 
Practice Act's intent to secure MSP. 

Respective to the WFMP, I .summarize my concerns here: 

· 1) Unevenaged 1Wlnagementiis not ensured because there is no requirement on the forester to 
conduct an evaluation of ag,e class, species composition, size class distnoutio~ stocking levels, 
and volume per acre levels Within each forest stand that lni3 bee:n identified o.n the WFMP; 

• 2) Maximum sustained yield:is not ensured as there is no requirement for tb.e forester to provide 
an evaluation that demonstrates how the distribution of age classes will be regulated across the 
WF.MP assessment area ov~r the planning horizon. Secondly, there is no requirement of the 
foR;:,-ter to conduct an anal~is that determines the stocking levels that will mui.mize 
productivity (i.e. sustamed periodic growth) across i.ndhidual productivity classes represented 
bytheWFMP; 
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3) Even when a WFMP is approved by the Department there is no clear language that instructs the 
fotester and landowner tha;t implementation must be consistent with the analysis. The only mle 
provision that is unambiguous arises ftom CCR § 1094.27, which states "The minimum 
accepmble stocking stani/qrds on logged areas which were acceptably stocked prior to harvest 
are those specified in the Coast, Norlhern, and Southern Forest District niles." This is 
in.sufficient. 

4) Pemtltting the invent.ory ~d sustainability analyses to be treated as proprietary and confidential · 
prevents public scrutiny~ aM without that transparency it is very difficult for the intent of the 
Forest Practice Act to be fulfilled. 

. 5) WFMPs roust be prepared by foresters that aJ:e competent in this discipline. 

The WFMP regulations have seri0us omissions and gaps that will compromjse the Department's 
abjlity to enforce requirements to oomply with unevenaged tnanagement and sustained yield. It is 
mn>ortant to understand that issue$ of growth and yield, and long-term planning based on a policy of 
suStained yield are complex and n<d unifunnly unde.rstood within the profession. Therefore any effort 
by the Board t.o address these i~ needs t:o involve membei:s that have a full oomprehcnsion of this 
~line. The state of the profession in California is at risk and continued inaction will continue to 
raise more questions about its legi#macy that ultimately outside influences :may find it necessary to 
intervene. 

For the beginning of the Forest Practice Act, the development of which I was involved, I have 
followed the issues concerning its fundamental objective to provide increased productivity of 
timberlands and maximum sustained production of high quality timber products with protection of our 
~y natural and other resources. The historical record to date is not goOd, as we are not achieving 
s~bility and properly implementing the Act.. These. sam.e issues come forward now in the WFMP 
regulations, in that they fail to provide the necessary standa.rds and clarity to .implement these central 
t~ets. The Board needs to recognize these defects and a&pt rules th.at clearly effectuate the Act. I 
urge the Board to avoid future cow;t action concerning these WFMP regulati-ons, which is expensive 
b~ . 

I aPJ>reciate your attention to this very important matter. 

~ u~1..4~-..;.-
Richard Wilson 
cc: Govern.or G. Edmund Brovi.in, 

Dr. Douglas D. Piirto, Professor Emeritus, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 
Richard Standiford, Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley 
Willliun Stewart, Ph.D., U.¢. Berkeley 
Dr. John Helms. Professor :Emeritus, UC_ Berkeley 
Forests Forever 
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