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Charles L. Cianéio
_ P.0. Box 489
Fort Bragg, Ca. 95437

June 18, 1982

California Board of Forestry
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Dear Board Members:

I am writing in regards to the new, proposed stocking rules
and procedures (Sections 895.1 and 1070 through 1077) to be reviewed
by the Board 7/7/82. There are still a couple subtle points which seem
to need clarification and correction. :

Under 1072.1, if the Director agrees the last stocked "40"

acres has been sampled, then the Director should have to perform the

sample as done by the submitter; otherwise, unnecessary disagreement

can resvlt, and the reguirced field plot layout work mentioned under . (1)
1072.2 would serve no purpose and be a waste of time and money. The

Director should have the right to question the work done by the sub--

mitter, but to do all the reguired work and also have two independ:iwnt

studies doesn't make sense. Clarity and/or nocessity is involved in

the above problems. ' '

Under 1072.4, the use of one acre as the minimum non-op-
erated area having to be eliminated from the sampled area could be a
problem. There are areas on which you could find a contiguous, ir-

regular one acre area which is an integral part of a unit which should -~
be counted. I have seen scattered residual areas which have heavy (%)

understory stocking and only fingers of scattered trees, and to try
and only include sampling at disturbed fingers does not give a truec
picture or sample of the avca and would greatly complicate field and
intrepretation procedures. The use of a three acre ninimum which
matches the minor operation and conversion requirements, would go o
long way towards elimination of the above problem, but even this would
not completely eliminate the problem. 1t seems clarity and.necessity
are involved in the above problem.

Yours, .
/éy/'// ﬂzn Peece

Charles L. Ciancio
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o~ +16 NINTH STREET
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June 29, 1982

Dr. Henry J. Vaux

Chairman

California Board of Forestry
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1506-14
Sacramento, CA 95814 - -

Dear Dr. Vaux{

Following distribution of the June 1, 1982 draft hearing language for Stocking

meaning of 14 CAC 1073{a).

Sampling Procedures, the Department staff was asked a question concerning the
Upon evaluation of the questien tne staff czuw wihiare
there could be some confusion in applying the rule.

Attaches Tor you considere-

tion are some alternatives which clarify application of the rule.

If there are any questims, the staff is available to discuss them.

s
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fa
cc: Regional Chiefs
Hal Slack

Attachmenti

CONSEXVATICH 15 WNSE USE — KEcd CAUNORNIA GLEEN AhL

Sincerely,

DAVID E. PESONEK
Director
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The following are alternatives to clarify the language of 14 CAC 1073(a) found in
the draft 1anguage of June 1, 1982.‘

Alternative I is to replace 14 CAC 1073(a) with:
a) Where application of tha following gives a number of less than six (€).

(CUP) x (SA) (siP) x (0.5) x (SA) N ..
(NPS) - (NPS) = ]ess than 6

CUP - Number of contiguous uhstocked plots

SA - - Acres in sample area

SIP - Number of stocked intermediate plots

NPS - Number of plots in sample, excluding intermediate plots

An intermediate plot is a plot placed halfway between two unstocked plots
in the sample.

Alternative 11 is to define "average plot area" and the "average area of the inter-
) mediate plot". The following defines the terms:

\

——

"average plot area" means the acres in the sample area divided by the
number of plots in the sample (excluding 1nterned1ate plots).

“average area of intermediate plot" means the average plot area times
one-half.

Alternative I1I is to include both alternatives 1 and II in the rules. Both
alternatives mean the same th1ng but provide d1ffer1ng means of explaining

vhat is intended.

)
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Henry Vaux, Chairman
Board of Forestry
State of California
1416 Hinth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Henry:

Attached is background statements giving sere of my sustivaticay 1n deve.oping
the present standardized sampling procecu:es. These are ay thocuchts and | cannot
speak for the others involved ai that time. However, regacdless of our motivations,
we were in agreement as the record will show.

However, this work was done in 1974-75 when few hac ex; ar

o i arience « th eiiner tha
ict or sampling for stocking levels. At te tine, reconinended a soinlete
reevaluation after one ycar but this was r.at done. l!Insteac stiention has ceen
focused on portions of the Act and resuizcions cther than ire sampiing grocedures. ¢
Now several proposed changes in the regulations are tefore scu and zoners s they
have my support. ‘However there are two topics | want 2o discuss ne-2.

First, as noted in my attached comme~ts, the 5-gloi ~uic is only cne cf four ‘-\}
features of the present procedure that deals with the quesiion of *oistrisution',
The intent here was to ensure that large contiguous areas asc nct lels unsiccked,
even through the average stocking may be sufficient. Howevers, whiic | stiil beliewc (Z)
that ''large contiguous areas' should not be lcft uistedaRl, the 5 $idt rui: has
teen incorrectly and inconsistently applicd and is ineffective. Rairer, it snould
be sufficient to show that the area surtcending an s in Lbet..on the onsoches plots
is not completely unstocked. Observing &y countatic trees seiween ¢°Sufs oF unstocked
plots will ensure that the area is not completely urstoches. ! the fcarce sffirms
this concept | will work with COF o draft languag: o c¢ffcz. inis chéange.

Second, there are very serious probless with the zrepusa! t0 Go ..t o
procedure for a given region. Even though, the fcrester cor use an, =eibc

A

¢ for 1
forming his judgement in applying for a waiver, the bisges: srable~s «i'1 t¢ with (Ei’
those areas that are only marginally stocked. ror i7i¢, & .irgie s:.ndaroized
sampling method. is needed. Further, training zust be given 1o IDF fLresters to ensure qpn

that it is understood and applied consiste-tly.

(
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\gﬁh in the plot structure will require that the sihendards for aczentance
ing

The standards, whatever they be, are tesed vpen judgerast.  “5al
For example, consider the following sompling rules s1d the s:iuca

one sample area that | studied {data ‘rom Jere telo and Roger Rruasr,

Rule “ of olots stockad

[

1. Existing systém . 70.7

2. Hultiple plots/Multiple counts 76.5

3. 1/50-th acre/Hultiple counts 67.7
These figures indicate that the area is less likely to b2 rejected «
more likely to be rejected using rule 3. The relationship between ¢

is a function of how evenly distributed the trees are over the arca. Tt
no simple way of establishing comparable standards for acceptance using

rules.

I know that there are many questions that | have not addressed here. hoaever
| believe that the proposals before you, and the deletion of the S5-point rule, wil
go far to meeting the objections of industry without reducing the protecticn for
which the Act was intended.

Sincerely,
o Lec €. Wensel

LCW:mlw

cc: Harold Slack, CDF
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Comcnts on the

Standardized Sarnling Procedures

Introduction

The purpose of this note is to review the motivations that | kod

.

during my participation in the development of the '"Standardized Sawpling

Procedures' to determine whether logged areas meet the minimust stocking

)

T

standards defined in the Forest Practices Act. (See also Hotes 3 and
From discussions with industry and CDF foresters, it is cicar that

there is much misunderstanding about the current system: what iz is co-

signed to do and how it is designed ic function. His:ndcrstanﬁiﬁjs fietee

o

-

caused the rules to be applicd inconsistently and have made an ovoiuation
of the methods difficult.

Herein; | will attempt to explain the motivation:s that | hzd in 1975,
detail some of the problems that | see with the existi~g and otner preposed
systems, and make a few recommendations. Others were Involvez at the tire
and, while | think we were of one mind then, | oaly socan for rusel?

Also, as noled later, modifications in the original procedure hive been

made before and additional modifications arc proposad.

Requirements of the Act

As | see it the Act is bascd upcn the prozise thap, withe-: regulz-
tion, many logged areas would be left unstocked (or understecke.!. The
—(“{@N justification for regulation is then to protect the pubiic fre= Che

social and economic costs associated with uarzgulated Scsavier.
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. The Act then scls up “minimum average stoctiao levels® g wwoe’™= 5

that the stocking be “well distributedt.

Average Stocking .

Estimating the average stocking level can be dore cv aav one of o
9 K K

variety of sampiing ma thods. %orcsters foamiliar with sampling reaiioe
thqt locating an unbiased sample of fixed or variable-radius picis can
be used to estimate the average number of trees or averace bazai arza on
an area. For the purposes of cstablishing the averages stockin
the number of such plots is casily computed using weli-zstablished
statistical rules. |

The error levels used for such computations must, however, take
into consideration the costs involved whén the sample results in an in-

correct decision. 1In this regard there are two tvnes of error. that

¢ must be considered, with the following consequences:
Error Consegucnce
(1) A stocked arca is judged Unnacessary planting cosis
unstocked incurred by the lerdow-ar,
(2) An unstocked area is judged  The "oubliz' exgeriznces a
to be—wastocked ecost'' for which tn2 act
was designed to pretect
them fro-.

It is important here to recognize that the "cests'' experivnced Ly
either the landowner or the public are not exactly cecrareble. Feor
example, even having to unneccesarily plaat a feu. trees still reguires
the land owner to mount a costly planting effort that is only marginally
affected by the number of trees planted.

o
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understocking.

These considerations che used in setting the sample size arnd ac-
ceptance limits included in the requlations. However, the basic sz-ol
unit definition was based entirely cn the requirzment that the sicching

be well distributed.

"Well distributed"

In discussions about the existing and prczosed sampling metnods,
""distribution' has been used in two contexts:

(1) the spatial distribution of trees stocked within the arez vs.

unstocked area and

{2) the probability distribution, referring to the number of plois

with various tree counts.

My interpretation of the intent of the Act is that, regardless of
the average stocking level, '"large'" arcas were nct to Lo lefl unstoched.
That is, the intent is to control the spazial distributicn, hizh is
not controlled (except at the extremzs) by devining tn:.probcbiiity
distribution. -

Spatial Distribution of the stocking is ccrntroll: by the fcllowing
aspects of the present standardized sempling nrouzedures:

(1) the systematic layout of the sample plots.

(2) the size of the expandable plots.

(3) the requirement that acceptance be bascd upcn o miniaur srozcr-

tion of plots being stocked (55%) and

(4) no more than 5 contiguous unstocked clets be aliowed.

Comments on each of these aspects follow.
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First, the systematic layout of the plots was interded l¢ .. 13y it
that large parts of the areca were not left unsemplad. Thus 2ll stocnin
levels in the area would be sam?led equally.

Second, the cxpandable plot sizes were @ direct product cf the

stocking requirements. Thus, if a point had a courtable tree within a

.radius corresponding to 300 points per acre, the point .as jucged to Lo

“'stocked."
Third, judging the plots as "stocked" or '"unstecked" aad raguiring
65% of the plots to be stocked climinated the problem of allowing "auavy"

stocking on some plots to offset ''no' stocking on others for the nurcese
9 g

of judging the distribution of stocking. The 55% requirement was tased

upon a combination of judgement (cf Note 3) and statistical coatrol of
the two types of error (cf Note 4) mentioned atcve. Further, while aﬁ
actual count of all trees on the plots might have been required to snsa
an average of at lcast 300 trees per acre, thi§ extra gffort was Lﬁ-
necessary. The distributional requirement had virtually ensured that
there would be at least 300 points per acre in ali bu: carcfully con-
trived situations.

Fourth, the requirement that no more then 5 uastockad clots may be
contiguous was included in an cffort to ensure that the unsicched zor-
tion of an arca was not all in one location. This requirémcnt, while
sounding reasonable to all concerned when it was adopted, has given us
the'mdst difficulty. First, the 5-plot rule has been risunderstead and
inconsistently applied. And, sccond, because of an unwillingaess of so2

foresters to take the intcrmediate plots while they were in the

.ty

ieid,

thereby requiring a second visit to complete the sampling. Whilz |

[

believe that this requircment is not the hardship that some kelieve, |

b
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never-the-less believe that it i3 ineffective and preposais Tor i3 kas

been made to the Board. Letter to Chairman Vaux, June 29, 1o:2

Unstocked portions .

Since there is some probability that a plot will ke stociced in an

unstocked arca or that an unstocked plot may be found in a

VOTHOS DUCa,

(L]

the practice of using thes plols to decide wharc replanting must Lo fone

is indefensible. If the area is judg=zd to be unstocked then a profas

canl

3%

evaluation of the planting nceds should be made. Once tie plasiiag has
been done, the arca should be subjected Lo an entirely indeperdent sample.

Or, since by this time the forester has an even bLetier idea of w32

re
-
T
Q

stocking is, a waiver might be requested.

Waivers

Finally we get to the topic that has been ver
Registered professional foresters sheuld be expected te exercise ‘-~f*:j
in the cases where the question of stocking is.”obviaug.” Hosever, |

would fully expect the forester to walk through the area svstematically

before making this judgement. )

In forming this judgement, the forester nay wish o take pleis of
any variety. Particularly vihere the Company alrzady has establizned
sampling rules for assessing stocking, these would be vary helzis! in
forming the judgement required for a waiver.

From the beginning | have been a strong proponcnt of the waiver

system. How that we have more experienced COF enforcerent personnel, the

waiver system should be even further encouraged.

)
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Least stocked 40's

The intention of having the least stocked 40 be sampled was to rxduce

the amount of actual sampling effort required and to rake the results more

meaningful. Even though 40 blofs were required in any case, they wsuld be
spread over a much smaller arca. This represents @ substitution of éro-
fessional judgement for the mechanical implementation of a set of rulés.

The current reevaluation by the District Technical Advisory
Committees (DTAC's) hés pointed to some'of the difficulties with the pre-
sent procedure, and | have made recommendations concerning many ofi:hem.
Most of these recommendations have been incorporated in the prc;oséd
changes before you. However, there are stfl] two unresolved dueé:icns
that are particularly troublesome:

(1) the 5 contigﬁous unstocked plot rulé and

| (2) the question of whether more than one sampling proceJqfe'shou!é

be accepted.

.Both of these topics are addressed in my letter to the Board dated

June 28, 1982,
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June 30, 1982

Dr. Henry J. Vaux, Chairman
California State Board of Forestry
1416 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Public Hearing, Stocking Sampling Procadures, July 7, 1982

Dear Dr. Vaux:

We have received the revision for Sampling Procedures, roughly dateé 6/1/82.

Following are our comments for the upcoming public hearing.

Comments on the Public Rebort

We wish to refer to our letter of April 26, 1982, for the initia] hearing on

this matter. Apparently, the Public Report has not been changed, and we obsecrve

,\

that the errors pointed out in our April 26 letter still exist. These are related (?}
to statements regarding over sampling of small timber tracts and under scmpling of
large timber tracts, the relationship to silvicultural rules, lack of a quantitative
method for sampling after logging and for failing tc recognize a change in the law

for the 150 stocking points allowed on Sites IV and V.

Comments on the Proposed Rules

We find that most of the changes to the proposed rules are minor, and they do
not address changes recommended by Georgia-Pacific, other timber companies and the
Coast DTAC. Therefore, we wish to once again refer to our letter of April 26, 1982,

and we offer the following comments on the revision dated 6/1/82.
| B Definitions

We agree with the changes made for the definition of "Live and Healthy'
that will be included in Section 895.1.

2. 1072 Stocking Sampling Procedures

We have a question: |f we use our own quantitative sampling procedure ;

(that is, we count the trees), is it proper to file for the RPF Waiver Request
(1072.(4)], if the results of that survey indicate that the stocking requirements
of the Act and rules have been met?

€
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