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..,-.. Charles L. Ciancio 
P.O. 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.l 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 shoul4 have to perform the 
sample as done by the submitter; otherwise, unnecessary disagreement 
can result, and the required field plot layout work mentioned qndcr GJ 
1072.2 would serve no purpose and be a waste of time and money. Th~ 
Director should have the right to question the work done by the r-;ub·· 
mitter, but to do all the required work and also have two indcpcnci~~t 
studies doesn't make sense. Cl~rity and/or necessity is involved in 
the above problems. 

Under 1072.4, the use of one acre as the minimum non-op­ i
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 shot1ld ;=:_;.., 
be counted. I have seen scattered resid·ual 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 true 
picture or sample of the arc-a and would greatly complicate field and 
intrepretation procedures.· The use of a three acre minimum whic?1 
matches the minor operation and conversion requlremeuts, would r;o :.1 

long way towards elimination of the above problem, but even this would 
not completely eliminate the problem. It seems clarity and.necessity 
are involved in the above problem. 
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June 	29, 1982 

Dr. Henry J. Vaux 

Chainnan 

California Board of Forestry 

1416 Ninth Street, Room 1506-14 

Sacramento, CA 95814 


Dear 	Or. Vaux: 

Following distribution of the June 1, 1982 draft hearing language for Stocking
Sampling Procedures, the Oep~rtn~nt staff was asked a question concerning the 
meaning of 14 CAC 1073(a). Upon evaluation of the que~tion t~~e staff ~:~·d \1!i:?r0 
there could· be some confusion in applying the rule ..Attache.::: fur .vuu c.:.;ush!t:!t:c!­
tion are some alternatives which clarify application of the r·ule. 

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

Sincerely, 

#'~';£_· ., ..:.·­
/ DAV I 0 E. PESONEN 

Director 

fa 

cc: 	 Regional Chiefs 

Hal Slack 
 '" -. .,. 
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The following are alternatives to clarify the language of 14 CAC 1073(a) found in 
the draft language of June 1, 1982. 

Alternative I is to replace 14 CAC 1073(a) with: 
a) Hhere application of the following gives a number of less than ·six (6). 

(CUP) x (SA) (SIP) x f0.5) x (SJ\.l = 1ess tli~n 6(NPsr NPS) 

CUP - Number of contiguous unstacked plots 
SA· - Acres in sample·area 
SIP - Number of stocked intennediate plots 
NPS - Number of plots in sample, excluding intermediate plots 
An intermediate plot is a plot placed halfway between iwo unstocked plots 
in the sample. 

Alternative II 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 divicl~d by the 
number of plots in the sample (excluding intermediate plots) . 

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

Alternative Ill is to include both alternatives I and II in the rules. Both 
alternatives mean the same thing but provide differing means of explaining 
what is intended. 

I •·Jf ,,>.~1 
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Henry Vaux, Chairman 

Board o·f Forestry 

State of Ca1iforniu 

1~16 Hinth Slreet 

SacraQento, CA 95814 


Dear Henry: 

Attached is background statements g1\·1~9 sc:rc of r:.y :.·.:Hiva:ic:'l~ >1 de·vc.c;>ing 

the present standardized samp 1i ng procec ... =cs. These ~re n.y thcu£h b L::id I c.l--;n~t. 


speak for the others i nvo1v.ed a:. that ti :r.e. Ho•·1ever, reg~:dl ~ss of o.. r .=7:ot; -..·at ions, 

we were in agreement as the record will show. 


However, this work was done in 1971'-75 i...t:e·n f\!~·: hua ex;.:?ri~nce ,.. ·:.h ei.:.,er th~ 

;,ct or sampling for stocking levels. At t! c tb:e:, t r~cu:~:;;~t.;;:j~c a .::e;:~~!ct~ 


reevaluation after one year but Lhis was r~t dcne. !nst~~~ ~t~~nt:~~ ha~ ~c~~ 


focused on portions of the Act nrid rc:;ul.:.\ions cth'=r th.Jn t~.c scl:::pi~n~; ;::,r.:,~.;;:durcs. 


No~1 several proposed change.s in the regulations arc tcfor~ :ot.. a~d ::~-..?ra::: tr.~y 


have my support. 'However there &:ll'e two topic; I want ::o d'.;;c~ss he·.:!. 


First, as noted in my attached cow:::~~ts, the S-p~ot ;u~c is on:y c~c cf focr ~ 

features of the present procedure that dcc.ll~ ~·.ith the quc~:.io:"? cf 11ah.tri:1.;tion11 

{
• 

The intent here was to ensure that large contiguo~s ~re~s ~:~ net l~f: c~~:cckcd, 


even th rough the average stocking may be $U ff i ci ent. H... ~··C:'-'\!:, ~·.hi i c: I st i l l belie·•.:.: G) 

that "large contiguous ureas" shou1d not !>e left ~:is:c,:"~~~ t~e 5 ;;i.:>t r'"'L: has 

heen ·incorrectly and inconsistently ap;>1!c:: and is in(:ff~ct:O:.:!. ~a::·.-~. it sr.ou1c! 
 j
be sufficient to show that the ~rea s~rtcJndins a~J i~ ~~=~-~, the ~~$:~c~.~ plots 

is not completely unstacked. Ob::>t!rving !;::::J_ 'ou:nu!:i~ tr~.~:; :;e:~·.-:-:en t:·.:1.=:- .:.f ~nstock:ed 


plots will ensure that the area i~ not complct~ly u~$lOck~~. !f th~ ~~ar~ ~ffir~~ 


this concept I wi l 1 work with COF lO draft lan9u;tg.·! :."> .:ff~:: tr.i:> c:·~.;.~,.. 


Second, there arc very serious protl~....-.s \·:it:i L~t.? ;.rca:v:-~] to ~~ ... : ~;:..;:-;,. tt1J:l on~ .""'/. 
procedure for a given region. Even thou9:1, the ic:-cH.::- c_r. ~$e an_. ·~:c;:.r;;a for 

forming his judgement in. apply!ng for~ :_-~:vcr,_t~~~.::~~c~= ~~:~:e~~ <:~ ..~':-~ith (i!
those areas that are only marginally s~o'""\:d. ro, ... . ':/, u .. 1..~1e..: ~ ...... ..; ..... _:.: ... 


sampling method. is needed. Furthe!r, trair.ing .::-.~H bi:: ~h.::'; :o :~::- ~·"';c.:si~r.;, to ensJre C""~ 

that it is understood and applied consist'l:•tlr. 


http:quc~:.io
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The standurds, \•lhiltcver they be, Clr~ cc.se:d C~C!~ _id;;~~·~:;t. :-·.j~:n;J ar: .:~~'~;e 
i11 the plot structure \·1i 11 rcqui re that t!1..:. sl:...1ndar<!s for ci.::\?~:'1i\:~ :::~ c'.;.: L..~:i::J. 
For example, consider the followi:ig s~np?i:'I~ rules .J"ld tht: s:oc~i:a:: :>.:·rc~:-tt:cc~ for 
one sample arl•:a that I ·studied {data fro::. Jere :&clo c:inc Rv~..;r Ki"' ..:~=-·:: .. · 

•jRule .., of olots s to:~::·~ 

1. Existing system 70.7 

2. Hult i p 1e plots/Multiple counts 76.5 

3. 1/50-th acre/Hultiple coun~s 67.7 

These figures indicate that the art:a i!> less Jike:1y t\l b-e rc-jccted ~sh~ :"l!I~ 2 and J
mtJre likely to b~ rejected using ruk J. The :-elc:itio:-~ship :.\!u·.ee., tr(: ;:.erc.::~tilscc; 
is a function of how ev~nly distriputcd the trees c.r\! C\lc:r the an:a. Tn~~ :~c·r~ i~ 
no simple way of establishing comparable standard~ for accepta:icc using t~\: ·:c::rious 
rules. 

I know that there are many questions that I have not acdrcsscd here. ~o.·.ever. 
I believe that the proposals before you, and the deletion of the 5-point rul~, wili 
go far to meeting the objec"tions of industry without reducing th~ pro~ect1cn for 
which the Act was intended. 

Si_nce.r\!ly, 

LCW:mlw 

cc: .Harold Slack, COF 
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Co:nr::-.ts o:l th~ 

lntroduct ion 

The purpose of this note is to r.!·1ie\·/ t!l.:: ;::otiv-'itio:is tt>3:. ! 1':.::d 

during my participation in the develop::ient of the 115t.:inc!.:irdiz.;j 5.:i···;:di~; 

Procedure s " to determine l-thether logged c..reas ~l.!e t the r.inir::~:-: s!:-;c:.-;:-:9 

standards defined in the Forest Practices Act. 

From discussions "'ith industry .:ind CDF forestc:-s, it is c~~;;.- ~·1at 

there is much misunderstanding about the cur:-en;: systc;::: \·. hut i: is=~·-

signed to do and ho1·1 it is dcsig:'led <O func~i.:i:-. . :-: is:.: :i.:!crst.'.!:"'!Ci ·::; s n.:·. . ; 

caused the rule~ to be applied inconsi s tentl y ond hav(· 1::ide u:i '-"'· ..,:u~itio:-: 

of the methods difficult. 

Here in, I will attempt to explain the iilOt i vc,: io~ :: 1::1a :: I r.:; .j i:i 1975 , 

detail sor.1e of the problems th.:it I sec 1·: ith t.! :..:: ex i s t:-.~ .: nd ot'.1,~:- ;:irc;:>~sed 

systems, and make a fe\-1 rec01:1;;:~ndatl :,r.::>. Otl~ ...: r:; 1-;~:·..; : .~ \· vlv.::~ ,;:i: th :: ti:- ·~ 

and, \·1h ile 1 think \·JC \·tcre of one mind t!len, I u~ly 5~~<.:'\. fer~- ... ~:.:~~ . 

Also, as noted later, modifications i n the or i g inal pro:~dur~ ~=v~ b~c~ 

made before and additional modificati ons a r c pr0po~~d. 

Requirements of the /let 

As I see it the Act is li.:iscd Uf)C:1: t h~ pro:'.·. i ~('; th.::r , ~·i i::!·,.;_: res:.il..:;­

ti on, many logge d areas would be le f t unstoc~c~ (v . unde rs::cckt_: . 

justifictition for rcgu l .:i t i on is then to p ro t ect the i;t.:b1:c fr c : 

social a nd econom i c costs associated :-:ith u:Jr·..>:;ulc1 t e J :r ...~.:Jv i c r. 

http:Co:nr::-.ts
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that the stocking be "well distribu~..:.! 11 • 

Average Stockio~ 

Estirn~ting the average stocking lcvcJ· can b~ don~ cy a~y ~~c of ~ 

that locating an unbiased ~ample of fixed or v~riablc-rudi~s p!~~$ c~n 

be used to estimate the avera~P number of trcc5 or ~vcrugc ~a~al ~r~J o~ 

an area. for the purposes of cstabl ishi:'lg the ~v\!rag~ sto;;kh; h~·1\?! 

the number of such plots is ccisi ly computed using \·li!I j-e:stabl is~(:d 

statistical rules. 

The error levels µscd for such computations w.ust, however, t'1k~ 

.... _into consideration the costs involved when the ~ample results i~ a~ ... 
correct decision. In this rcg~rd there arc tw~ tyocs of erro~ :ha~ 

must be considered, ·with the follo\·zing co:;sequt:ncts: 

Error 

(1) A stocked area is judged Unn~cc~sary ?!ar.ti,~ costs 

unstockcd inc\Jrr.:d by the l~r~ti\·:~er. 

(2) An unstockecl area is jods~d T!;'-= "p~b 1 i : 11 ex~(! r; :::nc~s <l 

to be~~tockcd •·co.st" fc·r ...,hich ~r.~ t?Ct 

It is important here to recognize that tht: ' 1ccsts' 1 i.!xpe:ri\.!:1:~d !;y 

either the landoi·mer or the public arc not c;<(;ctly cc~!.".1r;:bh:. ;:'c,;:" 

example, even having to unnecccsaril}' pla:-it a fo~. tr..:~s still r'-q:..:ircs 

the land owner to mount a costly planting effort that i:; only r.;uginully 

affected by the number of trees planted. 
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On the other hund, lhc> "cost" to the: puLl i.: o~ !:.J•: i!'lS ~ :: ·..: ~-.: ~; : · : ,: : .. ~ 

or a logged area "slightly bcic-.·:" tl~e: :-::!111::;;,m set t.y t.!:\! t•.c.\. L c.t:.t r • . 

impossible to mc.Jsure, but ulso "grc'.l~l•.:il ," c:cr.~ r d i:i g c:i t:-.l.! C(·::~ c-f 

undcrstocking. 

These considerations \·:ere used in setting the S<i =-:: pl~ !", t::c ur.d cc­

ceptance limits included in the rcgulaticr.s. f!:::.-:evcr, the \;.Js:c s : -.;; 1..: · 

unit definition \·1.:is based cntir<:ly en the req:.iir-::::ic nt th.:it t~l.! :>~.:;c:. : o. ~ 

be well distributed . 

"Wei I distributed" 

In discussions about the existing and prcµosed Sil~?li ng ~~t~ods. 

"distribution'' has been used in t\·10 contexts: 

(1) 	 the spatial distribution of treas stocked wi:hin the ere~ vs . 


unstacked arc.J and 


(2) 	 the probcJbility distribu t ion , refc.:rring tv the nu::·,be:r ..;; ;; l et s 


with various tree counts. 


My interpretation of the intent of the Act is th ~ :. reg.:ird!css o~ 

the average stocking level, "large" areas \·Jere r.c~ to ~: c 1l;ft ·u:-:sto;:;....:d. 

That is, the intent is to control the spu~i;;I ci s tri '..:u t io:• , ·..!ii::-i i s 

not control led (except <lt the extre;::-::s) ~Y ck:1'i nir~s t:i ::: pro~.::bi ! i ty 

distribution. 

Sp.atial Distribution of the stoi;kins is ccr.::-ol L : ~i' t l-:0 :"..:l l o· ..1i :: s 

aspects of the present standardized !>cr.1p lins ;: ru;:..: d1J:- , · ::. : 

(1) 	 the systematic layout of the ScJ:::plc pl.:>:.s. 

(2) 	 the size of the cxpandabl~ plots. 

(3) 	 the requ i remen t that a·ccep tcJncc bt! i:J.:i ~ cj u;:Jc :1 .J r:; i :ii ::'?:Jr ~ :; ro;c ~ ­

tion of plots being stocked (SS~ ) and 


(Lt ) no mo re thon S contiguou s un s tod.~d plets b.:! 0 iio1·;0d . 


Comments on each of these aspects fol lo1.... ') .. .. u:" , 
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Fir!»t, the systematic l.:iyout of the plots \·1~s int\?r.~kcl ~C· •. ..: ~,:, =~ 

th~t large parts of the area were nol left unsa~pl~d. T~us a1: $:0~~~~~ 

levels in the area would be sa~?l~d cqu~Jly. 

Second, the cxpandabla plot sizes were a di~oct p~oduct c~ th~ 

stocking requirements. Thus, if a point had a countable tr~c within a 

. radius corresponding to JOO points per acre, the point ~~s jucl3~d to t~ 

"stocked." 

Third, Judging the plots as "stockc~" or "unstoc~i::d" c:t:ic r :! ~ .·.; i ~· i n-:.-. 

55% of the plots to be stocked cl iminatcd the problem of C? 1 lo· .• ir.g 11:-i:.:av)·" 

stocking on some plots to offset "no" Hocking on others for the r,u:-ccsc· 

of judging the distribution of stocking. The 55t requirement ~·;as based 

upon a combination of judgement (cf Note 3) and statisticCll co:i~rol of 

the two types of error (cf Note'•) mentjoncd at~vc. Fur:.her, h!1ilc? an 

actual count of all trees on the plots might have been r~quir~ci ta sno~ 

an average of at least 300 trees per acre, this extra effort \·:.:!s l-r.­

necessary. The distributional requirem~nt had virtually ensured that 

there would be at least 300 points per acre in '11 i ~u: c"rcfuJ 1: c":i­

trived situations. 

Fourth, the requirement th~t no ~ore than 5 unsto=k~d p)ot~ ~~Y b~ 

contiguous was i"ncludcd in an effort to ensure thilt the u~stoc;..~~ ;;or~ 

tion of an area was not all in one location~ This requirc~cnt, ~hile 

sounding reasonable to all concern~d when it was adopted, has giv~n us 

I 

the most difficulty. First, the 5-plot rule hJs been ~is~~d~rstc?~ ~~~ 

Inconsistently applied. And, second, because vf '1n ur.willing~e$::, .)f so"·~ 

foresters to take the intermediate plots while they ~er~ in the f~c1d, 

thereby requiring a second visit to complete the s~apling. ~hil~ I 

believe that this requirement is not the h~rdshi~ that so~e c~lic~~. ·1 
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never-th1.~ -lcss be! ic:ve that it i :; i n.;;ffr·ct iv1; ;;:1.! p!·c~;_.~.1i:. : .) :" 

bl.!cn made to the Board. Letter to Cl1ilirr.wn \'Ju:<, Ju r1 ~ t.'.;;, 1:::::: 

.· 

Since there is some pro!:>ability thct a plot. ·.-:ill !::,! ~. ~o.: :.... :; i :-~ .:, 

unstockcd area or thilt un un~tockcd plut rr.<iy be found i:l .:i ~~o: ::.:- .: <::"·:' i), 

is indefensible. If the area is j udg ·~d :.o I.Jc l!;-1stocke:d the:-. .:i Fr0 : ·:-~ s! c:-::!l 

1~ • revaluation of the pl~ntin9 n.::cds s h..::u !t.1 be: 1::a:!1.:. . ,, .:;, 

been done, the area shout:! be subjected to .:ir. \!ntirely 1:1d.::p<.::-.Jc:;; :: 5:'.!:::i: l ~. 

Or, since by this time the forester hils .:in ev~n Lct~cr id~3 of ~~a: the 

stocking is, a waiver might be requested. 

\.Jaivers 

Finally we get to the topic that ha$ bt!.::1 very i;:-.~o rtc;:1t to-.,~. 

Registered professional foresters ~hculd be ex;:c:::t cd t.:: cxcr;.:i:.·.~ j.1 .::_ ;::.:·:-~ ;;: 

In the cases \·1here the question of stocking i s 11ob ·1 kt:~." H0.·:~~v~r, I 

would fully expect the forester to walk throush t h~ ar~~ s~stc~3t ically 

before making this judgcmcnt. 

In forming this judgement, lhc forester rn.:iy viish ::) t::i!...:: pk ·.s 0~ 

any variety. Particularly 1·1hcre the Cor.i;>any alr~<idy r.c:is cs-;:.:i~l i~·):.:.! 

sampling rules for as!>cs~ing stocking , th~se ~·-~.Jld b(: \':!ry h..:J;::· ..: ! in 

forming the judgement r equ ired for a \·:aiver. 

From the b,cgi·nning I have been a stro:lg propo;·i.::~t of the ~·;cJiver 

system. Now that we have more ~xpcrienced CJF cnforc~~.::~t pcrs~~~cl, the 

waiver system should be even further encouraged. 

http:1:1d.::p<.::-.Jc
http:Cl1ilirr.wn
http:p!�c~;_.~.1i
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Least stocked ~O's ... - --.... ·- -·· ... -- . 

dif!'!J\. The intention of having the least stocked ~Q be sa~pled ~as tn ~~~uce't . 
the amount of actual sarripl ing effort required and to 1r.bk~ t!':e =-~sults r.1ore • 

meaningful. Even though 40 pJofs were required in any case, they ~~~)d be 

spread over a much smaller area. This represents· a substitution of pro­

fessional judgement for the mechanical implementation of a set of rul~s. 

The current reevaJuation by the District Technical Advisory 

Committees (DTAC's) bas pointed to so:ne of the· ·difficclties \·:ith the ;:>re ... 

sent procedure, and I have ma~e reconL~endations concernir.g ~~ny of. the.~. 

Host of these recommendations have been incorporated in the pro~o~ed 

changes before you. However, there are still two unresolved ques:ic~s 

that are particu·larly ·troublesome: 

(1) the 5 contiguous unstockcd plot rule and 

(2) the question "of whether more than one sampling ~roced~re.shcu!~ 

be ~ccepted. 


Both of these topics are addressed in my l~tter to the Boar:! dated 


June 28, 1982. 


· ·· -·-· .. ,... -~ ·· ·:.:--:;.-\:.:-:·.--:.~~S~'~i~~·- >>~ 
.. - ~ ·.. -:..... --:-.::...- - _...-·. ­

-, ··~ 
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Georgia-Pacific Corporation ••11 JI; ·:fir .:'1, • · .i . I! r •.'111_.r•.\. 

f-'t .i: li•.1.r i:. C:.1/: ·· ••::.; ·1 ; ·' ·' • 
.' . ' ... 

.·. 
~ ' I • • 

0f'1fr/1i.11,1:1· ,-,J- ) •;r •• ; . \ (1 't /
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June 30, 1982 
-,. .·~ 

Dr. Henry J . Vaux , Chairma n 
California State Board of Forestry 
1416 Ninth St reet 
Sacramento, CA 9581~ 

Re: Public Hearing, Stocking Sampling Procedures, Jul y 7, 1982 

Dear Dr. Vaux: 

We have received the rev1s1on for Sampling Procedures, roughly dated 6/1/82. 
Fol lowing are our comments for the upcoming pub) ic hearing. 

Comments on the Public P.eport 

We wish to refer to o ur letter of April 26 , 1982 , for the initial hearing on J 
this ma tter. Apparently, the Public Report has not been changed, a nd we o bse r ve 
that the errors pointed out in our April 26 l ett<' r still ex i st. These 2 rc r e l:ltt> J (!) 
to statements regarding over sampling of sma ll timber tracts a nd un<.ler s .:.i~ ::p lin g o f j"-J 
large timber tracts, the relation s h ip to silvicultural ru les, lack of a quantitative 
method for sampling after loggi n g a nd for failing tc r e cogn i?.e a change in the Jaw 
for the 150 stocking point s a llowe d on Sites IV and V. 

Comment s on the Proposed Rules 

We find that most of the changes to the proposed rules are minor, a nd they do 
no t address changes recommended by Geor g ia-Pac if ic, other timber companie s and the 
Coast DTAC. The refore, 1-1c \'Jish t o once again re fe r to our l e tter of Ap ri I 26, 1982, 
and we offer the follow ing comment s on the rev i sion dated 6/ 1/82 . 

1. Def initions 

We agree with the changes made for t he definition of " Live and Hea lthy 11 

that will be inc luded in Sect i on 895 .1. 

2 . 1072 Stocking . Samp ling Procedu res 

We have a question: I f we us e our 01-1n q ua ntita tive sampling proce dure 
(that i s , we count the trees), i s it proper t o file for the RPF Waiver Request 
(1072.(li)], i f the r esul t s of that survey ind icate that the s tocking requiremen t s 
of the Act and rul es have been me t ? 


