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Kristina Ferrare
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Dave Publicover, AMC
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12/1/09

Re:
Comments on draft Good Forestry in the Granite State
General Comments
I recall that there will be a comprehensive editorial review and revision of the entire document once the substance is agreed upon.  This is certainly needed.
There is a great deal of variation between the sections, reflecting the approach of the various authors.  Some read more like scientific reviews, with description of specific studies and numerous citations (the section on Vernal Pools is the best example).  Others present information in a more general way that is more accessible to a non-scientific audience, with few or no citations.  Given the target audience (landowners, foresters, loggers, and interested laypeople) I think the latter approach is more appropriate.  I think the inclusion of detailed results from specific studies should be limited.  
There needs to be a consistent policy for the use of citations.  Some sections reference many facts, others present facts without citation.  In-text citations should be limited to cases where there is need to support a specific fact derived from a single source.  Information that reflects widely available or generally accepted knowledge does not need to be cited.
I would suggest the following revision to how supporting material is referenced:

· The Additional Reading section at the beginning of each major subject area is good.  This section should include the most important documents that are broadly applicable to multiple chapters (e.g. the BMP document for the Water Resources section or the state Wildlife Action Plan and DeGraaf for the Habitat Section.)
· For in-text citations, I would put them all at the end of the document in a consolidated Literature Cited (or References) section.

· I would change the References section at the end of each chapter to Additional Information, and include documents or web sites that are good sources of more information but which are limited to the specific topic of that chapter.  Some of these might be included in the Literature Cited section but it would also include informational sources that are not specifically cited.  It would not include scientific papers that are cited in the text in support of a specific fact but which have limited general interest.
Introductory Section

Using this Manual- Required Reading

No comments.
Your Land and the Larger Landscape

No comments 

New Hampshire Forest Types

Suggested revision of first paragraph:
“Forest types” and “natural communities” are two way of describing distinctive associations of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants.  The primary difference is that forest types describe the current vegetation based on the dominant tree species, while natural communities describe the potential mature vegetation that would exist in the absence of human disturbance.  Forests may also be classified according to the type of wildlife habitat they provide.  A cross-walk between these three methods is available at crosswalk website.
Under White Pine, you mention the succession of white pine to hardwoods on better sites, but it might be worth emphasizing in the last paragraph (re sustainability) that white pine may gradually disappear from many former agricultural lands (especially on better soils) if not maintained through active management.
Under Northern Hardwoods, you may want to say “firewood and biomass” to recognize the increasing importance of this product.  Also, under sustainability, you may want to mention introduced pathogens (Asian long-horned beetle, emerald ash borer and beech bark disease) as potential long-term threats to northern hardwood species.
Under spruce-fir, I don’t think heart rot should be considered a disturbance.

Under Aspen-Birch, I suggest changing the first sentence as follows: “Aspen-birch is not a true natural community, but rather a pioneering successional stage of several other forest types.”  Also, add the following to the end of the second paragraph:  “In the absence of such disturbance, natural succession will lead to aspen-birch stands being replace by more mature forest types.”

First Steps in Forest Management

No comments.

Organization of the Manual

No comments.
Getting Started

Forest Stewardship Planning

No comment on the substance but the section needs a significant editorial re-write – as it is it seems as if it was thrown together in a hurry – it is not well organized and the flow and language are very clunky.

Estate Planning and Land Protection

No comments.

Safety Working in the Woods

No comments.

Soil Productivity

Additional Reading

No comments.

Erosion and Soil Damage

“Soil erosion also occurs from the removal of too many trees” – I would say instead, “The primary factor contributing to soil erosion is the exposure of bare soil.  The risk is increased with high levels of overstory removal, which reduces the interception of rainfall and increases runoff.”
“Exposure of mineral soil is sometimes important for regeneration of certain species (such as white pine)” – I would add yellow birch.
Soil Nutrients

“It is also unclear what role weathering of rock plays in replacing nutrients.”  Not sure this is accurate – HBEF research provides some info.  Weathering is a primary source for the replenishment of nutrients such as Ca, Mg and P, whereas meteorological input (including fixation) is the primary source for N and S.  May want to say instead, “Replenishment of nutrients lost during harvesting occurs through mineral weathering (Ca, Mg, P), atmospheric input (N, S) and biological fixation (N).  However, the rate of replenishment is highly variable and depends on the nature of both soil parent material and vegetation.”  If you haven’t already, this section should be run by HBEF folks for accuracy.
There was extensive talk early in the process about dealing with biomass harvesting.  It is not discussed directly anywhere in the document as far as I can find.  This is the most appropriate section to deal with it, as the potential for nutrient depletion is perhaps the most significant issue specific to biomass.  I would suggest the following:
Add the following after the current third paragraph:

“Incentives to use wood biomass for energy generation are likely to increase significantly in the future, leading to increased removal of tops, limbs and other material that would otherwise remain in the woods.  This poses a particular challenge for the maintenance of soil fertility.”

Add the following to considerations:

“While a number of states have developed specific guidelines for biomass harvesting (Evans and Perschel 2009), detailed guidance on how much material can be removed without compromising soil fertility is currently limited.  Available guidelines are very site dependent and difficult to apply to other soil types.”
Add the following to recommendations:

“Take a conservative approach when harvesting wood biomass, ensuring that some part of available fine woody material (tops, limbs and small diameter trees) remains on site.”

Add the following to references:

Evans, Alexander M. and Robert T. Perschel.  2009.  An Assessment of Biomass Harvesting Guidelines.  The Forest Guild, Santa Fe, NM.  

Water Resources

Additional Reading

No comments.

Wetlands

Some of the language in this section was taken from the original version that covered both wetlands and riparian areas.  This section includes language that applies primarily to riparian areas but is not really applicable to wetlands (e.g. the 4th bullet under “Functions and Values”).  This section should be examined carefully to be sure that the information included applies specifically to wetlands.

Since we have separated the sections on wetlands and riparian, recommendations related to buffer widths should be limited in detail – better to say simply that upland buffers should be maintained around wetlands and refer the reader to the riparian section.  The section should be reviewed in combination with the riparian section to remove duplicate language 

I would delete “Champion International Corporation 1995” from the reference list – this was relevant during the first version when riparian standards were still in flux but standards are more well established and a specific company’s policy (especially a company that no longer exists) isn’t necessary.
Spackman and Hughes (in press) – update this to give complete reference.

Overall I think the reference list could be trimmed – should focus on those specific to wetlands and remove those more specific to riparian areas.

Forest Management in Riparian Habitat

No comments.
Water Quality

No comments.
Streams, Stream Habitat and Crossings

No comments.

Habitat
Additional Reading 

Add:  Flatebo, Gro, Carol R. Foss and Steven K. Pelletier.  1999.  Biodiversity in the Forests of Maine: Guidelines for Land Management.  University of Maine Cooperative Extension Bulletin #7147.
Add: State Wildlife Action Plan!
Unique and Fragile Areas

Natural Communities and Protected Plants

Why is the title “protected” plants rather than “rare” plants?

“Biodiversity is the number and variety of organisms within a geographic region.”  This is not the commonly accepted definition – biodiversity is more than species.  I suggest, “’Biodiversity’ refers to the diversity of life at all levels of organization.  While most commonly used to refer to the diversity of species, it also includes consideration of diversity at both lower levels (i.e., genetic diveristy) and higher levels (i.e., community or ecosystem diversity).”
“New Hampshire has about 1,500 species of native vascular plants, about 25 percent of which are protected by the New Hampshire Native Plant Protection Act.”  I have often heard Heritage folks say that rare plants have no legal protection.  Might it be better so say that these plants are “recognized” by the act?
Under Considerations – “Most examples of natural communities are not exemplary. NHNHB designates exemplary natural communities based on size, ecological condition, and landscape context. Exemplary natural communities occupy only a small part of the landscape.”  This seems to imply that we are only interested in exemplary examples, which is not true.  Non-exemplary examples are also important (for example, previously harvested rich mesic forests may still contain rare plants) and should be recognized and considered during management (for example, what is the level of past impact – can they be restored to a good (if not exemplary) condition?  
Seeps

No comments.
Vernal Pools

This section was obviously written by someone with a high level of knowledge of and interest in this subject, but the level of detail seems to be more than is necessary for the audience (landowners, resource professionals and knowledgeable lay people).  It is not necessary to give a comprehensive review of every facet of vernal pool ecology – we want to answer basic questions such as “What is a vernal pool and how do I identify it?” and “How can I manage around vernal pools without messing them up?”
The reference list should be greatly trimmed – it is far beyond the scope of what is appropriate for this publication.  These chapters are not scientific papers and it is not necessary to reference every statement, nor to include every study that has been done on vernal pools.  References should be limited to general summaries and publications that might be useful to the intended audience.  

Some additional references that should be included:

· Forestry Habitat Management Guidelines for Vernal Pool Wildlife (see http://www.maineaudubon.org/resource/documents/VernalPoolHMG-final.pdf).

· Maine Citizen’s Guide to Locating and Documenting Vernal Pools (see http://www.maineaudubon.org/conserve/citsci/v_guide.pdf).

Old Growth Forests

“Spruce, hemlock, yellow birch, beech, sugar maple, and black gum are the typical canopy species.”  I think it’s a stretch to say that black gum is a typical canopy species in old growth forests.  I would say, “Spruce, hemlock, yellow birch, beech, and sugar maple are the typical canopy species in old upland forests.  White pine and red oak are long-lived species that may also be present.  Northern whitecedar (in the north) and black gum (in the south) are characteristic of old growth forested wetlands.”
I would add at the end of the 3rd paragraph, “It is important to recognize that old growth is the end point of the continuum of stand development with time – there is no clear point at which a stand becomes old growth, rather they become more ‘old growth like’ as the characteristics associated with old forests develop.”

Under Objective, rather than “duplicate” I would say “allow the development of”.

Recommend following changes:  “Leaving large-diameter course woody material, live cull, and standing dead trees” And “Leaving individual large-diameter trees unharvested”

High Elevation Forests

No comments.
Pine Barrens

No comments.
Wildlife Species of Greatest Conservation Need

No comments.
Landscape Level Considerations
I don’t think the title “Landscape Level Considerations” is appropriate for the sections that follow.  To my mind, landscape level considerations are things like age class balance, fragmentation and connectivity – things not addressed in this document.  I would suggest that these sections (and probably those under the following Stand Level Considerations) be combined with those under Habitat, and the entire section should be called Sensitive Habitats and Habitat Features or some such thing.  The distinction between these sections seems inconsistent – wouldn’t Aspen Management and Temporary Openings be more of Landscape Level rather than Stand Level considerations?
Overstory Inclusions

2nd paragraph, 3rd line – remove word “last” (or change to “past” as used later in the section, though this is somewhat redundant – “history” is by definition “past”).
Deer Wintering Areas

No comments.
Woodland Raptors

No comments.
Heron Colonies

No comments.
Bald Eagle Winter Roosting 

No comments.
Stand Level Considerations
Permanent Openings

No comments.

Temporary Openings Created by Forest Management

No comments.
Beaver-created Openings

No comments.
Aspen Management

No comments.
Mast

No comments.
Cavity Trees, Dens and Snags

No comments.
Dead and Down Woody Material 

No comments
Timber Quality and Flow (Silviculture)

Additional Reading

Include the core text:  The Practice of Silviculture  (9th edition) by Smith, Larson, Kelty and Ashton.

There is an introductory paragraph after the list of references that seems out of place here – there is nothing comparable in any other section.  I would either delete this or include a short introduction at the beginning of all major subject areas.

Regeneration: The Right Tree on the Right Site

No comments.
Forest Structure

I might add the following to the 5th bullet under considerations: “While in theory uneven-aged management requires maintaining the appropriate size-class balance at the individual stand level, in practice it may be more feasible to maintain this balance across larger management units, with individual stands managed for a multi-aged (though not perfectly balanced) structure.”
Managing for High Quality Trees 

No comments.
Aesthetics and Visual Quality
Additional Reading

No comments.
Logging Aesthetics

If it isn’t mentioned elsewhere, should note under considerations the requirements of the Basal Area law for retaining buffers along public roads.

I would suggest not duplicating references already included in “Additional Reading” (e.g. Jones).  (Other sections should be checked to see if this comment applies.)
Timing of Forest Management

No comments.
Truck Roads and Skid Trails

No comments.
Log Landings

Under During the Harvest, add , “Provide a bend in skid trails as they enter the landing to minimize long site lines along skid trails.”  This is similar to a recommendation under the Roads section.
Slash Disposal

No comments.
Aesthetics of Clearcutting

No comments.
Cultural Resources

No comments.
Harvesting in Recreation Areas 

There is no issue statement for this section – may I suggest the following:
“The primary exposure many members of the public have to timber harvesting is through recreational use of managed forest lands.  Whether harvesting near trails on their own land, or harvesting in proximity to recreational areas on adjacent lands, a landowner’s actions can significantly affect the public’s perception of harvesting, for better or for worse.  Careful attention to the impact of harvesting on recreational uses and facilities can enhance the public’s recreational experience and create a positive impression of forest management.”

Add the following to the end of the 5th recommended practice: “…keeping them at right angles to the recreational trails and angling them just beyond the buffer zone to minimize sight lines down skid trails.”  (Don’t say “hiking” trails because they could also be ski or snowmobile trails.)
Forest Health

Additional Reading

Nothing to comment on.

Invasive Plants

Websites listed at the end should be included with references (but see my general comment at the beginning about treatment of references).

Insects and Diseases

No comments.

Ice and Wind Damage

You should start the issue statement by saying something like, “Low levels of damage from natural factors such as wind, snow and ice are a regular occurrence in New Hampshire’s forests.  This damage is a normal part of natural ecosystem functioning and an important factor in creating a diverse forest structure.”

In the second consideration bullet, ice storm damage is not limited to northern hardwood forests – the last major ice storm also caused severe damage to white pine.

In the issue statement you should also say something about ice storms, as these have been the most damaging natural events since the 1938 hurricane.
Controlling Logging Damage 

Add the following recommended practice to the “during operations” section: “Leave bumper trees or tall bumper stumps along the side of skid trails to limit damage to the adjacent stand.  This is particularly important when skidding long logs or whole trees.”
Harvesting Systems

Choosing the Right System 

Under the feller-buncher/grapple skidder system, you should note that it doesn’t necessarily require whole tree processing (i.e. chipping) – it is also possible (and quite common) for the grapple skidder to drag tops back into the stand where they can be place so as to protect the skid trail from rutting and erosion.  This also retains the nutrients in the tops in the stand.
Another con of at least some cut-to-length systems – the harvester may have operational difficulties in hardwood stands with lots of small “whips”, which can tangle in the cutting bar and knock the chain off.
Under “other systems”, you may want to note that horse logging creates much narrow skid trails and may be a feasible system for removing small volumes of high-value trees from visually sensitive areas.

I don’t think the BMP manual or guide to timber harvesting laws are necessary references in this section.

Nontimber Forest Product

Non-traditional forest products

In the table, add black ash to the section on bark.  Add cherries to the section on berries.

Maple Sugaring

You should discuss the fact that acid deposition is having a significant effect on sugar maple health, particularly on marginal sites where nutrient depletion is a serious risk.  Sugarbushes are most likely to be successful on more fertile sites with sufficient reserves of calcium and magnesium to buffer this nutrient loss.

Ecosystem Services 

The section on Voluntary Carbon Markets is already out of date and needs to be re-written.  References to the CCX should be deleted – among those knowledgeable about forest carbon markets this is not considered a credible system – I have heard the term “a joke” widely used in recent conferences.  I humbly suggest the following revision (I would retitle this section “Carbon Sequestration (“Offset”) Markets” – if Congress gets its act together on climate change legislation they may not remain solely voluntary):
“All forests store carbon. The rate and quantity of carbon stored varies by forest type, age and structure.  Carbon markets, which provide credible standards by which carbon storage is measured and verified, are developing rapidly and give forest landowners an opportunity to measure and monitor the carbon stored in their forests and sell credits on an open market. Carbon credits are purchased by carbon emitters seeking to offset their carbon emissions.  Currently these markets within the United States are entirely voluntary, though the development of a mandatory national carbon “cap-and-trade” system (currently under consideration by the U.S. Congress) would change this situation considerably.  (The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative [RGGI], a consortium of 11 eastern states that creates mandatory emission reduction targets for large electric generation facilities, is currently the nation’s only regulated carbon cap-and-trade system.  However, managed forest projects are not currently eligible for offset credits under RGGI.  A protocol for including managed forest projects as an eligible offset category has been developed but not yet adopted.)
Carbon credit transactions may be private transactions between parties (“over-the-counter”) or coordinated through centralized registries or exchanges.  The primary registry for forest carbon offset credits that has emerged is the Climate Action Reserve (CAR).  Originally developed in California, in the fall of 2009 CAR became open to projects across the nation.
Developing a carbon offset project is complex and expensive, involving inventory, monitoring and verification costs above and beyond what is necessary for a normal forest management plan.  Currently participation in these markets is only feasible for large landowners, though Congress is considering proposals that would make these markets more accessible to smaller landowners, and some carbon offset project development companies are developing programs to aggregate multiple smaller landowners.  Participation in these markets also imposes long-term commitments and expenses that must be carefully considered.
These markets have reached the point where they currently provide a viable source of income for at least some landowners, though because the field is changing rapidly, the long-term prospects for participation by a range of landowners, as well as the financial value of these markets, is difficult to predict.  Landowners with an interest in these markets are urged to consult the information sources listed below to stay abreast of emerging developments.”
I would delete the 5th, 6th and 7th bullets under Considerations – they merely repeat information that appears earlier (even in my revised version).
Under Recommended Practices, the first paragraph (beginning “Although carbon…”) is not a recommendation and should be deleted – it merely repeats what is in Considerations.
Also, I would delete the recommendation to develop a baseline inventory – this is a meaningless recommendation without more info on the requirements of a specific protocol.  The other recommendations are OK.

Delete the reference about CCX, and add Climate Action Reserve (http://www.climateactionreserve.org/).

Add USFS Ecosystem Services web site (http://www.fs.fed.us/ecosystemservices/index.shtml).  This may be the best general source for information on the subject.  The Carbon Sequestration section of this site provides many useful references for further information.  Many of these are worthy of listing individually but it is probably sufficient to point readers to the general site.

Glossary 

I haven’t gone through this in detail but I would suggest that wherever possible definitions should be adapted from the SAF Dictionary of Forestry – no need to reinvent the wheel and it would be valuable to maintain consistency with definitions that have already been developed by the profession.  In some cases the dictionary definitions (which can be quite detailed) may need to be edited for brevity.
