12/2/09

Subject: Good Forestry in the Granite State

To: Karen Bennett

Forestry Extension Specialist

University of New Hampshire
Cooperative Extension

This is in response to e-mail requests for comments on the draft Good Forestry Guidelines.  I finally got down to Durham yesterday to see a hard copy of the guide and visited with Mariko Yamasaki.  She suggested that I send in comments even though they are late.
I reviewed the water sections based on my experience as a Forest Hydrologist on the White Mountain National Forest during the 1970s and nationally in USDA forestry and agriculture programs.  I chaired the committee that developed NH’s first BMP guide for forestry, helped develop the Forestry Management Measures for the Coastal Zone Mgt Act, helped to establish watershed practices for agriculture while on USDA’s National Technical Guide Committee, and authored the monitoring chapter in Verry et al 2000.  Due to Maine’s propensity to apply agriculture concepts forest land, I published Concepts about Forests and Water in the Northern Journal of Applied Forestry Vol 23, No1, March 2006.  
Comments on the water related sections
2.1 Wetlands are generally areas of ground water discharge in the humid east.  Wetlands can lower water quality by increasing color levels above the standard for drinking water.  This was the case in Berlin’s source on the White Mountain National Forest.  Wetlands are less effective than uplands at retaining phosphorous.  Both Richardson at Duke and Correll at the Smithsonian reported that phosphorous is released under conditions of low oxygen in the same manner as from lake bottoms as reported by Wetzel in Limnology.  Wetlands can improve water quality on impaired watersheds.
2.1 Riparian Area:  Minimum zone width appears to be based on the cropland research used by Chase and by Welsch.  Cropland buffers are designed to handle the large volumes of overland flow and erosion that occur on cropland.  Cropland buffers are not effective on slopes over 8-10% (USEPA) whereas forestry BMPs are effective at preventing pollution on slopes of 40% (Kochenderfer and Hornbeck 1999).  Forest guides should be based on forest research.  
No-Cut zones: Welsch added a 25 foot no-cut zone to help speed the recovery of cropland streams.  I am not aware of any proven watershed benefit from no-cut zones on forested watersheds.  In fact there are benefits from cutting riparian trees:
1. The habitat provided by young trees is preferred by some wildlife species.


2. Floodplain functions are improved by increasing the number of woody stems. 
3. Young trees are needed to sustain forest cover     
4. The chop and drop program is being developed for fish habitat 

Ground water pollution:  Rather than saying what may happen, say what has happened: EPA has not listed forestry in the 30 some sources of ground water pollution.  

Good Forestry guides should not conflict with the NH forestry BMPs.  More can be gained by promoting one set of effective BMPs than by confusing landowners with multiple guides.  
The 1972 Clean Water Act Amendments required that states develop practices to control “pollution” not just erosion.  Over the last 25 years, EPA has ranked forestry low in the leading sources of pollution.  This says something about the effectiveness of Forestry BMPs and the risk of forestry.   
Woodland owners can’t protect riparian areas by themselves.  The burden for protecting riparian functions and values should fall more evenly on all land uses including recreation.  Streams are linear features that cross many land uses and jurisdictions.  Asking woodland owners to leave trees while neighboring land uses keep riparian areas clear of trees is not fair or effective.  A more coordinated approach is needed because biological integrity is the sum of many parts.  

Gordon Stuart

Forest Hydrologist

Westbrook, Maine


