GOOD FORESTRY IN THE GRANITE STATE
A REVIEW
 
              I have finally completed my review of “GOOD FORESTRY IN THE GRANITE STATE’ – all 262 pages!

 

              In general, the draft is comprehensive, makes recommendations based on current and good science and is reasonably organized.

              My minor suggestions for improvement include:

1.    Number ALL pages

2.    Provide a detailed index with page numbers

3.    Consider the development of a GLOSSARY

4.    Due to multiple authors the text is repetitive in many sections – solution; more careful editing AND provide cross references for related material

5.    On page 236, the suggestion to “remove high risk trees that have stem cankers, forking tops or signs of internal decay” is INCOMPLETE – these trees should only be removed IF there is a risk of property damage OR personal injury ( ie. hazard tree )

6.    On page 234, the suggestion to “remove” all trees with conks” is INCOMPLETE, again these trees should only be removed if they are hazard trees

 

My major suggestions for improvement include:

 

1.    Have a separate, stand-alone section ( chapter ) for BUFFERS.   Buffer establishment and maintenance during woods operations is one of the most important and confusing aspects of BMP.  A review of the current outline does NOT even list BUFFERS.

The draft discusses buffers in multiple sections:  wetlands, riparian zones, seeps, vernal pools, overstory inclusion, heron colony and others.  Often the buffer dimensions are variable and ambiguous – often the suggestion is “standard” with the option to increase buffer size IF  “this or that” is present.

2.    It would be BETTER practice to propose a STANDARD buffer width ( all situations ) – suggest 200 feet and then adjust smaller if local conditions allow.

3.    Develop a major BUFFER TABLE to end the BUFFER chapter discussion.  This Table should have a number so it can be easily referenced throughout the text.  The Table, in the current draft on page 48 is incomplete and confusing.  For example, what does “none” mean in the “NO Harvest Zone” column??  Also, even when the BMP “exempts” forest practices from buffer laws – the requirements of the laws should be referenced in this Master Table ( this would include, for example, the revived buffer requirements in the “new” Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act ).

4.    In the “Ecosystem Services Section” with regard to forest value for carbon sequestration – a more realistic ( balanced ) treatment of this value should be provided.  This could, for example, include some of the precautionary themes I listed in my “white paper” given to SPNHF on August 31, 2007.  (attached).

 

William H. Smith PhD

Bees and Trees Environmental

November 24, 2009

FORESTS AND CARBON MANAGEMENT


Forests are dominated by woody vegetation.  The non-water portion of woody plants is dominated by cellulose, hemicelluloses and lignin compounds.  The latter molecules are carbon polymers.  The source of woody plant carbon is carbon dioxide removed the atmosphere.  Since woody plants, especially trees, are long-lived, the carbon removed from the atmosphere may be stored above and below ground in forest ecosystems for decades, centuries and even longer ( Smith 1990, Smith et al. 2004 ).  Models suggest that approximately 40 percent of the carbon dioxide emitted through fossil fuels and deforestation remains in the atmosphere, while an estimated 30 percent is absorbed by trees, and other plants and soils and another 30 percent by the oceans ( Smith 2001, Stephens 2007 ).  As a result, the role of forests in the global carbon cycle and the potential utility of forests in carbon management strategies and policies is of current keen interest.


Application of the Precautionary Principle to the strategy of using forests as “carbon sinks” and to evaluate the role of global forests in climate change would recognize the following facts:

1. Forest ecosystems “darken” the earth’s surface, reduce albedo and absorb more solar radiation.  This acts as a positive feedback to global warming ( Foley et al. 2003 ).

2. The ability of trees to remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere will NOT increase unbounded as atmospheric carbon dioxide increases.  Leaf area is the primary determinant of carbon dioxide uptake ( Palmroth et al. 2006 ) and is limited by temperature, soil moisture, nutrient availability and air pollution ( Beedlow et al. 2004, Smith 1990 ).  Multi-year field experiments involving large trees have clearly demonstrated limits to carbon dioxide uptake imposed by environmental variables ( Oren 2007 ).

3. For temperate forests, carbon dioxide removal from the atmosphere by trees and soils and release of carbon dioxide back to the atmosphere via respiration and decomposition by trees and soils eventually come into balance.  A mature forest ecosystem releases as much carbon dioxide to the atmosphere as it removes. And NET removal approximates zero.

4. In anticipation of a dynamic climate, the ability of young trees to function as net carbon sinks may be compromised by increased pathogen infection and/or increased insect herbivory ( Smith 1993 ).

5. Soils represent a major opportunity to sequester carbon.  Numerous technologies have been proposed to enhance forest and agricultural soil carbon uptake and storage.  Effective technologies, however, must be cost competitive.  Ancillary environmental issues must also be carefully evaluated ( Post 2004 ).

6. Numerous studies suggest that tropical forest systems and their management are the most important force in global carbon  and climate dynamics.  Recent evidence, however, suggests that the role of tropical forests remains uncertain and that additional science is required to clarify ( Clark 2004 ).

7. While there are a variety of market opportunities available for carbon offset credits at this time, the only open market available in the US is the Chicago Climate Exchange ( CCX ).  CCX is the world’s first and North America’s only voluntary, legally binding, rules-based greenhouse gas emission reduction and trading system.  It started in 2003 with 13 members and presently ( March 2007 ) had approximately 250 members.  Value of carbon shares has varied widely ( approximately $0.95 to $4.00 per ton ).
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