Comment 1 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Nowicki

Email Address: bnowicki @biologicaldiversity.org
Affiliation: Center for Biological Diversity

Subject: Forest Project Protocols
Comment:

At the upconi ng Septenber 24 neeting of the California Air
Resources Board, the Board is scheduled to consider for adoption
t he “Updat ed Forest Project Protocols for G eenhouse Gas
Accounting” as adopted by the Cinmate Action Reserve earlier this
nont h. These protocols contain a provision that appears to
explicitly encourage forest clear-cutting. We are witing to
express our strong opposition to this provision, and to urge you
not to adopt the protocols with this provision included. In
additi on, we urge you to postpone the adoption of the forest
protocols, in order to allow the Board adequate tinme to consider
the issue after receiving public testinony.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/1-centerforbiol ogical diversity2.pdf'
Original File Name: CenterforBiological Diversity2.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-16 13:04:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Bailey

Email Address: michael ebailey @cox.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Forest Project Protocol
Comment:

This is a well thought out report on the role and effectiveness of
forest lands in carbon sequestration. | have not seen the earlier
protocols but it sounds like this one is a nmjor inprovenent over
the ones that went before. This Protocol has a nunber of
i mprovenents in it. But the npst inmportant ones, | think, are the
ones that allow for a greater increase in forest land with
admi ni strative requirenents that are nore fare and uni formthan was
the case in the earlier protocol. This one gives nuch nore
i mportance to the role of public lands and the role of I|arger
private tinber and woodl and owners. The pernanence conponent is of
critical inmportance. This requires the onsite nmonitoring of the
carbon stocks, the filing of annual nonitoring reports and
i ndependent verification of the reports. There now are Project
| mpl enent ati on Agreenents that obligate forest owners to give up
some of their carbon credits to nake up for the I oss of forest |and
And a new buffer pool is set up where each participant in the
program contri butes so nmany carbon credits to the pool to
conpensate for unavoi dabl e destruction of forest |ands by pests or
wildfire. This protocol also has provisions in it to nmaintain
forest eco-systens including trees of different ages. The Protoco
al so recogni zes the inportance of |ong term wooden products--wood
products made to |last 100 years or nore either in use or in
landfills. These products al so hel p sequester carbon. This
Protocol will be an inportant part of the |arger cap and trade
process now being set up. Thank you and best wishes, Mchael E
Bai |l ey, 25801 Marguerite Parkway, No. 103, M ssion Viejo, CA 92692.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-20 00:19:57

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Nowicki

Email Address: bnowicki @biologicaldiversity.org
Affiliation: Center for Biological Diverssity

Subject: Group Letter
Comment:

A comment letter on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity,
Sierra Cub California, Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch, EPIC, and

Def enders of Wldlife, to express our strong opposition to the
forest clearcutting provision in the current version of the forest
project protocols, and to urge you not to adopt the protocols with
this provision included.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/3-
group _letter to carb_re forest_protocols 09 18 09.pdf’

Original File Name: Group letter to CARB re forest protocols 09 18 09.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-21 09:12:47

10 Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Dan

Last Name: Chia

Email Address: dan.chia@asm.ca.gov

Affiliation: Assembly Natural Resources Committee

Subject: Forestry Protocols
Comment:

see attached letter opposing the proposed forestry protocols.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/4-letter_to_mnichols _on_forest_protocols.pdf’
Origina File Name: Letter to MNichols on Forest Protocols.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-22 11:25:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Bruce

Last Name: Castle

Email Address: blcastle@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Forest Project Protocol - Clearcutting
Comment:

| | ooked at the Subject Protocol, Version 3.0, dated Sept. 1
2009.

Wien | reviewed the list of people and organizations in the Wrk
Group, | was incredulous that some of them could support such a
flawed Protocol when it conmes to supporting the clearcutting

| anguage that appears in Section 3.9.2 of the Protocol. (O course,
| expected this fromthe tinber industry representatives in the
Wrk G oup.)

Section 3.9.2 Natural Forest Managenent, states, "Harvesting using
even- age nmanagenent nust be conducted in stands no greater than 40
acres.” | find this language to be npst offensive. Meanwhile, the
California Forest Practice Rules |limt the acreage for evenaged
managenent, in nost cases, to 20 acres. Even this is way too nuch.

We have seen clear visual evidence of abuse in the forests in
California and el sewhere. Google Earth views and over-flights of
the Sierra provide this evidence. One exanple is Sierra Pacific

I ndustries' (SPlI) tinmber nmanagenent practices. SPlI owns about 1.7
mllion acres in California. Their Option A Denonstration of

Maxi mum Sust ai nabl e Production is a 100-year busi ness plan that

will convert 2/3 of their forestland, or 1.1 nillion acres, to tree
pl antations. The great najority of this is produced by clearcutting
and near-clearcutting. This is a visual blight, it stresses the

bi ol ogi cal resources on the land, and it contributes to adverse
climate change, according to nounting scientific evidence.

To protect the public interest, this deforestation needs to be
stopped. It will require State legislation to end clearcutting and
near-clearcutting (visual retention grouped and dispersed, in SPI's
| anguage). The CARB can do its part.

My recomendation to the authors of the Forest Project Protocol is
to elimnate clearcutting altogether fromthis docunent (wth m nor
exceptions, such as the use of clearcutting to stop the spread of
bug i nfestations).

Furthernore, it would be a positive step for this body to publicly
take a position against clearcutting. This tinber harvest nethod
and its near-clearcutting relatives serve no useful purpose. It is
harnful to the environnent in many ways. Leaving this |anguage in
the Protocol will show that the CARB is putting the interests of
the powerful tinber industry before the public trust interests.



This is clearly the wong priority . . . you need to do the right
t hi ng.

Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-22 21:22:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Patricia

Last Name: Lawrence

Email Address: adventures@A udioJourneys.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Greenhouse Gas A ccounting Comment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached Wrd docunent.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/7-
california_air_resources board updated forest project protocols for_greenhouse gas accounti
ng.docx'

Original File Name: California Air Resources Board Updated Forest Project Protocols for
Greenhouse Gas A ccounting.docx

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-22 21:41:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Susan

Last Name: Robinson

Email Address; srmw@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Forestry Protocols - erroneous scientific infomation
Comment:

| do not believe that CCAR and CARB are considering unbiased
scientific information in including clearcutting under the forestry
protocols. My discussions with several nenbers of the CCAR working
group and with CARB staff |lead ne to believe that these groups and
staffs are being unduly influenced by erroneous science which is
bei ng perpetrated by the powerful tinber |obbyists. W are al

wel | aware of how this happened in the Bush adninistration and hope
that this perversion of true science due to political pressure wll
not occur in California's climte change efforts. | am attaching
the work of a noted climate and forestry expert - Dr. Mark Harmon -
into the CARB record to dispel the nyths that have been "accepted"
by CCAR and CARB staff regarding forestry methods and clinmate
change.

The following is an exerpt fromthe attachnent re
Car bon Sequestration by Younger versus O der Forests.

"It is very disappointing to find that argunents are still being
made t hat younger forests are better for clinmate mitigation than
ol der ones. The m staken basis for this argument is that younger
forests store carbon at faster rates than ol der forests. There is
a grain of truth to the assertion that forests at a relatively
young age do have the potential to take up nore carbon than ol der
forests. But it is also true that forests younger than this

opti mum age al so take up | ess carbon. |Indeed i mediately after

di st urbance very young forests are rel easing carbon as the dead
mat eri al caused by the disturbance (including tinmber harvests)
deconposes. Averaged over the entire period between disturbances,
the average flow into a forest equals the anpbunt going out as |ong
as the sane type of disturbance is repeated. This finding has been
repeatedly denonstrated in scientific exam nations of this issue.
The key is therefore not the rate of carbon uptake or rel ease at
any particular tine, but the average anpbunt stored over time. | am
not aware of a single scientific study in which the average carbon
store of a forest disturbed by clear cut harvesting at a |ong

interval is smaller than one disturbed at a shorter interval. Not
a single study, and | just perforned a literature search on this
very issue. In addition to the interval between disturbances,

anot her inportant factor is the anobunt of carbon renoved by each
di sturbance. Tinber harvest, clear cutting in particular, renpves
nore carbon fromthe forest than any other disturbance (including
fire). The result is that harvesting forests generally reduces
carbon stores and results in a net rel ease of carbon to the

at nosphere".



Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/8-m_harmon_Itr_ccar.doc'
Original File Name: M Harmon Itr CCAR.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-22 22:45:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Marily

Last Name: Woodhouse

Email Address. Marily.Woodhouse@mlc.sierraclub.org
Affiliation: Sierra Club, Battle Creek Alliance

Subject: Comment
Comment:

Comrent |etter attached

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/9-carb.pdf'
Origina File Name: CARB.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 00:20:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (for estryQ9) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Marily

Last Name: Woodhouse

Email Address. Marily.Woodhouse@mlc.sierraclub.org
Affiliation: Sierra Club, Battle Creek Alliance

Subject: 2nd part comment
Comment:

Addition to comment

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/10-american_west_chapter_O1.pdf'
Original File Name: American West Chapter_01.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 00:26:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Mauro

Last Name: Oliveira

Email Address: mauro@signal oflove.org
Affiliation: SOL Communications Inc. (501c3)

Subject: Opposition to the adoption of GHG protocols
Comment:

COMMVENTS in OPPCSI SI ON TO Adoption of the imte Action Reserve
Updat ed Forest Project Protocol for G eenhouse Gas Accounting

Deadl i ne for Conmment: Septenber 23, 2009 by 12 Noon or at the
Boar d heari ng.

Conment s nade by

Mauro Qiveira,

a representative of the follow ng groups:

SOL Comuni cations I nc (501c3)

Battle Creek Alliance (Citizen G oup)

Northern California Gtizens for Clean Air (Citizen G oup)
Mai | i ng address:

Box 225

Mont gomery Creek CA 96065

The comments are both statenents and question.

Ei ther or both nmay have a preface used to give context to the
statement or question.

Pl ease address both questions and statenents.

Attached with conments is the Center for Biological Diversity
Lawsui t/ Conments that include the science Air Resources MJST
consi der.

SECTI ON ONE: GREENHOUSE GAS EM SSI ONS AND CLEARCUTTI NG
A: The CGovernnent’'s Responsibility

B: Preface to Questions

C. Question

The Government’'s Responsibililty

This THP (and THP applicant- the OMNER(s), Managers and Corporate
body of Sierra Pacific Industries) is in violation of the
California Environnmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Forest
Practices Act, because Sierra Pacific Industries does not analyze
t he greenhouse gas emi ssions of the planned clearcutting.

California Departnent of Forestry (CDF) is also in violation of



CEQA and the Forest Practices Act, because its REPRESENTATI VES and
t he Agency body fails to force the tinber conpany to adhere to the
| aw AND because CDF DOES NOT ANALYZE THE EM SSI ONS | TSELF. ALL THPs
approved by CDF are approved w thout ANY idea OR CONCERN of what is
really “going on” with greenhouse gas enmissions in timnber
managemnent .

And in the ongoing struggle to gain attention to this dangerous
forestry practice, it has beconme clear that the Shasta County Board
of Supervisors is also in violation of CEQA and the Forest
Practices Act for failing to act on the reasonabl e representation
by Citizens that this violation of the CEQA | aw etc. was taking
place in their jurisdiction

The California Attorney CGeneral intends to close the gates on al
i ndustrial greenhouse gas emissions in the state and he EXPECTS t he
counties to follow the | aw

Landmark CEQA/ i mat e Change Settl enment
August 2007

On August 21, 2007, California’ s Attorney Ceneral Jerry Brown
announced a settlement of the recent controversial CEQA | awsuit his
of fi ce brought agai nst San Bernardi no County, involving the extent
to which the County’s EIR for its CGeneral Plan update should
address inpacts on climte change. The settlenent is inportant
because it requires a California agency for the first time to

i nventory historical (as of 1990), current, and projected
greenhouse gas (“GHG') emissions, to set a target for reducing GHG
em ssions, and to devel op nmeasures to reduce such em ssions. —
(Morrison Foerster)

The “Spirit” of CEQA and its relationship to the Ctizenry is
partly stated in the legislative intent:

“Citizens, ALL governing bodies and i ndustry HAVE t he
responsibility to fulfill the acts objective of protecting the
future's resources. *“

Ther ef ore, however unfortunate, it becomes the RESPONSI BI LI TY of
the Citizen to see to it that the governnent (CDF) does its job of
applying the law on the industry, which fails to do its job (SPI).
By maki ng these comments in the public coment period, our

organi zations are now eligible to proceed with legal tools to
remedy the unjust.

As stated on the website, www. stopclearcuttingcalifornia.org,
clearcutting produces, and /or rel eases trenmendous anounts of
carbon di oxi de, methane and ot her greenhouse gases into the

at nosphere AND California state officials fail to take that into
consi derati on when approving clearcutting operations by tinmber
conpani es. Approving this THP will show total disregard for the
scientific facts and worse yet, for the welfare of ALL FUTURE
GENERATI ONS OF HUMANS AND W LDLI FE

B: PREFACE TO SECTI ON ONE QUESTI ONS

The Tinber industry conmonly states THEI R ARGUMENT, that ALL
carbon that is lost during clearcutting is recaptured in the
approxi nate 100-year cycle of their tree plantations (though they
occasionally adnit that sonme plantations take nuch |onger to reach



THI'S PO NT).

Though it would be prudent to challenge that generalized statenent
on many different and distinct scientific points, AND VVE DO SO at
stopcl earcuttingcalifornia.org, we will allow their argument ONLY
for the purpose of denmonstrating the irrel evance of their argument,
further collapsing their noral and legal right to this THP

CDF cannot rely on a POSSIBILITY that ANY forest will recover its

greenhouse gas emi ssions within ANY tinefranme. Monocropped

pl antations are conmonly crippled by beetles, draught and wildfire
(even aged crowning) as well as scores of other problens that wll
increase in the future climte conditions.

SPI and CDF rely upon reports that project 100 years as the tine
frame of plantation carbon RECOVERI NG and arriving at carbon
neutral. But no one can ignore the | MMEDI ATE AND DANGEROUS
consequences of NOT REIGNI NG | N greenhouse gas emi ssions in the
next 10-20 years. CEQA, AB32 are ALL ABOUT this tinme frane.

The world's nation’s, including the United States, has recognized
t he consensus of the International Panel on Cimate Change (| PCQC)
findings, reports and reconmendati ons.

As part of the IPCC findings, scientists have determn ned that
deforestation is the third | eadi ng cause of greenhouse gas

em ssions. The IPCC is stressing urgency and co-operation in the
all out effort to avert disaster

The Center for Bio-diversity has stated that globally,
deforestati on accounts for about a quarter to one half of al
greenhouse em ssions. (O her notable sources put that up to 50%

A key player in the IPCCis the United States Departnent of

Energy. The Departnent of Energy’'s 2001 Northwest Report, states
that the northern California region will suffer najor tenperature
increases with drier and | onger draught conditions over the next
100 years. Chapters Nine and Ten of that REPORT | S ATTACHED AND | S
SPECI FI C TO THESE THPs.

In the 9th Chapter (Potential Consequences of Clinate Variability
and Change For The Pacific Northwest), WH CH IS | NCLUDED BECAUSE OF
| TS SPECI FI C RELEVANCE to THIS THP, it is stated:

*Regi onal warming is projected to continue at an
Increased rate in the 21st century, in both summer
and wi nter. Average warning over the

region is projected to reach about 3°F (1.7°C) by
the 2020s and 5°F (2.8°C) by the 2050s.

* Annual precipitation changes projected through
2050 over the region range froma snall decrease
(-7%or 2") to a slightly larger increase (+13% or
4").

e Projected precipitation increases are concentrated
in winter, with decreases or smaller increases

in sunmer. Because of this seasonal pattern

even the projections that show i ncreases in

annual precipitation show decreases in water

avail ability.

It should be noted that the DOE report considers Northern



California’s Sierra and Cascade Range as having the characteristics
of both the Pacific Northwest and the Pacific Southwest, but
trendi ng towards desertification.

Dr Janes Hansen, Director of G SS at NASA had stated several YEARS
ago that the world had about ten years to curb and curtail human
gener at ed green-house gas em ssions or hunanity would suffer
runaway gl obal warming. This would directly cause nmssive species
di e-offs, worldw de nmigrations and economc and politica

col | apse.

Therefore it is far SAFER to say the conservative approach is the
ONLY approach. The world cannot afford tinber, oil and coal to be
wrong, ALTHOUGH the world COULD afford the | PCC and the | eading
climate scientists who have called for a halt to emissions to be
wong. The uncertainty of too many known variabl es and UNKNOMN
vari abl es wei ghs too heavy to be disnissing the facts at hand. And
to be sure that at |east sone of the facts, NOT YET AT HAND, will
nost certainly be working agai nst us.

This is clearly stated in the I PCC Summary of Policymakers (2001
report):

Cimate change decision making is essentially a

uncertainty. Decision making has to deal with uncertainties

or irreversible changes, entails bal ancing the risks of either

i nvol ves careful consideration of the consequences (both

i kelihood, and society’'s attitude towards risk.

The SCl ENCE SUMMARY BEHI ND THE LAW

A standing forest will be a carbon sink nost of its “life” as
phot osynt hesi s absorbs CO2 and then “banks” the CO2 into is bark
wood, | eaves, root systens and even transferring CO2 into the
surroundi ng soils.

Clearcutting disturbs the forest nore negatively than any ot her
form of |ogging. Each square inch of living tissue in a clearcut is
renmoved above the soil. Al the | eaves and | esser foliage rots or
is burned and ALL the CO2 and ot her greenhouse gases are rel eased
into the atnosphere. The soil is both poisoned with herbicides and
/[ or tilled in preparation for plantation trees (primarily a single
speci es). The herbicides kill any remaining vegetation above the
soil and kill living tissue, m croorgani sms, nycelium and ot her
“Il'ife” below the soil. This of course rel eases nore greenhouse gas
eni ssi ons.

Tilling the soil also breaks free | oosely bound CO2 (and ot her
greenhouse gases) fromthe soil itself, releasing it into the

at nosphere.

B: QUESTI ONS THAT NEED TO BE ANSWERED ABCOUT GREENHOUSE GAS
EM SSIONS AND THI' S THP

It is CDF' s responsibility to answer these questions ABOUT ALL
THPs:

1- How nuch CARBON will be rel eased by the decay created (and

ot her adverse affects of the herbicide) by the FIRST herbicide
application, PRIOR to the cutting phase of all planned cuts? (this
application usually happens a season or two before cutting)



2- How much METHANE wi || be rel eased by the decay created (and
ot her adverse affects of the herbicide) by the FIRST herbicide
application, PRIOR to the cutting phase of planned cuts? (this
application usually happens a season or two before cutting)

3- There will be belowthe soil decay as a result of this
application of herbicide therefore a rel ease of greenhouse gas
em ssions. What will be the CARBON eni ssions from bel owt he-soi
decay?

4- What will be the METHANE eni ssions from bel owthe-soil decay?

5- During the cutting phase, nuch debris will be created and end
up decaying as matter, including STUWS and ROOT SYSTEMS. How nuch
CARBON wi | | be rel eased by the decay of surface AND

bel owthe-surface “forest”?

6- How much METHANE wi Il be rel eased by the decay of surface AND
bel owt he-surface “forest”?

7- And much of the debris created by the cutting phase will be
piled up and burned during the rainy season. How nuch CARBON wi | |
be rel eased by the sl ash-burning phase in this planned operation?

8- How much METHANE wi || be rel eased by the slash-burning phase in
pl anned operations?

9- After the cutting operation, in preparation for replanting, the
land is “tilled” down sometines to three feet. This phase creates
MAJOR di sturbance to the soil and rel eases | oosely bound greenhouse
gases into the atnosphere (out of the soil). How nuch CARBON wil |
be rel eased by the prepping for the replanting phase of all planned
cuts?

10- How nmuch METHANE wi Il be rel eased by the prepping for the
repl anti ng phase of planned cuts?

11- How many YEARS before the SO L agai n sequesters the SAVE
amount of CARBON that it does on the date of TH S COMVENT?

12- How many YEARS before the SO L again sequesters the SAME
amount of METHANE that it does on the date of TH' S COMMENT (IE
PRI OR TO ANY DI STURBANCE? HERBI Cl DE USE) ?

13- What study are you referencing in the cal cul ati ons and
answers required for the above questions?

14- Wod products, such as honmes, nore often than not, |ast |ess
than one hundred years. O der hones burn or are torn down and
occasionally are partially recycled. Therefore the sequestered
carbon is then [ ost, OFFSETTING an unknown percentage of carbon
stored in that hones original forest (where the wood products were
ti mbered). Please reveal any studies that THPs rely upon to
mtigate, BUT DI RECTLY ADDRESSES this negative aspect of the carbon
cycl e.

Tenperate forests trunmp rainforests when it cones to storing
carbon, reports a new assessnent of gl obal forest carbon stocks
published July 14th in Proceedi ngs of the National Acadeny of
Sci ences (PNAS). The findings have inportant inplications for
efforts to mitigate clinmate change by protecting forests. This



study has been adopted by the I PCC as new and reveal i ng data.

QUESTI ON

15- How have THPs, Sierra Pacific and CDF noved to “plug in” the
data found in this study (published July 14th in Proceedi ngs of the
Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences {PNAS})?

The FOLLOW NG SECTI ON CHALLENGES SPI's stance that old growth
forest (AND second growth mature) does not naintain ENOUGH car bon
sequestration to NOT CUT. This challenge is here because of the
obvi ous..SPI's cl ains are bogus and the nore bogus is reveal ed the
nore uncertainty is cast upon the renmaining clainms. The future of

t he planet cannot be handed to the Bl ackwaters and Hal |l i burtons of
this world. SPI has misrepresentation, fraudul ent clains and heavy
i nvestments in contrived science. For instance.(1) The

| ong-standi ng view that ol d-growth forests are carbon neutral was
originally based on ten years' worth of data froma single site and
has been supported by research that shows a decline in net prinmary
productivity with age in plantations, according to the authors. SEE
BELOW

The follow ng exists on this website:
http:// news. nongabay. coni 2008/ 0911-forests. htm

Ad growth forests are inmportant carbon sinks that help gl oba
warnmng, reports a study published in the journal Nature. The
results run counter to clains by the forestry industry that old
growm h forests are carbon neutral or even net enmitters of carbon
di oxi de.

Anal yzi ng 519 studies of plots fromforests around the world,
Sebasti an Luyssaert of the University of Antwerp and col | eagues
found that old growth forests in boreal and tenperate zones of the
Nort hern Hemi sphere al one —about 15 percent of global forest cover
—sequester 0.8 to 1.8 billion tons of carbon per year

"dd-gromh forests accurul ate carbon for centuries and contain
large quantities of it," the authors wite. "W expect, however,
that rmuch of this carbon, even soil carbon, will nove back to the
at nosphere if these forests are disturbed."

The findi ngs —which are based on a broader data set than prior
studi esl —are significant because old-growh forests worl dw de are
bei ng replaced by forest plantations 2. Previous research has shown
that once plantations reach maturity, they become net emtters of
carbon. In contrast, old-growh forests continue to accunul ate
carbon in their vegetation and soils.

"In fact, young forests rather than old-growh forests are very
of t en conspi cuous sources of CO2 because the creation of new
forests (whether naturally or by humans) frequently foll ows

di sturbance to soil and the previous vegetation, resulting in a
deconposition rate of coarse woody debris, litter and soil organic
matter... that exceeds the net primary production of the regrowth,"”
Luyssaert wite.



"The current data now makes it clear that carbon accumul ati on can
continue in forests that are centuries old," added co-aut hor
Beverly Law, a professor of forest science at Oregon State
University and director of the AmeriFlux network, a group of 90
research sites in North and Central Anmerica that is nmonitoring the
current gl obal "budget" of carbon dioxide.

The aut hors end by arguing for the inclusion of old-growth forests
in climte change mtigation prograns.

"Car bon-accounting rules for forests should give credit for
| eaving old-growth forest intact," they concl ude.

Cl TATI ON: Sebastiaan Luyssaert et al (2008). O d-growh forests as
gl obal carbon sinks. NATURE| Vol 455| 11 Septenber 2008

(1) The long-standing view that ol d-growth forests are carbon
neutral was originally based on ten years' worth of data froma
single site and has been supported by research that shows a decline
in net primary productivity with age in plantations, according to

t he aut hors.

(2) U N data shows that nmore than 15 nmillion hectares of forest
were destroyed each year during the 1990s, including 6 mllion
hectares of primary forests. Meanwhile tropical forest plantations
expanded by al nost 5-fold since 1980. In 2006 al one Brazil planted
nore than 627,000 hectares of industrial forest plantations.

QUESTI ON

16- What CURRENT STUDY does Air Resources, the Board of Forestry,
SPI, Roseburg (and ot hers) and CDF use to REFUTE THE STUDY BY
Sebasti aan Luyssaert of the University of Antwerp?

Attached are chapters 9 and 10 of the Departnent of Energies 2001
Nort hwest Report. This report projects EXTREME tenperature rises,

i ncreased draught and declining water availability in the Northern
California, Oegon and Washi ngton Regi on. DOCE reports and ot her
reports, have shown that the South West region will suffer hotter
drier and extrene water availability problens. Al DOE reports

i ndi cate desertificati on headed north.

Based on the DCE Northwest Report:

QUESTI ON

17- Where are the tinber industry, Air Resource, Board of Forestry
etc. studies to show that reforestation, water availability,

i ncreased wi l dfires and GLOBAL WARM NG EM SSI ONS won't | NCREASE
(get worse) in the hotter, drier Sierra, that is already being

i npacted by climte change? They are required by CEQA to nmaintain
functional wildlife habitat-- Were are the surveys, studies,
popul ati on counts fromtheir |ands, where it has been clearcut, to
prove that they calculated future projections into current
clearcutting operations? Do NOT use D Tomaso' study from over a
decade ago, WHI CH NO LONGER APPLY. Pl ease show the published
research.

18- Pl ease show ALL the studies the tinmber industry, Ar Resource
Board of Forestry etc. are using to prove that Cimte Change WLL
NOT affect forest growth in a NEGATIVE way in the Sierras and
Cascade Range where SPI nmekes forests di sappear and pl antations



appear .

SECTI ON TWO LACK OF UNDERSTORY RECOVER AFTER CLEARCUTTI NG

A. Preface to Questions
B: Question

Pr ef ace:

Do Appal achi an Her baceous Understories Ever Recover from
Clearcutting?

DAVI D CAMERON DUFFY
Institute of Ecol ogy
University of Ceorgia
At hens, GA 30602, U S A

ALBERT J. MEIER
Institute of Ecol ogy
University of Ceorgia
At hens, GA 30602, U.S. A

Abstract: Life history characteristics of nmany herbaceous
understory plants suggest that such species recover slowy from
maj or perturbations such as clear cutting. W exam ned herbaceous
cover and richness in the understories of nine primry

("ol d-growmt h'? Forests in the southern Appal achi an Mount ai ns and of
ni ne conparabl e secondary forests, ranging in age from45 to 87
years since clear cutting. Neither cover nor richness increased
with age in the secondary forests. This suggests three
possibilities: (1) that r e c o v q is so slow or variable anpng
sites that 87 years is insufficient time to detect it; (2) that
such forests will never recover to natch remmant prinmary forests
because climatic conditions are different today than when the
forests becanme established; or (3) that herbaceous plants col onize
pit and nmound micro topography caused by the death of trees, so
that recovery nust await the growth, death, and decomnposition of
the trees of the secondary forest. \Watever the nechani sm

her baceous understory conmmunities in the m xed- nesophytic forests
of the Appal achi ans appear unlikely to recover within the present
pl anned | oggi ng cycl es of 40-150 years, suggesting a future |oss of
di versity of understory herbaceous plants.

STUDY ATTACHED
QUESTI ONS

19- Show the published studies that SPI and CDF have t hat
CONTRADI CT or OPPCSE the above study.

20- Show the studies or research published that SPI and CDF use to
det erm ne that herbaceous understory plant species recover
conpletely fromclearcutting.

21- Show that the studies you are citing reflect up to date
climate information, enough to “trunp” the above study.

22- If you attenpt to disniss this study because it refers to
Appal achi an forest, then show the WESTERN study you rely upon to



show that climate affects understory species growh different in
the west, FROM THE EAST.

SECTI ON THREE: W LDLI FE AND Bl ODI VERSI TY DECREASE AFTER
CLEARCUTTI NG

A: Questions

23- Since there is dimnishing biodiversity after the | ogging of
primary forests, how nuch worse will the |oss of biodiversity be
after clearcutting secondary forests? Show the research.

24- SPI and CDF claim“wildlife thrives in wildlife retention
areas” {Reddi ng Record Searchlight January 2006}. Yet we cannot
find a SINGLE satellite inmage (they are ALL daytine) with a single
deer, bear, turkey or any other animal in it. Show the research and
phot ographs of THRIVING wildlife. W are all certain that animals
pass thru clearcuts to get to other forested areas, so the

phot ogr aphi ¢ evi dence woul d contain nesting sites, aninmals feeding
in herds, mating etc. Show these photographs. The question is
“where are the photographs and research that shows retention areas
are thriving with wildlife.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/11-cbd_commentsgirard.pdf’
Original File Name: CBD_CommentsGirard.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 07:25:34

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Susan

Last Name: Robinson

Email Address; srmw@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Forestry Protocols - clearcutting and CO emissions
Comment:

The current CCAR Climate Change Forestry Protocols do not
adequately address the significant soil em ssions caused by
clearcutting practices. The attached picture shows a recent
clearcut in Calaveras County, CA. It clearly shows the deep tilling
that commonly occurs followi ng clearcutting. It is very wel
docunmented in numerous studies that CO2 enmissions fromthis type of
activity are significant. The picture al so shows that nost of the
“"l'itter and duff" and other material has been destroyed. The area
contains little lying dead wood, and of course the ecosystemin
this clearcut has been destroyed. Please note this is only a 20
acre clearcut and in 5 years the renmai ni ng adj acent forest can al so
be cl earcut under the protocols. Cearcutting and i nadequate

em ssi ons accounting is not acceptable

Susan A. Robi nson

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/12-
picture_of_severe soil_disturbance _in_clearcutting.jpg’

Original File Name: Picture of severe soil disturbance in clearcutting.jpg
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 10:02:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Marily

Last Name: Woodhouse

Email Address. Marily.Woodhouse@mlc.sierraclub.org
Affiliation: Sierra Club, Battle Creek Alliance

Subject: Addition to my comments
Comment:

| would like to add to ny coments the petition agai nst
clearcutting that we have over 1300 signatures on. Attached is a
scan of just 1 page as the scan of all of the pages is too many MB
to send by email. If you would like a CD copy of all of the pages,
et me know.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/13-petition_1 pg007.pdf'
Original File Name: Petition 1 pg007.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 10:20:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Gary

Last Name: Gero

Email Address: gary@climateactionreserve.org
Affiliation: Climate Action Reserve

Subject: comment on Forest Project Protocol, Version 3.0
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/14-reserve-workgroup_letter_to_arb.pdf’
Origina File Name: Reserve-Workgroup Letter to ARB.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 10:47:07

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Addie

Last Name: Jacobson

Email Address: addie@lqei.com
Affiliation: Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch

Subject: EPFW Comments on Possible Adoption of CAR Forest Project Protocol
Comment:

Attached pl ease find additional comrents from Ebbetts Pass Forest
Wat ch on possi bl e adopti on of CAR Forest Project Protocol

Thank you.

Addi e Jacobson

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/15-epfw_carbcomment9.24.09.doc
Original File Name: EPFW CARBcomment9.24.09.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 11:44:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Nowicki

Email Address: bnowicki @biologicaldiversity.org
Affiliation: Center for Biological Diversity

Subject: Forest Project Protocols
Comment:

Sept enber 23, 2009

W are witing to update the Iist of conservation organizations

Wi shing to express our strong opposition to the forest clearcutting
provision in the current version of the forest project protocols,
and to urge the Air Resources Board not to adopt the protocols with
this provision included.

Audubon California

Battl e Creek Alliance

Butte Environnental Counci

Cascade Action Now

Center for Biological Diversity
Central California Forest Watch
Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
Conservati on Congress

Def enders of WIldlife

Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch

Envi ronnent Now

Envi ronnental Protection Information Center
Forest Ethics

Forest Forever

Forest Issues G oup

Forest Unlimted

Fri ends of Lassen Forest

Friends of the Earth John Miir Project
Nort hcoast Environnental Center
Sequoi a For est Keeper

Sierra Cub California

Sierra People's Forest Service

St opCl earcuttingCalifornia.org

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/17-
group _letter to carb re forest_protocols 09 23 09 final.pdf'

Original File Name: Group letter to CARB re forest protocols 09 23 09 FINAL .pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 11:45:26



No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: John

Last Name: Turner

Email Address: josanbird@gmail.com
Affiliation: Central Sierra Audubon Society

Subject: Forest Project Protocols
Comment:

Hel | o CARB

| just submitted our coments in Wrd form and thought that you
may prefer pdf format and so that is attached here.
Al so, | wish to correct ny tel ephone nunber

Respectful |y,
John Turner, President Central Sierra Audubon

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/18-csas letter to_carb.pdf’
Original File Name: CSAS letter to CARB.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 11:54:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) - 45
Day.

First Name: Nancy

Last Name: Skinner

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: California Legidature
Comment:

Pl ease see attached

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/19-calilegis.pdf’
Origina File Name: calilegis.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-23 17:14:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09) - 45
Day.

First Name: John

Last Name: Mills

Email Address: john.mills@bos.sccgov.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Forest Protocols
Comment:

pl ease see attached

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/21-john.pdf'
Original File Name: John.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-10-06 16:02:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Forest Project Protocol for Greenhouse Gas (forestry09). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Susan

Last Name: Robinson

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Mountain Alliance
Comment:

pl ease see attached

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/forestry09/20-susan.pdf
Origina File Name: Susan.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-10-06 10:11:47

No Duplicates.



