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Re: AB32 Draft Scoping Plan Preliminary Recommendation on Section 7: “Sustainable Forests”

Submitted online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/spcomment.htm
Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch (EPFW) is pleased to be submitting comments on Section 7 of the Draft Scoping Plan for AB 32, which addressed the forestry sector.  EPFW thanks the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for putting forth a draft proposal from which EPFW hopes comments from themselves and others will lead to a more fully-developed final Scoping Plan.  The following are some areas in which EPFW finds omissions, ambiguities or inaccuracies in the draft plan:

Definitions, language usage, and framing:

· Section 7’s Title.  EPFW feels even the title of this section, “Sustainable Forests,” lends itself to ambiguity and misinterpretation.  There is disagreement among significant forestry sector stakeholders over the term “sustainable.”  Sierra Pacific Industries (SPI), which has obtained approvals to clearcut over a quarter million acres of the Sierra Nevada since 1996, operates under a certification system called the “Sustainable Forestry Initiative.”  SPI and other industrial timber companies says that the wholesale removal of a diverse forest and its replacement with limited-species tree plantations is “sustainable” because marketable wood fiber will eventually be grown on those denuded sites for subsequent re-harvest.  This is a usage of the term “sustainable” equated to that of “sustained yield.” However, this is a limited definition of sustainability.

The concept of sustainable forest management is related to but different in significant ways from an earlier concept of sustained yield—the amount of wood that a forest can produce on a continual basis.... The concept of sustainable forest management, however, includes managing the forest for more than outputs; it focuses on maintaining processes and seeking to sustain communities, economies, and all the elements of a forest (Floyd 2002). [See Floyd (2002) for a fuller description of the evolution of

concepts of forest sustainability in the United States.]

Here are more thoughts on the complex topic of forest sustainability:

The Dictionary of Forestry also states that sustainable forest management is an evolving concept that has several definitions. It offers two, the second of which specifically incorporates the seven criteria from the Montreal Process:

1. The practice of meeting the forest resource needs and values of the present without compromising the similar capability of future generations – note sustainable forest management involves practicing a land stewardship ethic that integrates the reforestation, managing, growing, nurturing, and harvesting of trees for useful products with the conservation of soil, air and water quality, wildlife and fish habitat, and aesthetics.

2. The stewardship and use of forests and forest lands in a way, and at a rate, that maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality, and potential to fulfill, now and in the future, relevant ecological, economic, and social functions at local, national, and global levels, and that does not cause damage to other ecosystems–note criteria for sustainable forestry include (a) conservation of biological diversity, (b) maintenance of productive capacity of forest ecosystems, (c) maintenance of forest ecosystem health and vitality, (d) conservation and maintenance of soil and water resources, (e) maintenance of forest contribution to global carbon cycles, (f) maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socioeconomic benefits to meet the needs of societies, and (g) legal, institutional, and economic framework for forest conservation and sustainable management.

It is important that ARB define “sustainable” if they continue to use this phrase in their final Scoping Plan.
· Section 7’s sub-heading setting up the framework for the section.
 “Preserve forest sequestration and encourage the use of forest biomass for sustainable

energy generation.”   This is a limited framework for addressing the crucial area of the forest sector in regard to climate change issues.  This sets the tone for the rest of the section in which the concept of the forest as a sequestration source is accepted as a given.  However, there is an equally important aspect that is ignored, that of the forest as an emission source.  

“According to the California Energy Commission, California lost 30% of its sequestration capacity in the last decade alone, It is clear, therefore, that forests may be sources of carbon dioxide or sinks of carbon dioxide, depending upon how people decide to manage them.” 

The challenge to California under AB32 is to choose to manage its forests not just to “preserve” forest sequestration but to “Increase forest sequestration and significantly decrease forest emissions.”  Including a broader statement like the one just stated would set a more ambitious goal for the forest sector and one more in keeping with the intent of AB 32.

The failure to adequately address the emission side of the forest carbon equation in Section 7 leads to the omission of discussion of current and future emissions related to choices in forest management techniques.  Unbiased scientists, such as Professors Mark Harmon, Beverly Law, and Olga Krankina of Oregon State University, find clearcutting and its concomitant plantation creation an ongoing source of carbon emission for years.  ARB’s Scoping Plan must take into account the emissions already in existence from previous evenaged harvest as well as those that would be created by approved future harvests into the AB32 timeframe.  As well, ARB must determine how the increase in clearcutting and other evenage management harvest methods have altered the 1990 baseline of forest emissions.  (See EPFW’s earlier comments to ARB on this matter for further information on this topic.)

The second half of the sub-title of Section 7 is:“encourage the use of forest biomass for sustainable energy generation.”  This is another limited goal for the state’s forestry sector under AB32.  As well, it is one that will engender more controversy than agreement.  There are certainly reasons to reduce the overgrown fuel loads in many parts of California’s forested areas, and there are many positive ways to make use of the small-diameter wood and vegetation while not destroying the ecological benefits of the State’s forests.  Energy generation is only one option for the use of this material, and is one that encourages large-scale operations which may be ecologically damaging.  Successful energy generation using biomass requires a steady and large supply of biomass 24 hours a day, 12 months a year.  This is hard to achieve while maintaining other forest values.  While there are times and places that this will be a wise choice to make, there are many more where it will not be.  We cannot replace oil with fuels produced from woody biomass and avoid negative consequences.  To elevate this one strategy to the top of the list on the forestry section is to appear to endorse this activity as the most beneficial of all options for wise use of our forest resources under a climate change scenario.  This is not an action ARB should take.

· There are many other goals and strategies that might have more right to a place of prominence at the beginning of this section.  A few that EPFW considers of value are:

· Preserve multiple forest values 

· Understand water, not wood fiber, as the forest product ultimately most important to the state and enhance water quality and quantity through forestry strategies

· Undertake adaptation strategies as suggested in the State’s White Paper on Forestry and Climate

“Forests are unique in that planting trees today will maximize their sequestration capacity in 20 to 50 years. As a result, near-term investments in activities such as planting trees will help us reach our 2020 target, but will play a greater role in reaching our 2050 goals. “

True afforestation, that is, planting trees on land that has not been deforested will result in some current sequestration and help toward 2020 goals as stated in the quote above.  However, planting trees after clearcutting and similar methods have caused years of net emissions will not help at all but will, in fact, hinder progress toward 2020 goals.  While it is true that there will be positive sequestration in later decades, California cannot afford the loss of its forest carbon sink in the interim.  Quotes like these are misleading and give the impression that simply planting trees, regardless of the landuse activities that have preceded the planting are of positive climate value.  These sorts of comments in Section 7 need to be eliminated or amended to be accurate.

“Future land use decisions will play a role in reaching our greenhouse gas emission reduction goals for all sectors. Loss of forest land to development increases greenhouse gas emissions because less carbon is sequestered. Avoiding or mitigating such conversions will support efforts to meet the 2020 goal.”

The concentration of attention on conversion of forestland to residential development is often used to divert attention from the larger conversion happening on forestlands in the Sierra Nevada.  While there are limited acres that will be converted to development due to constraints of wildland/urban interface fire issues, lack of infrastructure including roads and water, inaccessibility of many forested areas, and limited ways to make a living in rural areas, there are hundreds of thousands of acres slated currently to be converted from functioning forests to plantations.  This is, as has been mentioned, a forest emission source of great proportion and one which the Scoping Plan should address directly and accurately.  It is a fact that the conversion of intact, mixed-age forests to housing developments in many Sierra Forest communities actually preserves and conserves many more large and older-growth trees, thereby sequestering more carbon, than do the industrial forestlands surrounding them. 

There are many more issues and items that EPFW would like to address, but they are linked into the materials contained in the Draft Scoping Plan Appendices.  Therefore, further comments related to the Section 7 narrative will be submitted as part of our later comments on the Section 7 Appendix materials.

EPFW thanks ARB for their serious consideration of our comments.  We look forward to remaining a participant in this important process and anticipate your final fully-developed Scoping Plan.

Respectfully submitted,
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WHITE PAPER;A report from California Climate Change Center. March 2006. �HYPERLINK "http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-193/CEC-500-2005-193-SF.PDF"��http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-193/CEC-500-2005-193-SF.PDF�. “One preventative response is to retain a mixture of species and ages in the mixed conifer forests. Monodominant stands are at most risk. Designing diverse forest structures with multiple species where appropriate alleviates some risk associated with even-aged, single-species stands. A spatially mixed forests limits the spread of both pathogens and insects. Another effective adaptation would be to maintain lower tree densities.” (Section 4.3)
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