Comment 1 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Scott

Last Name: Miller

Email Address; millercs@roadrunner.com
Affiliation: BioEnergy BlogRing

Subject: Tackle Forest Wildfire Greenhouse Gas |mpacts
Comment:

NOTE: an illustrated and source-linked version of this comment is
avai |l abl e at
htt p: // bi ost ock. bl ogspot. com’ 2008/ 07/ ca- dr af t - scopi ng- pl an- corment . ht i

The ill health of our forests is a statew de catastrophe. W are
wi t nessing unprecedented wildfires, bug infestation, and decay
that consunmes our forests without adequate reforestation efforts.
It is estimated by the California Forest Foundation that we are

| osing over 30,000 acres of tinmberlands (an area the size of San
Franci sco) each year to brushl ands.

Nationally, six of the seven worst fire seasons on record have
occurred within the last eight years with sonme fires |asting
nont hs and covering hundreds of thousands of acres. Just four
wildfires that were recently studied were found to enit the GHG
equi valent of adding 7 mllion cars to our streets for one year.

The snmoke and emissions fromw |l dfires are greenhouse gases that
we can see, snell, and touch as ash and particulate matter is
strewn across the |l andscape. But this is only the start of the GHG
problem Decay contributes 3 tinmes as nuch greenhouse gas as the
fire itself.

The goal of reducing 5 MMTCO2E by 2020 seens woeful |y i nadequate
considering the GHG fromthe conbustion of just one wiidfire (2007
Moonlight Fire in Plunas National Forest) which burned 65,000 acres
has been docunented to have generated 4.9 MMI GHG Unmanaged
treatment would add an additional 15 MMI GHG according to a study
by the California Forest Foundation. If wildfire trends continue

on their current trajectory, we will have to see nuch greater
reductions to maintain the forest nanaged GHG sequestration
defined in the Scoping Plan.

There are forest managenent practices that can and shoul d be

i mpl enented that would nitigate the greenhouse gas inpact of these
fires while reducing the ferocity of future fires. These practices
are not mentioned in the Scoping Plan and I'Il [ist them here:

1 - We need to thin our npbst vul nerable forests.

Recent reports of a thousand fires in California spotlight the
urgency of the problem- which is neither the |ightning that
sparks the fires nor the lack of firefighting resources to fight
the bl azes. The real problemis the density of the nunber of trees
- estimated to be 4-10 tines their historic profile - and
undergrow h on our |argely unmanaged forests.

In 2003, the U S. Congress passed the 2003 Heal t hy Forest
Restoration Act (HFRA) allocating $750 million dollars in federa
funds to thin approximately 20 million acres nationally. Thinned



forests contain the spread of wildfires.

Resource allocation to fight forest fires (50% of the current USDA
/| Forest Service budget) and to answer environmentalist challenges
(729 lawsuits between 1989-2003) has resulted in bureaucratic
inertia - so only 77,000 acres have been thinned.

Thinning forests won't necessarily reduce the incidence of fires,
but it would significantly reduce their size and GHG
consequences.

2 - W need to sal vage wood from i npacted forests.

Reduci ng the bi omass of dead and dying trees would go far to
mtigating the GHG i npacts of wildfires since decay contributes
three tines the GHG as the original fire itself. Large dianeter
wood coul d be converted into saw | ogs and buil ding material s that
sequester carbon in energy efficient honme construction. Scrap wood
could be used to cleanly generate green electricity and convert

i nto carbon-neutral biofuels reducing our GHG from fossil fuels.

3 - W need to replant our devastated forests.

From 2001 to 2007, over 143,500 acres of forestland outside
wi | derness owned by the federal government has not been replanted
and has been left to turn into brush

Foll owi ng the 1992 C eveland Fire in the El dorado National Forest,
the U S. Forest Service replanted sone | ands, and |eft somne
untouched in an experinmental ecoplot. Today, trees stand nore than
17 feet tall on replanted | ands, but brush dom nates the untreated
ecopl ot .

Unl i ke gover nnent -owned | ands, private forest |andowners quickly
renmove dead trees and other fuels for additional fires and then
replant. It is a part of their enduring |legacy for their children

CARB needs to incorporate these common sense steps into the
Scoping Plan otherwi se the status quo will prevail. CARB needs to
show | eadership in fighting bureaucratic inertia caused by public
resi stance to necessary change in forest nmanagenent. These
problens will worsen in the mdst of conpoundi ng gl obal warm ng
factors. As the Plan so clearly states "Future clinmate inpacts
will exacerate existing wildfire and pest problens in the Forest
sector.”

We can ill afford to |l ose the carbon sequestering forests of our
state.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-04 09:57:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: scott

Last Name: miller

Email Address; millercs@roadrunner.com
Affiliation: BioEnergy BlogRing

Subject: Study of GHG from Wildfires
Comment:

Pl ease review the followi ng recent study regarding the eni ssions of

greenhouse gases fromwi ldfires in California funded by The Forest
Foundati on of Auburn, CA.

It provides conpelling evidence of the need to engage aggressive
forest managenent practices of thinning to reduce the virul ence of
wildfires as well as woody bi omass sal vagi ng and forest replanting
to reverse their net GHG enissions inpact.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/2-report_fcem.paf
Original File Name: Report FCEM .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-05 16:31:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Lynn

Last Name: Jungwirth

Email Address: lynnj@hayfork.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Forest Greenhouse Gases contribution wrong
Comment:

Sirs: Please address your decision to ascribe 0 em ssions from
forests. The forest fires of today and yesterday produce about
20% of the greenhouse gases of California. The ability of the
forest to sequester carbon after sone of these fires is very

di m shed due to ecosystem conversion. check with the NO Cal air
resources board for their estimates from 1999 and today.

If we don't address the wildfire issues we will not nake a gain on
ggh. Your tables do not reflect wildfire....l ook out the w ndow
The studi es have been done on the enissions and the carbon and the
public health issues...please put themin this strategy. Contact
Mar k Necodem at USFS if you need to.

A wldfire strategy could reduce emi ssion and provide non fossi
fuel energy fromthe byproducts of forest thinnings...why isn't
that squarely in your strategy? You talk of the snow pack in the
Sierra's ...converting the forests to brushfields is not going to
hel p, either. Please address this glaring hole in your strategy.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-07 09:58:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Charlotte

Last Name: Pirch

Email Address: dpirch@socal.rr.com
Affiliation: LWV of Orange Coast

Subject: AB 32 Workshop: Forest management
Comment:

CFFSETS FROM SI NKS, SUCH AS PLANTI NG TREES OR AVA DI NG TREE
CUT- DOMNS, SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED, SINCE THEY ARE TOO DI FFI CULT TO
MEASURE AND OFTEN UNDER- PERFORM

REFORESTATI ON MJUST BE DONE BUT IN A MANNER THAT M M CS AS NEARLY
AS PCSSI BLE THE ECO- SYSTEM OF THE FOREST. CLEAR CUTTI NG AND
REPLANTI NG IS NOT SUSTAI NABLE. FORESTS MUST ME ALLONED TO AGE
NATURALLY. WE NEED TO REUSE BU LDI NG MATERI ALS OCR USE MATERI ALS
THAT DO NOT REQUI RE CUTTI NG OF TREES.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-07 16:46:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Rachael

Last Name: Katz

Email Address: rkatz@pacificforest.org
Affiliation: The Pacific Forest Trust

Subject: The Pacific Forest Trust comments on draft scoping plan
Comment:

Pl ease find comments from The Pacific Forest Trust on the draft
scopi ng plan attached.

Thank you,
Rachael Katz

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/5-pft_scoping_plan_comments_7-25-08.pdf
Original File Name: PFT Scoping Plan Comments_7-25-08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-25 17:13:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Fitz

Email Address: cfitz@mclw.org
Affiliation: LandWatch Monterey County

Subject: Forests
Comment:

Sust ai nabl e Forests

The Sust ai nabl e Forests nmeasure shows a 5 MMICO2E reducti on
Eni ssions reductions are to be achieved through such neasures as
forest managenent and protecting forest |and using the CEQA

process. Regarding the latter, the Plan should require
anendnents to CEQA Quidelines to require offsets when forest |ands
are replaced by enmission increasing activities, i.e., devel opnent.
Attachment:

Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 07:46:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Gordon

Last Name: Mann

Email Address: gordon@sactree.com
Affiliation:

Subject: urban forestry
Comment:

Thank you for including urban forestry in the scoping plan. There
are additional neasures that will nove the state closer to the
reduction goals.

Urban forest trees providing shade on individual structures will
reduce the need for cooling energy.

The use of trees to enhance a nei ghborhood's appearance and
cooling tenperatures will encourage nore wal ki ng or bike riding
and | ess vehicl e use.

The use of individual solar panel units on hones is in direct
conflict with the use of trees to shade and reduce energy used for

cooling. Instead of individual solar systems, group or farms could
be set in strategic |ocations such as urban parking structures
(where the shade will inprove air quality), large or tall building

roofs that are not easily shaded and woul d doubly benefit fromthe
shade of the solar panels.

The sequestration of carbon will be increased.

There are great opportunities for urban wood utilization. The
state could support this limted market by grouping or
coordi nati ng between snaller markets and regi ons.

There are many environnental co-benefits to trees such as inproved
air quality, reduced anbient air tenperature and heat island

ef fects, enhanced conmunity appeal, increasing the tree canopy in
under served comunities

The state could set nodels for creating ordinances or laws to
protect existing tree canopy and setting targets for new tree
canopy. There should be a direct requirement to include urban
trees with new devel opnent or re-devel opnent to offset the inpacts
of human activities.

There are great opportunities to include trees along nost state
routes to nitigate air quality and provi de shade reducing the
anbient air tenperature and heat island effect.

Many of the tree planting opportunities can be perforned by

vol unteers and nonprofits building conmunity, civic pride, and
support for the state goals. Following the tree planting, young
tree mai nt enance can be perfornmed by the sanme groups. This
provides a large return on investnent.

Anot her area the state could set paraneters with is the | eadership
with | andscape architects and tree growing nurseries to use the
best tree species in designs and growing those trees. Nurseries
continue to grow trees known to be high BVCC enitters and
Landscape Architects continue to specify high BVOC em tters,

i nfrastructure damagi ng speci es, and often don't provide the



necessary space for the plant to thrive. Wth every | andscape
design, a maintenance plan should be required to support the
design achi eving the intended affect.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 15:40:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Evy

Last Name: Justesen

Email Address: evyjust@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Forrest
Comment:

Mandat e change from harvesting sl ow growing trees for wood based
products to faster growth plants such as banboo and henp.

Attachment;
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 21:40:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: cory

Last Name: Brennan

Email Address: cory8570@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Green Leadership Consortium

Subject: Forests
Comment:

Stop subsidizing | ogging, and instead provide incentives for
alternative solutions such as treel ess wood and paper products and
recycling.

Ensure that forest managenent nethods being used conply with state
of the art understandi ng of how natural systenms work and elininate
unwor kabl e fire suppressi on nethodol ogi es, etc.

Focus on renedi ating erosion and water availability (via water

cat chnment met hods such as gabions) so that forests can better
recover from unsustai nabl e | oggi ng and ranching practices, fire,

di sease, pollution and other man nade stressors.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 08:32:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: William

Last Name: Stewart

Email Address: stewart@nature.berkeley.edu
Affiliation:

Subject: Count all climate benefits of forests and forest products
Comment:

The attached letter identifies the opportunities for forests to
provide even nore climate benefits if all benefits are accounted
for. Counting only forest sequestration could have unintended
negati ve consequences

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/11-stewart_ab 32_scoping_comments.pdf
Original File Name: Stewart AB 32 Scoping comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 08:56:32

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Zheng

Last Name: Liang

Email Address: lawrence.liang@verizon.net
Affiliation: 909-931-1267

Subject: Subject: Livestock isamarjor reason of global warming
Comment:

Comment :

It is great to know that you as a govennent officials take the
iniate to act on this issue of global warm ng, | was encouraged
by

you and appreciated your great effort. That's the governnent that
we peopl e need.

After went through your plan, | have found out a big |oop hole in
the whole act, that is you nissed the big picture of the whole

i ssue: the nmain reason to cause the global warming. If you check

all the publication from Nasa Wbsite, Many sicientist have

al ready prooved that the nost contribution of the gl obal warnng

is fromlive stock industry, neat eating of us is the real reason
behind it. Only if we know about the truth, then we can find the

right way to solve the problens. Vegetarianismis the best way to
stop the gl obal warm ng

According to Senior UN Food and Agriculture

Organi zation (FAO) official Henning Steinfeld, |ivestock are one
of the nost significant contributors to today's nobst serious
environnment al probl ens and urgent action is required to

remedy the situation.? The reasons include:

1. The livestock sector generates nore greenhouse gas eni ssions
as nmeasured in CO2 equivalent to 18 percent than transport. It is
al so a major source of |and and water degradation.

2. Livestock generates 65 percent of hunan-rel ated nitrous oxide,
whi ch has 296 tines the d obal Warm ng Potential (GAP) of CO2.
Most of this comes frommanure. And it accounts for respectively
37 percent of all human-induced nethane (23 tines as warmng as
CX2), which is largely produced by the digestive system of

rum nants, and 64 percent of ammonia, which contributes
significantly to acid rain.

3. livestock now use 30 percent of the earth entire |and
surface, nostly permanent pasture but al so including 33 percent
of

the gl obal arable Iand used to producing feed for livestock, the
report notes. As forests are cleared to create new pastures, it
is

a major driver of deforestation, especially in Latin Amrerica
where, for exanple, sone 70 percent of forner forests in the
Amazon

have been turned over to grazing.

4. The livestock business is anbng the npst damagi ng sectors to
the earth increasingly scarce water resources, contributing
anong other things to water pollution, euthropication and the
degeneration of coral reefs. The nmajor polluting agents are



ani mal

wast es, antibiotics and hornones, chenicals from
tanneries,fertilizers and the pesticides used to spray feed
crops. Wdespread overgrazing di sturbs water cycles, reducing
repl eni shrent of above and bel ow ground water resources.
Significant amounts of water are withdrawn for the production of
f eed.

For nore detail information about |ivestock, please click the
bel ow I'i nk: www. f ao. or g/ newsr ooni en/ news/ 2006/ 1000448.

Li vestock sector is a mmjor greenhouse gas source. Please do not
ignore it. Only vegetarianismcan solve the Crysis. O herw se, by
2012, the world is going to the point of no return. Human speci se
is going to vanish fromthe earth including all other living
beings. So please add this nost inportant part into your sector
or

as a general background of this act.

Thanks for your understandi ng and acceptance of our suggestions

Zheng Li ang

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 12:38:15
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Comment 12 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Morris

Email Address: brianmorris@countyofplumas.com
Affiliation: Plumas County

Subject: Address Public Health Impacts of Wildfires
Comment:

Pl ease see attached conments.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/13-scoping_plan_comments_20080731.pdf
Original File Name: Scoping Plan Comments 20080731.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:31:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Greg

Last Name: McPherson

Email Address: egmcpherson@ucdavis.edu
Affiliation: US Forest Service

Subject: Comments re Urban forestry in Scoping Plan
Comment:

Attached please find cooments fromthe Center for Urban Forest
Research regarding the inclusion of urban forestry in the Scoping
Pl an.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/14-cufr_comments_ab32_scoping_plan.pdf
Original File Name: CUFR_Comments AB32_Scoping_Plan.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:34:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: William

Last Name: Keye

Email Address: bkeye@surewest.net

Affiliation: California Licensed Foresters Associatio

Subject: CLFA comments on Draft Forest Sector Scoping Plan
Comment:

California Licensed Foresters Association (CLFA) coments on AB 32
Draft Forest Sector Scoping

Printed copies of the following letter, including citations of
data sources, were delivered to the ARB on 8/1/08.

August 1, 2008

Ms. Mary D. Nichols, Chairman
California Air Resources Board
1001 | Street PO Box 2815
Sacranent o, CA 95812

Reference: AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan: Sustainable Forests
Dear Chairman N chol s,

CLFA appreciates the opportunity to conmrent on the above

ref erenced pl anning docunment. W note, with pride, that forestry
is the only sector under AB 32 that is identified as a net carbon
sink. California s forested ecosystens, properly managed, offer
the potential to both mtigate and adapt to potential clinmate
change. The purpose of this letter is to identify possible
shortcomngs in the Draft and to suggest ways to neet and exceed
forest sector targets.

We comend you for your decision to turn to the Board of Forestry
and Fire Protection (BOF) for assistance in neeting your AB 32
responsibilities. The BOF is uniquely suited to this task
Fortunately, forestry’s unique suite of ecosystem services —

i ncludi ng carbon sequestration — can be expected to help attract
financing in an increasingly carbon constrai ned econony.

CLFA agrees with the Draft that catastrophic wildfire and forest
conversion are two risks to AB 32 targets that need to be
addressed. California foresters wel cone the discussion

Catastrophic WIldfire and Increasing Deforestation. California's
forests are estimated to store 1 Billion Tons of carbon. The

i mportance of managing these lands to m ninize uncontrolled

em ssions of greenhouse gases is just beginning to be recognized.

Unfortunately, the current trend Iine is poor. WIldfires in
California and other western states are on the increase. Already

in 2008, an unprecedented 1.1 million acres of forest and

wi | dl ands have burned in the Gol den State. Hundr eds of thousands
of these acres are on national forest |ands.

National forests in California hold greater than 50% of all live

tree carbon in the state. Deforestation is increasing on these
| ands due to destructive wildfires converting extensive stands of
trees into fields of brush. Last year alone, over 100,000 acres
of California national forests were burned into a deforested
condi tion. This year that figure seens likely to be exceeded.
Deforestation is a grave threat to forest sector targets, and not



adequately represented in ARB estinmates. Wen forests burn, there
are the immedi ate (and potentially nassive) emi ssions of pollutants
and greenhouse gases that we see — and breathe — in snoke. But
that’s just the beginning: tinber stands that are burned,

negl ected and allowed to convert to brush fields slowy decay over
a period of decades, resulting in rel eases of nethane, a very
potent greenhouse gas. Because of the buildup of dead fuels and
brush, these areas often tinmes reburn, again releasing CO2 and

ot her greenhouse gases. Although nore research needs to be done,
it appears probable that the em ssions related to national forest
wildfires in California have not been properly quantified in the
Draft.

Prompt reforestation following a wildfire is an established
practice on private |ands, but sadly has becone a rarity on
national forests. Dead trees renoved and utilized for forest
products also contain carbon that is sequestered for long tine
periods or utilized as bi omass energy, reducing fossil fue
conbusti on.

Def orestation of national forest lands resulting fromwldfire
nmust be stopped, and the trend reversed. To do this will require
greater public awareness and support for active nanagenent by
qualified resource professionals. W request the BOF and ARB
convey to the Forest Service that the status quo is not acceptable
and to enlist the cooperation of your federal partners in helping
the state neet its AB 32 targets.

Clearly, the 2050 enission reduction goal can be greatly
facilitated by aggressive reforestation/afforestation efforts

bet ween now and 2020. These efforts include urban tree planting,
whi ch CLFA strongly supports.

Besi des reversing deforestation, there is the need to prevent the
occurrence of catastrophic, stand replacing wildfires in the first
pl ace. Reducing high levels of flamuable woody fuels in the forest
does not conpletely prevent wildfires, but |essens their size and
severity.

Prof essional foresters can help California convert today' s brush
fields to tomorrow s forests and transform unnaturally overstocked
forests froma fire-prone to fire adapted condition. Required wll
be new fundi ng nechani sns and an investnment in 21st century

i nfrastructure, discussed bel ow.

Forest Loss Through Conversion to Other Uses. CLFA recognizes the
legitimate role of permitting and mitigation when it cones to
proposals to convert privately owned forestland to other uses such
as devel opnent or intensive agriculture. Conversion decisions,
however, are often a consequence of a |landowner’s inability to
make a reasonable profit on his or her tinberland property.

Forest managenent requires long terminvestments in |and tenancy,
cultural inprovenments, and stewardship. Faced with California's
costly and duplicative forest practice regul ations and decli ning
mar ket conditions, many | andowners feel driven to pursue other
options.

The Draft suggests a need for nore stringent forest conversion
permitting requirenents as a nmeans of conserving carbon sinks.
CLFA agrees that this should be explored. However, we feel that
the Draft does not go far enough in recognizing the role that

i nnovative public policy could play in encouraging stabilization
and new investnent in the forest sector, pronoting econonic

i ncentives and sustai nabl e forest managenent.

California Forestry in 2050 and Beyond: Infrastructure for
Sustainability. What kind of forests will we |eave for our
grandchildren in 2050, or theirs in 2100? CLFA believes that the
answer to this question nust be, “Healthy, diverse, ecologically
resilient, fully stocked and grow ng.”

We believe that our profession, allied with related natura
resource disciplines, can get us there. G ven predictions that
climate change will inpact our forests, CLFA believes that

sci ence-based nmanagenent is all the nore essential to conserve
resources while facilitating ecosystem adaptation

But we need help in terns of public understanding and support.



Doi ng not hi ng needs to be understood as the nost devastating
course of action.

Investnment will al so be needed in new technol ogy and processing
facilities. Although traditional sawm|lling and | unber products
will remain part of the industrial mix, the potential exists for a
rural network of bioenergy facilities designed to convert woody
wastes fromforest fuel treatnments into carbon-neutral energy
products such as electricity, syngas and liquid transportation
fuel s.

The potential for this type of developnent is |arge and increasing
wi t h advanci ng technology. California currently produces 1,000 MV
(2% of our electricity frombionmass. Estimates are that this

| evel can be sustainably raised to 4,700 MV as part of a |arger
strategy to neet the state’s Renewabl e Portfolio Standard goal s.

Renmoving barriers to the devel opnent of bionmass and other forns of
bi oenergy will be critical to inproving the health of our forests
and their ability to store atnospheric carbon. There is hope that
revenue from capped sectors will play an inportant role in the
future, stinulating new investnment and increasing opportunities
for forest stewardship on both public and private | ands.

CLFA is committed to hel ping the ARB and BCOF in achieving — and
exceeding — AB 32 targets for the forest sector. W hope this
correspondence will be hel pful as you revise the Scoping Draft,
enlisting the carbon sequestration potential of the CGolden State’'s
vast forests and wildlands to the fullest possible extent.

Sincerely yours,

Charll K. Stoneman, RPF #2375
Pr esi dent

Cc: M. Stan Di xon, Chairnman, and Menbers, California Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection (BOF).

M. Tony Brunell o, Deputy Secretary, Resources Agency.
M. Richard Bode, Air Resources Board (ARB).
Ms. Linda Murchi son, ARB
Ms. Jeanne Panek, ARB.
M. Randy Moore, Regional Forester, Pacific Sout hwest Region,
USDA Forest Service

CLFA Board of Directors.

The California Licensed Foresters Association, with a nenbership
responsi bl e for the sustai ned managenent of nillions of acres of
California forestland, represents the comobn interests of
California Registered Professional Foresters. The Association
provi des opportunities for continuing education and public
outreach to its menbership, which includes professionals
affiliated with governnent agencies, private tinber conpanies,
consultants, the public, and the acadenic community. Governed by
an elected Board of Directors, CLFA was established in 1980 after
t he passage of the landmark California Professional Foresters
Law.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/15-letter to arb _on_forest _sector_scoping_8-01-08 final.doc
Original File Name: Letter to ARB on Forest Sector Scoping 8-01-08 FINAL.doc

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:16:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Steven

Last Name: Goetz

Email Address: sgoet@cd.cccounty.us
Affiliation: Contra Costa County

Subject: Forests
Comment:

Appendix Crefers to urban forestry strategies to help achieve the
5 MIlion Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxi de Equival ents by 2020 from
the Forests sector. This strategy di scusses “agency planting”.

As an urban | and owner, the State should ook at its standards for
| andscaping on its property and the ability to support urban
forestry through the planting of suitable species of trees in
strategic | ocations.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:25:09

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: S

Last Name: Robinson

Email Address; ssrmw@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on Forest Scoping
Comment:

Re: Draft Scoping Plan Prelimnary Recomendati on on Sustai nabl e
Forests

Subnitted online at

htt p: //ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ spcoment . ht m

Dramatic reduction in CO2 emi ssions and additional carbon
sequestration are urgently needed. The California |egislature and
t he Governor have boldly stepped forward and we understand that all
busi nesses, governnental agencies and citizens nust nake sacrifices
and changes in order to address this world-wide crisis. A
i ndustry sectors will undoubtedly | obby agai nst change and pronote

their own “science” view In the end CARB nmust ensure that good
unbi ased science is used and that no one industry sector is
all owed to escape “transparency.” |If one sector gets away wi thout

reduci ng emi ssions then another sector will have to take up the

sl ack. CARB nust continue to hold high standards and be vigil ant
and ensure that any del egation of work on AB 32 issues to agencies
or Boards is not biased by political or industry pressure.

The current forest sector scoping document is a first step but it
needs to be significantly strengthened to enbrace the bold

chal  enge of AB 32. As currently witten it requires little over
the status quo for the forest industry. Forests are critical to
climate change and forests can either be nanaged in a way that
emts nore CO2 than they sequester for decades. The issue of CO2
em ssions fromforest and forest soils disturbance is one that is
not adequat el y addressed.

--Clearcutting practices produce nore CO2 and i mmedi ately
elimnate nore carbon sequestration than other |ogging nethods for
a variety of reasons that are clearly docunmented. Conpanies like
Col l'ins Pines and The Mendoci no Redwood Conpany have enbraced
sust ai nabl e harvest methods that reduce CO2 enissions and
sequester nore carbon in the short termand long term This
approach needs to be addressed and alternative tinber harvest

nmet hods that produce |less CO2 than clearcutting need to be rquired
by Cal Fire Resources

--Climate change conditions such as higher tenperature and | ess
rainfall will severely stress forests. Scientific analyses and
reviews show that forestry practices that build diverse
unevenaged will increase the chances for healthy forests and
wildlife habitat. Plantation forests are nore susceptible to
climate change inpacts and shoul d not be replaci ng bi odi verse
properly thinned and mai ntai ned forests.

--1n one Sierra Nevada County nearly % of the entire forest is
privately owned by a conpany that is converting that forest area
to tree plantations following clearcutting type tinber harvest. As
climate change worsens the inpact of that plantation conversion is
likely to be disastrous.

--Ti mber harvest methods need to be those nethods that do not
degrade wat ersheds or snownelt runoff rates for California's
critical water supplies. Clearcutting is has the nost negative



i mpacts on water.

--CAL FIRE Resources and Board of Forestry need to ensure that all
science views on clinmate change related forestry issues are
proactively brought forward and fully evaluated — not just those
that support industry views. Al calcul ations and assunptions used
in climte change and forestry work need to be readily available
for peer and public review This transparency needs to be
strengthened in the foresty arena.

Thank you for the opportunity to conment.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:19:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Addie

Last Name: Jacobson

Email Address: Addie Jacobson [addiej@gmail.com]
Affiliation:

Subject:
Comment:

this attachenent should go with ny earlier comment -it would not
attach previously

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/19-epfw_draft_scoping_comments.doc
Original File Name: EPFW draft scoping comments.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 18:02:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Sue

Last Name: Lynn

Email Address: suelynn403@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Sierra Club

Subject: CARB's Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

These comments are a response to the Appendi x on Forests.

The di scussion of forestry in these appendices fails to nmention
key debates that currently rage between the tinber industry and
the majority of forestry scientists. The practice of clearcutting
has expanded exponentially in the | ast decade. It’'s very
surprising that there is no nention of this practice in the
forestry section. To assune that it nmakes no difference what type
of harvesting nethods are used, as this section seens to do, flies
in the face of current research by forestry scientists. | have
outlined bel ow some of the major points made by forestry science
on this issue, and included footnotes to sone major studies.

It is obvious that healthy forests can serve as a source of carbon
sequestration. But how those forests are managed has a huge i npact
on whet her they sequester carbon, and if so, in what quantity, or
whet her in fact carbon em ssions caused by certain forest
managemnment processes outwei gh carbon absorption. The tinber

i ndustry currently argues that their standard procedures of

cl earcutting, which involve cutting down ol der forests and
replacing themw th plantations of young trees, will help conbat
gl obal warm ng. They argue that since young trees absorb nore
carbon than ol der ones, the net result will be a reduction in
greenhouse gases.

This argunent is based on a nmisunderstandi ng of what happens to
mature forests if they are clearcut. Mature forests continue to
store carbon in ever greater quantities for many decades as they
age, and cutting them down rel eases nmuch of that carbon into the
at nosphere, thus contributing to global warnm ng. Young trees do
absorb carbon quickly, and when a forest is |ogged, sone of its
carbon nmay be stored for years or decades in wood products. But
when forests are clearcut, large quantities of CO2 are al so

rel eased to the atnosphere - i mediately through the disturbance
of forest soils, and over time through the deconposition of

| eaves, branches, and other detritus of tinber production. One
study found that even when storage of carbon in tinber products is
consi dered, the conversion of 5 nillion hectares of mature forest
to plantations in the Pacific Northwest over the last 100 years
resulted in a net increase of over 1.5 billion tons of carbon to
t he atnosphere. (Harmon, ME., WK. Ferrell and J.K Franklin,
1990. “Effects on carbon storage of conversion of ol d-growth
forests to young forests.” Science (9 February 1990), 247, 699.)
Clear-cutting followed by replanting thus clearly contributes to
gl obal war m ng

Forests and agricultural lands in the United States have been

slowy dimnishing in their role of sequestering carbon since

1960. (Executive Sunmary, “d obal Warming in Depth,” The PEW

Center on @obal Cimte Change,” cited on the web at

http://ww. pewcl i mat e. or g/ gl obal -warni ng-i ndepth/all _reports/carbon_sequestration/exe.)
The maj or causes of this shift are the increasing practice of



clearcutting coupled with clearing forests for devel opnent. From
1990 to 2001, as forests on private | ands have been increasingly
cl earcut, managed unsustai nably, or cleared for devel opnent,
carbon sequestration decreased by approxi mately 20 percent.
(“Forest Carbon Sequestration: How It Wirks,” Catalyst: The
Magazi ne of the Union of Concerned Scientists 3:2 (Fall 2004),
cited on the web at

http://ww. ucusa. org/ publ i cati ons/catlyst/fa04-catal yst-forest-carbon-sequestration. htn)
According to O ga Krankina, Professor of Forestry at Oregon State
University, it takes approximtely 100 years of growh for a new
forest to regain the amount of carbon storage that ol der forests
mai ntain. National Forests currently store three tinmes as nuch
carbon as those on private | and, because they are managed
differently and clearcutting is no |longer permtted on Nationa
Forest land. (O ga Krankina, “Forest Managenent and Mtigation of
Cimate Change,” lecture at “Cearcutting the Cinmte Conference,”
Eugene Oregon, January 256, 2008). If this pattern of increased
clearcutting continues, forests will shift fromnet sources of
carbon sequestration to net sources of carbon eni ssions.

To conclude, the CARB needs to do a thorough analysis of the issue
of the role of forestry in carbon sequestration. It |ooks like the
i nformati on contained in these appendices is drawmn fromthe
arguments of the tinber industry and the Board of Forestry. By not
i ncluding the conpeting narrative presented by the | eading forest
scientists in this country and abroad the results are not

sci ence-based. This smacks of the practices we have seen in the
Bush admi ni stration over the | ast eight years- ignoring or

m srepresenting scientific information in favor of serving the
needs of industry. California, a leader in the fight against

gl obal warm ng, deserves better

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-05 20:56:17

No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Peter

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: p.miller@earthlink.net
Affiliation: NRDC

Subject: Comments on forest sector of Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

NRDC forest sector comments on Draft Scoping Plan plus 2
attachnents.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/21-nrdc_forest_comments.zip
Original File Name: NRDC forest comments.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-08 11:52:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Bob

Last Name: Williams

Email Address: jsisneros@tehamacountyadmin.org
Affiliation: Tehama County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Catastrophic wildfire impact on air quality
Comment:

August 5, 2008

Mary D. Nichols, Chair
California Air Resources Board
1001 | Street

Sacranento, CA 95814

Re: Cimate Change Scoping Plan, June 2008 Di scussion Draft
Dear Chai rperson N chols:

Tehama County wel cones the opportunity to coment on the June 2008
Di scussion Draft of the Cimate Change Scoping Plan. W do have a
concern that the document does not adequately address the serious
i ssue of catastrophic wildfire, and believe that wildfire
mtigation and prevention are vital to neeting the goals set forth
in AB 32.

As you are aware, in May 2008, Covernor Schwarzenegger issued
Executive Order S-03-08, which specifically directed Cal EPA and
the California Resources Agency to oversee the Cinate Action
Team s devel opnent of neasures for wildfire fuels reduction and

bi omass utilization. In light of the Executive Order, the current
ranpant wildfires around the state, and the Governor’s recent
energency declarations, we are troubled that no such neasures have
been outlined in the Scoping Pl an.

Recent wildfires have had najor inpacts on air quality,
contributing significantly to California s carbon and particul ate
em ssions. Catastrophic wildfires, typically located on United
States Forest Service (USFS) |ands, could be prevented if these

| ands were nore efficiently nanaged. The Draft Scoping Pl an makes
only a vague nmention of fuels reduction and fails to address

em ssions fromfires on USFS | ands.

Tehama County strongly urges ARB to include a firmconmitment by
the state in the Final Draft Scoping Plan to join with |oca
governnents to advocate at the federal level for enhanced
managenent on USFS | ands, as well as an extensive programto
quantify wildfire em ssions that could be avoi ded through better
forest managenment practices. This is vital not only in neeting the
goals of AB 32, but nore inportantly to inproving the quality of
the air and public health. W thank you for your consideration of
our conments.

Si ncerely,

Bob Wl lians, Chairnman
Tehama County Board of Supervisors



CC. Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Menbers, California Air Resources Board
RCRC
CSAC

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-08 15:16:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Stan

Last Name: Van Velsor

Email Address: stan_vanvel sor@tws.org
Affiliation: The Wilderness Society

Subject: Comments on Sustainable Forest Sector Scoping
Comment:

The W/ derness Society's comments on the Draft Scoping Plan for the
Forest Sector -- 1 attachnent

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/23-comments_on_sustainable forests.doc
Original File Name: Comments on Sustainable Forests.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 12:56:49

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Rachael

Last Name: Katz

Email Address: rkatz@pacificforest.org
Affiliation: The Pacific Forest Trust

Subject: The Pacific Forest Trust comments on draft scoping plan appendix
Comment:

In addition to PFT's first set of comments on the Draft Scoping
Pl an dated July 25th 2008, we respectfully subnit the attached
conmment s on Appendi x C. Thank you for your consideration.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/24-pft_comments_on_scoping_plan_appendix_c.pdf
Original File Name: PFT Comments on Scoping Plan Appendix C.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 13:32:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Rusty

Last Name: Dupray

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: County of El Dorado

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/25-7_29 08 countyofel dorado.pdf
Original File Name: 7_29 08_countyofeldorado.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 15:10:02

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Ed

Last Name: Robey

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: County of Lake

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/26-7_22 08 _countyoflake.pdf
Original File Name: 7_22 08 countyoflake.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 15:13:02

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Derek

Last Name: Walker

Email Address: dbwalker@edf.org
Affiliation: Environmental Defense Fund

Subject: EDF - Forest comments
Comment:

Pl ease accept the attached forest coments from Environnental
Def ense Fund on the AB 32 draft Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/27-edf - forest_comments.pdf
Original File Name: EDF - Forest comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:27:02

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Michelle

Last Name: Passero

Email Address: M Passero@tnc.org
Affiliation:

Subject: TNC Draft Scoping Plan Comments
Comment:

Attached are The Nature Conservancy's conments on the Draft Scoping
pl an.

Thank you,
M chel |l e

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/28-tnc_draft_scoping_plan_comments final__ 8 13 08.pdf
Original File Name: TNC Draft Scoping Plan Comments Final 8 13 08.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-13 13:50:17

No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Fingian

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: County of Del Norte

Subject: AB 32
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/30-7_28 08 _countyofdel norte.pdf
Original File Name: 7_28 08_countyofdel norte.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 10:29:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Kathleen

Last Name: Crookham

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Merced County

Subject: AB 32
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/31-7_22 08 mercedcounty.pdf
Original File Name: 7_22 08 mercedcounty.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 10:34:27

No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Rose

Last Name: Comstock

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Plumas County Board of Supervisors

Subject: AB 32
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/32-7_22 08_plumascountysupes.pdf
Original File Name: 7_22 08_plumascountysupes.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 10:53:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Richard

Last Name: Pland

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: County of Tuolumne

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/33-8 5 08_tuolumnecounty.pdf
Original File Name: 8 5 08_tuolumnecounty.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 14:02:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Terry

Last Name: Woodrow

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Alpine County

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/34-8 05 _08_alpinecounty.pdf
Original File Name: 8 05_08_alpinecounty.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 14:11:01

No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Peter

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: p.miller@earthlink.net
Affiliation: NRDC

Subject: NRDC comments on forest sector forecast of Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

NRDC comments on forest sector forecast of Draft Scoping Plan

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/35-
nrdc_comments _on_forest_sector_forecast_in_draft_scoping_plan.pdf

Original File Name: NRDC Comments on Forest Sector Forecast in Draft Scoping Plan.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-16 20:15:32

No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Bradshaw

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Modoc County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/36-8 5 08 modoccounty.pdf
Original File Name: 8 5 08 Modoccounty.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-20 16:02:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Jack

Last Name: Hanson

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov

Affiliation: County of Lassen Board of Supervisors

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/37-7_28 08 countyoflassen.pdf
Original File Name: 7_28 08_countyoflassen.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-20 16:03:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Ralph

Last Name: Gaarde

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Forest Landowners of California

Subject: AB 32 Sustainable Forestry Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached letter

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/39-9 03 08 forestlandownersofcalif.pdf
Original File Name: 9 03 08 forestlandownersofcalif.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-10 10:57:04

No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Mitchell

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: County of Mendocino

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached comment

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/40-8 28 2008 _countyofmendocino.pdf
Original File Name: 8 28 2008_countyof mendocino.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-10 14:49:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Patricia

Last Name: Gunsolley

Email Address: pgunsolley @inyocounty.us
Affiliation: County of Inyo Clerk of the Board

Subject: AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

The Inyo County Board of Supervisors submts the attached letter
as comments to the AB 32 Scoping Pl an.

Patricia Qunsolley
Assistant Clerk of the Board
I nyo County Board of Supervisors

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/41-ab 32 _scoping_plan_sample_letter 08.doc
Original File Name: AB 32 Scoping Plan Sample Letter 08.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-30 14:51:26

No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Judy

Last Name: Rocchio

Email Address: judy_rocchio@nps.gov
Affiliation: National Park Service

Subject: NPS Comments on DRAFT AB32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

CFFI G AL ELECTRONI C MAI'L SENT VI A EMAI L
NO HARD COPY TO FOLLOW

Nat i onal Park Service

Paci fic West Region

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
OGakl and, California 94607-4807

N3615 ( PWR- NR)
Sept enber 30, 2008

Menor andum

To: Mary Nichols, Chairwoman, California Air Resources Board

From Jonathan B. Jarvis, Regional Director, Pacific Wst Region
Subj ect: NPS Draft AB 32 Scoping Plan Comments Downl oaded to ARB
Website

Dear Chai rwonan N chol s:

The National Park Service (NPS) appreciates the opportunity to
conmment on the California Air Resources Board's (ARB) AB 32 d oba
Warm ng Sol utions Act Draft Scoping Plan. AB 32 nandates the
reduction of 169 million netric tons of carbon di oxi de equi val ent
(MM C2e) by 2020, which will bring the state back to 1990 CO2

| evels. The goal of the forestry sector is to naintain the
current annual sequestration potential of approximately 5 MMI CQRe
t hrough 2020

We commend CARB for its |eadership in defining global warning
solutions and for your attention to details in docunmenting the
complex role forests play in sequestering and enitting greenhouse
gases. NPS agrees healthy forests naxinize carbon sequestration
however effective nodels are needed to quantify carbon fluxes and
stocks on park | ands.

We woul d note that, first and forenost, the NPS is conmitted to
forest and fire nmanagenent practices that maintain the integrity
of our forested ecosystens. These practices, which include the
reintroduction of natural fire cycles to forested | andscapes,
increase resiliency to drought and fire disturbances that clinmate
change will Iikely exacerbate. They al so nay have the co-benefit
of reducing | andscape em ssions of greenhouse gases and criteria
pol lutants while increasing carbon sequestration. Although such
co-benefits are not the primary NPS nmission, we believe that it is
in the nutual interest of both the NPS and ARB to investigate and
quantify those benefits.



To that end, we would like to participate in an AB32 Forestry
Protocol "Public Lands Wrk G oup" whose objectives would include;
devel opi ng carbon inventories on public lands, identifying forest
and fire nanagenent research (or pilot) projects needed to

i ncrease our understandi ng of carbon sequestration on forested

| ands, and identifying national park projects eligible for funding
from carbon of fsets purchased by other parties.

Some ot her questions of interest to the NPS include (but are not
limted to):

« &#HBLAT2; &HOL1AT2; &#61472; &#61472; &#61472; What accounti ng
procedures are being devel oped so that public | and managers may
participate in the growi ng carbon narket?

e &#HBLAT2; &HBLAT2; &#61472; &#61472; &#61472; \What are the trade-offs
bet ween managed fires vs. wildfires, in terns of greenhouse gases,
criteria air pollutant em ssions, and carbon/bi omass stocks? |Is
there a way to all ow nore managed fires (instead of waiting for
wildfires) to help increase overall carbon storage and reduce
overall criteria air pollutant em ssions?

We | ook forward to further exploring these mutual interests and
wel cone further collaboration with ARB in inplementing AB 32
forestry objectives and facing the challenges of clinmate change
i npacts and sequestration potential on public lands. Please
contact Judy Rocchi o, Regional Air Quality Coordinator at
510-817-1431 if you have questions regardi ng our conments.

/sl Patricia L. Neubacher for

Jonat han B. Jarvis

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-30 15:36:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Richard

Last Name: Forster

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov

Affiliation: Amador County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached comment

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/43-9 19 2008 amadorboardof supervisors.pdf
Original File Name: 9_19 2008_amadorboardofsupervisors.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-30 16:21:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Diane

Last Name: Dillon

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov

Affiliation: County of Napa Board of Supervisors

Subject: Climate Change Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached coment

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/44-10 1 08 _countyofnapasup.pdf
Original File Name: 10_1 08_countyof napasup.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-08 15:41:27

No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Ralph

Last Name: Gaarde

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Forest Landowners of California

Subject: AB 32 Sustainable Forestry Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached coment

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forestsws/45-10 07_08_forestlandowners.pdf
Original File Name: 10 07 _08_forestlandowners.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-08 16:16:29

No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Forests Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Joint NGO

Last Name: Letter

Email Address: rkatz@pacificforest.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Forest sector climate policy and AB 32 implementation process
Comment:

Thank you for the opportunity to conment. Attached is a joint
letter on the forest sector policy inplenentation process under
AB32, subnmitted for your consideration by Audubon California,
California Council of Land Trusts, California Trout, Defenders of
WIldlife, Ebbets Pass Forest Watch, Environnental Defense Fund,
ForestEthics, Sierra Club California, The Nature Conservancy,
California, The Pacific Forest Trust, The W/I derness Society
Transportation and Land Use Coalition, Trust for Public Land.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-forests-ws/46-carb_joint_ngo_process Itr_final.pdf
Original File Name: CARB Joint NGO Process LTR_final.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-10 17:08:18

No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Forests Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-forests-
ws) that wer e presented during the Workshop at thistime.



