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=====  A message from the 'appealist' discussion list  =====





Dear Mike,





This dialogue took place on a teleconference. When I asked Dr. Harvey (a forest service scientist) these questions you could see him squirm. He clearly did not want to answer these questions as they pointed up a huge contradiction between the "treatments" he was advocating and his own research findings.





You can find this quote and more on this subject on my web site at:





http://www.subtleenergies.com/ormus/bmnfa/soilcmts.htm





These comments were written as part of a timber sale appeal on the Wallowa-Whitman NF.





I still believe that if we could force the FS to honestly evaluate the loss of soil and site productivity on every timber sale we could get them out of the lumber business.





At 05:10 PM 12/13/2002, Mike Petersen wrote:


�


=====  A message from the 'appealist' discussion list  =====





Appealling friends,





Lance Olson just sent out (on nocutnews) this excellent discussion of


the role of underground wood on soils and moisture, it makes good


arguments that could be incorporated into our Forest Watch work,


salvage opposition, etc.





In the videotaped record of the BMNRI soil seminar Dr. Harvey makes


the


unequivocal statement that underground wood is the main source of late


season moisture and nitrogen fixing activity on warm dry sites. In


response to


one question he stated that the removal of just wood (the boles of


trees)


leaving limbs and needles did not deplete nutrients.





  A questioner from the audience asked for clarification:





I don't understand that answer. You were talking about the presence of


large pieces of wood under the ground as being contributors of


moisture and


various nutrients over the long term. How will you get those large


bodies of wood





underground if you don't have large boles of trees on the ground?





Dr. Harvey answered: You don't. Obviously if you have large deposits


of decomposed wood deep in soils then you had forests on that site for


a


very long period of time. In most cases where you have significant


downslope


to the forest you do get some movement of soils downslope and they


tend to


move down and engulf and bury this wood over time. So that's how you


get them


deep into the soil profile. In addition to just large roots; obviously


large


roots are well buried in the soil profile as well. We made a


calculation once


on some sub alpine fir systems to figure out how many gallons of water


per


acre there was. As I recall the figure there was some 80 thousand


gallons of


water per acre stored in wood in late August in that particular site


we were


looking at. That's quite a lot of water stored in something that when


we


started out we didn't even expect to find in these forest soils. We


expected it to be all either all burned up or decomposed over time. It


was


something of a revelation to see how persistent this stuff was. Does


that answer


your question?





Q: So what does the removal of large boles portend for the forests of


the


future?





A. OK. Obviously we have a situation where if you consider the fact


that


we might in fairly intensive commercial forestry operations, for


example,


grow more and more smaller stems to get volumes up. That could, over


the long


term create, a problem because the kind of wood that's persistent,


remember,


has to be fairly large. Not only that, probably the most persistent


wood is


heartwood of the species that I mentioned: Douglas fir, larch, pines.


So


depending on how you silviculturally approach that system; again if


this


is an infertile system, and not all are, you could conceivably run


yourself


into problems by continuously growing more smaller stems to get


volumes up.


So, yes that could be a problem.





Q: But couldn't it also be a problem if you remove everything that is


old


and large and dead.





A: Absolutely. We've vociferously recommended against that for a long


time now. That's not a good idea.





ALAN HARVEY


Principal Plant Pathologist


Project Leader


RMRS-4551 (home page: forest.moscowfsl.wsu.edu)


USDA, FS, Forestry Sciences Lab


1221 S. Main St.


Moscow, Idaho 83843





also see :


Amaranthus, M.P., Parrish, D.S. and D.A. Perry. 1989. Decaying logs as


moisture reservoirs after drought and wildfire. Proceedings of


watershed


'89: a conference on the stewardship of soil, air and water resources.


USDA For. Serv., Alaska Region: 191-194.
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With kindest regards,





Barry Carter


<bcarter@igc.org>


2319 Balm


Baker City, Oregon 97814


Phone: 541-523-3357


Web Pages:


Forest - http://www.subtleenergies.com/ormus/bmnfa/index.htm


ORMUS - http://www.subtleenergies.com/ormus/whatisit.htm





"What you think upon grows. Whatever you allow to occupy your mind you magnify in your life. Whether the subject of your thought be good or bad, the law works and the condition grows. Any subject that you keep out of your mind tends to diminish in your life, because what you do not use atrophies. The more you think of grievances, the more such trials you will continue to receive; the more you think of the good fortune you have had, the more good fortune will come to you."


--Emmet Fox





To manage your appealist subscription: http://www.onenw.org/subscriber





