
From:                                         Christopher Amato <conservationdirector@protectadks.org>
Sent:                                           Wednesday, July 29, 2026 9:53 AM
To:                                               APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Cc:                                               Executivedirector@protectadks.org; Angelina.Ross@dec.ny.gov
Subject:                                     Project 2026‐0108; Lyme Timber Company; Aaron Ziemann
Attachments:                          PROTECT comments on Lyme Timber clearcut 07.23.2026.pdf
 

Attention: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from
unknown senders or unexpected emails.

Dear Mr. Ziemann:
 
I am attaching the comments of Protect the Adirondacks regarding the above-referenced project.
 
Sincerely,
 
Christopher Amato
Conservation Director and Counsel
Protect the Adirondacks
P.O. Box 48
North Creek, NY  12853
(518) 251-2700 (o) 
(518) 860-3696 (c) 
 
 

 



	

 
Protect the Adirondacks 

PO Box 48, North Creek, NY 12853  518.251.2700 
www.protectadks.org   info@protectadks.org 

Like Us on Facebook/Instagram/Threads and Bluesky @ProtectAdkPark   

	
Via Email 
 
July 29, 2026 
 
Aaron Ziemann 
Adirondack Park Agency 
P.O. Box 99 
Ray Brook, NY 12977 
 
RE: Lyme Timber Company 
  Clearcutting Application 

Town of Colton, Saint Lawrence County 
APA Project No.: 2026-0108 

 
Dear Mr. Ziemann: 
 
Protect the Adirondacks (PROTECT) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on the application by Lyme Timber Company (Lyme) for approval 
of timber harvesting activities on approximately 680 acres of land in the Town 
of Colton, Saint Lawrence County (the Project). The Adirondack Park Agency 
(APA) has permitting jurisdiction over the Project because it meets the 
jurisdictional threshold for clearcutting set forth in 9 NYCRR § 573.7(b). 
 
According to the application, the Project will consist of a seed tree harvest 
treatment requiring the clearcutting of approximately 680 acres. The Project 
site includes jurisdictional wetlands, vernal pools, and intermittent streams, and 
also contains habitat for spruce grouse, a State-listed endangered species. See 
6 NYCRR § 182.5(a)(6)(iii). The Project site is classified as Resource 
Management by the Adirondack Park Land Use and Development Plan Map 
and is subject to a working forest conservation easement (“Easement”) owned 
by the State of New York. 
 
PROTECT respectfully urges that the application be considered by the APA 
Board and that it be denied. As discussed below, the permit application is 
incomplete and inadequate and thus APA cannot make the requisite statutory 
findings for approving the Project. Among the serious deficiencies in the 
application are the following:  
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(i) It does not include the ecological and site-specific baseline information required by 
APA regulations for clearcutting applications as set forth in 9 NYCRR § 537.7(c); 
 

(ii) It does not include the locations and boundaries of all streams and wetlands on the 
Project site and the few streams and wetlands depicted on the applicant’s maps have 
apparently not been field-verified. Additionally, it appears that there has been no site 
visit by APA staff to verify the location and boundaries of wetlands (including vernal 
pools and vernal pool complexes) and perennial and intermittent streams on the site, as 
well as the location and boundary of the habitat for spruce grouse; 

 
(iii) It includes no analysis of the Project’s potential environmental impacts; 
 
(iv) It proposes potentially adverse modification of spruce grouse habitat in violation of 

State law;   
 

(v) It includes no analysis of the Project’s consistency with the terms of the Easement and, 
in fact, the Project is inconsistent with those terms; 

 
(vi) The application fails to include a copy of the most recent annual audit confirming that 

Lyme’s timber management has maintained certification by Sustainable Forestry 
Initiative (SFI); and 

 
(vii) The climate change impacts of the Project have not been addressed, and the application 

fails to address how clearcutting a mature forest comports with Eastwood’s public 
statements that it will manage its forests to promote carbon sequestration and storage. 

 
The Project Site is Ecologically Sensitive 
 
The approximately 680 acre Project site includes a variety of ecologically sensitive areas, 
including an unspecified number of intermittent streams; an unspecified number of wetlands, 
vernal pools and, potentially, vernal pool complexes; a significant Natural Heritage community 
(Sedge Meadow, Unconfined River, Shrub Swamp); and habitat for spruce grouse, a State-listed 
endangered species. Spruce grouse habitat is protected by State law. See 6 NYCRR §§ 182.2(b); 
182.2(p); 182.8(a). In addition, a large portion of the Project site is located directly upgradient 
from the Grasse River Flow and the South Branch Grasse River and includes streams that are 
tributary to those water bodies. 
  
The ecological significance and sensitivity of this landscape is underscored by the State’s prior 
purchase of a conservation easement over the entirety of the Project site. A State-owned 
conservation easement “limits or  restricts development, management or use of . . . real property 
for the purpose of preserving or maintaining the scenic, open, historic, archaeological, 
architectural, or natural condition, character, significance or amenities of the real property . . .”  
ECL § 49-0303(1); (emphasis added). 
 
Furthermore, the lands comprising the Project site are classified as Resource Management under 
the Adirondack Park Land Use and Development Plan, which means they “are characterized by 
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substantial acreages of one or more of the following: shallow soils, severe slopes, elevations of 
over twenty-five hundred feet, flood plains, proximity to designated or proposed wild or scenic 
rivers, wetlands, critical wildlife habitats or habitats of rare and endangered plant and animal 
species.” Executive Law § 805(3)(g)(1). In addition, [t]he basic purposes and objectives of 
resource management areas are to protect the delicate physical and biological resources, encourage 
proper and economic management of forest, agricultural and recreational resources and preserve 
the open spaces that are essential and basic to the unique character of the park.”  Id. § 805(3)(g)(2). 
 
Despite these clearly defined environmental values and protections, the applicant failed to submit 
a detailed natural resource inventory of the Project site. Instead, the applicant submitted a report 
generally describing the generic resource characteristics of all timberlands in the Adirondack 
Park owned by Lyme. As a result, there is no site-specific baseline information concerning the 
ecologically sensitive areas and plant and animal species present on the Project site, rendering a 
full assessment of the Project’s impacts impossible. 
 
The Application Does Not Include the Baseline Information Required by APA Regulations 
 
The APA regulations clearly define the baseline information required for a clearcutting permit 
application. Specifically, the applicant must include detailed mapping and documentation that 
includes a map of the proposed clearcut area and all lands within one-quarter mile that shows (i) 
all wetlands, unique natural and cultural features, areas with slopes in excess of 25 percent and 
water bodies; (ii) the location of all existing and proposed roads, stream crossings and culverts; 
and (iii) all proposed buffers. See 9 NYCRR § 573.7(3)(1).   

The application submitted by Lyme does not comply with any of these requirements. Neither the 
timber harvest maps nor the accompanying narrative identify the precise location of wetlands, 
streams, roads, culverts, stream crossings, culverts, slopes and buffers as required by APA 
regulations. Although the harvest map shows the general location of some wetlands, there is no 
evidence that the locations and boundaries of those wetlands were verified in the field, nor are the 
qualifications of the person who did the mapping provided.  

Finally, there is no indication in the Project file that APA staff conducted a site inspection to verify 
the locations and boundaries of wetlands (including vernal pools) and streams on the Project site. 
 
The Application Includes No Analysis of Potential Environmental Impacts  
 
Despite the recognized ecological sensitivity and significance of large portions of the Project site, 
the application contains no analysis or evaluation of the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed timber harvesting activities. The proposed operation would affect 
hundreds of acres of forestland, as well as a network of streams, wetlands, and other sensitive 
natural features. Yet the application is silent on how these resources may be impacted. Moreover, 
despite claiming that the proposed clearcutting will not impact the significant Natural Heritage 
community, it fails to provide any support or analysis supporting that conclusion. At a minimum, 
the applicant should be required to evaluate potential impacts to wetlands, streams, the significant 
Natural Heritage community, and to spruce grouse and spruce grouse habitat on and adjacent to 
the Project site.  
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The absence of even a basic environmental impact analysis is particularly concerning given the 
scale of the proposed clearcutting and the presence of multiple overlapping environmental 
protections. Without this information, neither the APA nor the public can meaningfully evaluate 
the potential short- or long-term consequences of the Project. A comprehensive and site-specific 
environmental review is essential to ensure that the Project does not result in undue adverse 
impacts to the Park’s ecological integrity, water resources, and biodiversity. 

The Application Fails to Include Any Protective or Mitigation Measures 

The harvest plan claims that “appropriate buffers” will be applied to wetlands and streams, but 
there is no explanation of the size of the buffers and what restrictions will be imposed in buffer 
areas. Moreover, the commitment to apply buffers to wetlands and streams is meaningless 
because the boundaries of wetlands and streams on the Project site have not been delineated and 
field-verified.  

Moreover, the mitigation measures suggested by the Department of Environmental Conservation 
(DEC) to protect spruce grouse and spruce grouse habitat is of questionable value because was 
provided by the DEC Regional Forester, not by a DEC wildlife biologist. At a minimum, Angelina 
Ross, DEC’s spruce grouse biologist, should have been consulted and requested to provide an 
assessment of the Project’s potential impacts on this endangered species and its consistency with 
the Spruce Grouse Recovery Plan, and to recommend appropriate mitigation measures. 

No other mitigation measures have been proposed by the applicant.  

The Application is Inconsistent With the Purpose and Terms of the Easement 

The conservation easement identifies the conservation objectives for the Project site, including 
conserving natural resources and protecting environmental and scenic values; adhering to 
sustainable forestry principles; maintaining soil productivity; protecting water quality; maintaining 
biodiversity; and providing for a broad distribution of forest age classes. See Easement § 5.1(1). 
The Project is incompatible with these objectives. 
 
The Project fails to conform to these objectives because (i) it involves the clearcutting of hundreds 
of acres of forest on lands that include wetlands, vernal pools and intermittent streams;1 (ii) the 
applicant has failed to provide a natural resource inventory of the Project site; and (iii) the applicant 
has failed to provide any analysis of the potential impacts of the Project on ecologically sensitive 
areas of the Project site.  
 
In addition, the Project fails to comply with several specific standards and criteria for forest 
management activities set forth in the conservation easement. See Easement § 5.1. Specifically, 
the application fails to identify how the Project adheres to sustainable forestry principles, will 

	
1 We note that the Grasse River Complex Unit Management Plan, which governs the easement lands proposed to be 
clearcut, discourages clearcuts and recommends that mature softwood cover should remain intact. Grass River 
Complex Unit Management Plan (2019) at 70.     
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protect water quality, will maintain biodiversity, and ensure a broad distribution of forest age 
classes.  
 
The conservation easement imposes requirements, conditions and data collection requirements in 
connection with forest management activities on the Project site. There is no evidence that the 
applicant has complied with those requirements. For example, the easement specifies that forest 
management activities must be conducted pursuant to either (i) a forest management plan approved 
by DEC, or (ii) pursuant to a certification from an independent forest certification program. We 
understand that the applicant has been certified by an independent forest certification program and 
will be conducting the proposed timber harvest pursuant to option (ii). The easement requires that 
exercise of option (ii) is subject to the applicant having an independent audit conducted annually 
to confirm compliance with the certification program and promptly providing the audit to DEC. 
There is no indication in the application that the applicant has complied with this obligation. The 
required annual audit is not included among the application materials received by PROTECT in 
response to our Freedom of Information Law request. 
 
The application also fails to include the biological assessment required by the easement, thereby 
calling into question whether the required assessment has been completed. See Easement § 5.3(g). 
In any event, if completed, the biological assessment should have been included with the 
application materials because it would provide critical baseline ecological information about the 
Project site.  
 
The Application Fails to Address Climate Change Impacts 

The application includes no discussion whatsoever of the Project’s climate change impacts, 
including the loss of forest biomass from clearcutting that will reduce ongoing carbon 
sequestration; the release of stored carbon from soils and vegetation as a result of clearcutting; and 
the inconsistency of widespread mature forest removal with long-term carbon storage goals. 

In fact, the science is clear that clearcutting undermines carbon storage and sequestration by both 
reducing the amount of photosynthetic biomass capable of absorbing carbon dioxide and by 
releasing significant volumes of stored carbon into the atmosphere.2 This result is completely 
incompatible with the claims by Eastwood and the Fund that their forest management practices 
will promote “long-term climate benefits” and enhance carbon sequestration. 
 
Furthermore, the application fails to analyze or disclose the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
associated with timber harvesting activities. The failure to address GHG emissions associated with 
the Project is also inconsistent with the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act 
(“CLCPA”). The CLCPA requires all state agencies, including APA, when reviewing a permit 
application to determine whether such action “will be inconsistent with or will interfere with the 
attainment of the statewide [GHG] emission limits” established in Article 75 of the Environmental 
Conservation Law (“ECL”).  Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act, Ch. 106, Laws 
of 2019, § 7(2).  The APA must therefore evaluate whether the approval of this Project—including 
the proposed clearcutting of hundreds of acres—would be consistent with the GHG reduction 

	
2 Lacroix, Emily M.; Petrenko, Chelsea L.; Friedland, Andrew J. Evidence for Losses From Strongly Bound SOM 
Pools After Clear Cutting in a Northern Hardwood Forest. Soil Science, April 2016 
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targets established under the CLCPA. Because the Project has not included any assessment of its 
GHG impacts, approval at this stage would be premature and legally problematic. 
 
Conclusion 
 
PROTECT respectfully urges the APA staff to refer the Project to the full Agency Board for review 
and to deny the application because it contains multiple material omissions, deficiencies, and 
inaccuracies that make it impossible for the Agency to make the statutory findings required for 
approval under the APA Act and APA regulations. 
 
In the alternative, we urge APA to withdraw the Notice of Complete Application and require the 
applicant to submit a revised and complete application that includes the following: 
 

(i) Baseline ecological data, including a detailed, field-verified natural resource 
inventory and comprehensive map of the Project site identifying wetlands, streams, 
vernal pools, and other sensitive features, as well as all proposed stream crossing 
and culvert placements in accordance with APA regulations;  
 

(ii) A thorough analysis of the Project’s potential environmental impacts including 
impacts on the significant Natural Heritage community and on spruce grouse and 
spruce grouse habitat;  

 
(iii) A thorough explanation of how the Project complies with the terms and conditions 

of the conservation easement; 
 
(iv) Science-based and enforceable mitigation measure that comply with State laws, 

regulations and guidance and that adequately protect streams, wetlands, vernal 
pools and other sensitive ecological features on the Project site; 
 

(v) A copy of the most recent annual audit by an independent forest certification 
program;  

 
(vi) A full assessment of the Project’s climate change impacts, including a 

demonstration of how the proposed clearcutting activities align with the stated 
climate goals of Eastwood and the Fund to promote carbon sequestration and 
storage and long-term climate resilience; and 

 
(vii) A quantification and analysis of the GHG emissions associated with the Project. 

 
We believe that APA must fulfill its responsibility to ensure that timber harvesting activities in the 
Adirondack Park—particularly when taking place on lands subject to a State-owned Conservation 
Easement—are conducted in a manner that protects ecological integrity, complies with State laws 
and regulations, and advances—not undermines—New York’s climate and conservation goals. 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of PROTECT, please accept our gratitude for the opportunity 
to share our comments on this proposed project. 
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Sincerely, 

 
Christopher Amato 
Conservation Director and Counsel 
 
 
cc: Angelina Ross 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 	



From:                                         noreply‐pc@apa.ny.gov
Sent:                                           Thursday, July 23, 2026 9:08 AM
To:                                               APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Cc:                                               jpatrickreed50@gmail.com
Subject:                                     APA Project 2026‐0108 Public Comments
 
Attention: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.
 
************  PLEASE NOTE  ************
 
The following  public comment was made with your email address as the source.
If this is an error, please contact the New York State Adirondack Park Agency at 518-891-4050 or by sending an
email to RPcomments@apa.ny.gov.
Please copy "2026-0108, Jacob Reed, jpatrickreed50@gmail.com" into your message for our reference.
 
***************************************
 
 Attn: Aaron Ziemann
 Comments from: Jacob Reed
 Email from: jpatrickreed50@gmail.com
 Address:
 Re: Agency Project 2026-0108, Lyme Timber Company
 
 My Comments:
 
 I’m okay with this project as long as steps are taken to protect water quality of nearby streams and lakes. I also
hope to see replanting being done as well.
 



From:                                         noreply‐pc@apa.ny.gov
Sent:                                           Monday, July 20, 2026 8:04 AM
To:                                               APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Cc:                                               dlpage2026@yahoo.com
Subject:                                     APA Project 2026‐0108 Public Comments
 
Attention: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.
 
************  PLEASE NOTE  ************
 
The following  public comment was made with your email address as the source.
If this is an error, please contact the New York State Adirondack Park Agency at 518-891-4050 or by sending an
email to RPcomments@apa.ny.gov.
Please copy "2026-0108, Deanna L. Page, dlpage2026@yahoo.com" into your message for our reference.
 
***************************************
 
 Attn: Aaron Ziemann
 Comments from: Deanna L. Page
 Email from: dlpage2026@yahoo.com
 Address: 290 Pleasant Valley Road Norwood NY 13668
 Re: Agency Project 2026-0108, Lyme Timber Company
 
 My Comments:
 
 We have a home on Route 3 just up from your proposed harvesting area.  From our past experience Timber
companies have come into this area repeatedly and have left the Forrest a mess.   Large ruts left in the land, piles
of wood scattered throughout the area.  It is an absolute shame that trees are cut and then left in piles because
there wasn’t enough for a full load.  The pristine Adirondack landscape is being ruined by foresters who do not
enforce regulations.  Take ride back through Moosehead Outing Club and you will see many examples of how
poorly managed previous attempts to clear cut Forrest.   You might want to take a trip to Maine to see how
responsible forest management is done.   Beautiful fields left behind with signage indicating when the trees were
cut and when the area is able to be cut again.  No ruts, stumps, half cut trees or piles of wood scattered across the
area.   Learn from others because New York State definitely does not manage forestry well.
 

mailto:RPcomments@apa.ny.gov
mailto:dlpage2026@yahoo.com
mailto:dlpage2026@yahoo.com


From:                                         dgibson@adirondackwild.org
Sent:                                           Wednesday, July 15, 2026 5:03 PM
To:                                               Ziemann, Aaron C (APA); APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Cc:                                               Burth, John M (APA); Hall, Mark (HALL, MARK (APA)); Smith, Zoe (APA); 'Benita'; Lussi, Arthur S (APA);

Dan.Wilt@apa.ny.gov; Holt, Rush (APA); Lynch, Kenneth (APA); Zalewski, Joseph M (DEC); Almanzar,
Jose (APA); info@lymetimber.com

Subject:                                     APA Project 2026‐0108
Attachments:                          Comment on Lyme Timber Clear‐Cut, Colton.pdf; Comment on Lyme Timber Clear‐Cut, Colton.docx
 

Attention: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders or
unexpected emails.

Mr. Ziemann,
 
I attach our comments about this project application.
 
Thank you.
 
Dave Gibson
 
Dave Gibson, Managing Partner
Adirondack Wild: Friends of the Forest Preserve
dgibson@adirondackwild.org
518-469-4081
Adirondackwild.org
 
 

Virus-free.www.avast.com

 

mailto:dgibson@adirondackwild.org
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.avast.com%2Fsig-email%3Futm_medium%3Demail%26utm_source%3Dlink%26utm_campaign%3Dsig-email%26utm_content%3Demailclient&data=05%7C02%7Crpcomments%40apa.ny.gov%7Ca57ab780231c470216d308dee2b47290%7Cf46cb8ea79004d108ceb80e8c1c81ee7%7C0%7C0%7C639197462709887336%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nC8fkk8kFNNFcBTBSMo2cCTfrXpjnQDPuaPKfr32gQ4%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.avast.com%2Fsig-email%3Futm_medium%3Demail%26utm_source%3Dlink%26utm_campaign%3Dsig-email%26utm_content%3Demailclient&data=05%7C02%7Crpcomments%40apa.ny.gov%7Ca57ab780231c470216d308dee2b47290%7Cf46cb8ea79004d108ceb80e8c1c81ee7%7C0%7C0%7C639197462709917078%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Qp%2BfqiPofGzR7hQRWtPDquivU3Wlw47UhbHnpmXA6OM%3D&reserved=0
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July 15, 2026 
 
Aaron Ziemann 
Adirondack Park Agency 
P.O. Box 99 
Ray Brook, NY 12977 
 
Re. APA 2026-0108, Lyme Timber Co., Mink Pond Road, Colton, Clearcut Application 
 
Dear Mr. Ziemann, 
 
Adirondack Wild is very concerned about the lack of resource surveys, assessments, and 
analysis of the proposed 680-acre seed tree harvest and forest clearcut south of Sevey Corners 
in Colton. The land here forms a portion of a Department of Environmental Conservation Seveys 
Conservation Easement near the ecologically significant Massawepie Lake and Grasse River 
Flow. We are concerned that the proposed intensive harvesting may fail to comply with the 
protective  terms of the Working Forest Conservation Easement.  
 
No Natural Resource Survey: We are surprised that the harvest plan fails to mention or 
incorporate a natural resource survey of the harvest area without which forest managers,  
timber harvesters, state agencies and the public have no baseline understanding of sensitive 
wildlife habitats and ecological communities, and avoidance of significant impacts.  At a 
minimum, the DEC Conservation Easement requires such a survey and resource assessment.   
 
Complex Stream Network: The harvest map shows that a complex network of headwater 
streams and associated wetlands flow from the harvest site into the Grasse River Flow and the 
South Branch Grasse River. The density of the low-elevation, meandering stream/wetland 
network demands careful resource surveys in advance of harvest layouts. Yet, the harvest plan 
merely mentions the stream network, stating only that “culverts, skid bridges and corduroy will 
be used appropriately at stream crossings following BMPs.”  
 
Vulnerable wildlife habitats: These include potential spruce grouse habitats,  overwintering 
deer habitats, and vernal pools as well as riparian corridors within which may exist low-
elevation boreal wetlands. All these and more may be impacted by the clearcut. The harvest 
plan fails to specify and map the location and extent of any no-cut buffers needed to protect 
these habitats and wetland features feeding the Grasse River Flow.  
 

APA Project 2026-0108->Comment on Lyme Timber Clear-Cut, Colton.pdf
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The harvest plan states that it will leave “the appropriate buffers on wetlands, streams and 
property lines. Intermittent streams and minor wet runs/ wet areas will be flagged in blue…and 
that special care will be taken during the layout process and harvesting along the property line, 
streams, APA wetlands, and riparian zones.”  These assertions beg questions: What are the 
“appropriate buffers”? What constitutes “minor” wet runs/wet areas? What “special care” 
measures will be taken? Why isn’t any of this resource information clearly delineated and 
mapped?  
 
Minimum one-hundred-foot buffers – preferably larger - should surround all wetlands and all 
riparian corridors, permanent and intermittent. To preserve their biotic integrity, identified 
vernal pools should receive 750 ft.no-cut  buffers on all sides. All these features should be 
carefully mapped in the harvest layout and georeferenced for the timber harvesters. 
 
DEC Unit Management Plan Recommends Against Forest Clearcutting: The approved 2019 DEC 
Grasse River Complex Unit Management Plan (UMP), which includes this easement tract, 
recommends that for reasons of wildlife conservation clearcuts should be discouraged and that 
mature softwood cover should remain intact: 
 

“Discourage large clear cuts of mature softwood stands within conservation 
easements, (except in locations where habitat restoration projects for spruce 
grouse are needed or ongoing). Plan softwood timber harvests utilizing small 
strip or block clear cuts with a rotation long enough to ensure interconnected 
portions of mature softwood cover (12+ meters in height) remain intact (50 to 
60% of the mature softwood trees). Encourage private landowners to discuss 
management options for spruce grouse with DEC wildlife staff, to discuss and 
conduct management consistent with the Spruce Grouse Recovery Plan”  
(2019 DEC Grasse River UMP, page 70).   

 
Significant Natural Communities: The harvest plan denotes  the presence of significant state 
Natural Heritage Program communities described as “Sedge Meadow , Unconfined River, Shrub 
Swamp,” and casually notes that “harvesting will not impact the Natural Communities present.” 
Without mapping these important natural communities and describing how harvesting will not 
impact them, the note lacks substance, highly inappropriate for lands protected by the 
Conservation Easement and covered by FSC/SFI certification.  
 
This tract was recommended to be included within a public-private, 185,000-acre boreal 
heritage reserve in order to protect the Park’s low-elevation boreal ecosystems (20:20 Vision, 
Fulfilling the Promise of the Adirondack Park, Biological Diversity: Saving All the Pieces, 1988, by 
the Adirondack Council). An extensive clearcut like the one proposed completely fails to 
consider the significance of this tract in the context of the Park’s rare, low-elevation boreal zone. 
 
Reduced Forest Overstory: The clearcut harvest plan proposes to drastically reduce the forest 
overstory from the current 70-140 square feet of basal area per acre to 10-15 square feet per 
acre, eliminating practically all balsam fir which due to site conditions grow naturally here.  
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While the goals of the clearcut application to “most effectively change the health and vigor of 
the stand” are commendable, without more descriptive explanation in the harvest plan we 
question whether sufficient regeneration will result post-harvest to justify this drastic clearcut. 
Agency staff should expect a more detailed, silvicultural explanation of how and to what extent 
this harvest should be considered a “regenerative timber harvest.”  
 
The harvest plan improperly leaves decisions about what to leave as “reserve trees” up to the 
feller-buncher operating on the site: “seed trees will be marked to leave. Desirable pockets of 
advanced regeneration will be left at the discretion of the buncher operator.” The feller-buncher 
on site should not have discretion to decide what regeneration to leave or what areas are to 
remain uncut. That is a prescription for severe forest mismanagement. Those decisions must be 
the responsibility of the forester in charge based on an approved forest management plan and 
permit. 
 
Forest and Soil Carbon: An extensive clearcut like this, along with proposed scarification of the 
forest soil, can be expected to cause a substantial loss of soil nutrients in the short-term, and 
over the longer-term compromise forest stand carbon sequestration and storage. This does not 
appear as good regenerative forestry. We also note that under the Climate Leadership and 
Community Protection Act, the Agency must consider and account for the carbon impact of its 
permit decisions. 
 
Compliance with Agency Regulations over Clearcutting:  The harvest plan seems devoid of the 
necessary maps to be clearcut and of buffers, wetlands, streams, crossings, and key wildlife 
habitats. The plan’s description of harvest methods appears minimal and insufficient. Contrary 
to the regulations, regeneration of timber does not appear assured. In addition, given the 
extent and diversity of the wetlands, the Agency may need to rate the wetlands and apply 
permit criteria for regulated activity in wetlands under Section 578.10. 
 
Conclusion: For all these reasons, and especially because of the application’s apparent failure to 
conduct and integrate a natural resource survey and to comply with the terms of the 
Conservation Easement, we respectfully ask the Agency staff to recommend project denial 
without prejudice, and to bring this proposal before the full Agency for its review, and to 
schedule a public hearing.  
 
Given its professionalism and teamwork, we are confident that Lyme Timber will, working with 
the APA and DEC, seek to amend this application to satisfy compliance with Agency regulations 
and the Conservation Easement, and to better ensure that resource considerations are carefully 
evaluated and integrated into an approvable forest harvest plan at this sensitive, resource-rich 
location.  
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
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David Gibson 
Managing Partner 
 
Adirondack Wild: Friends of the Forest Preserve 
P.O. Box 9247 
Niskayuna, NY 12309 
www.adirondackwild.org 
518-469-4081 
 
Cc: John Burth, Regulatory Programs 
        Agency Members and Designees 
        Sean Ross, Lyme Timber 
 
      
 
 
 

 

 

http://www.adirondackwild.org/
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