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Forests of Idaho

How those forests are changing

Policy context

3 THINGS I WANT TO ADDRESS

But first, one quick thing on the title.
• Storing can be PASSIVE (there is carbon in a tree)
• or ACTIVE (when a tree grows it adds carbon into the tree)

I will focus on the ACTIVE context (which is the only one that matters)



FORESTS OF THE UNITED STATES

Owner Million 
Acres Percentage

BLM 31 5%
Ofederal 19 3%
Private 427 64%
State 57 8%
USFS 135 20%
Total 670



FORESTS OF IDAHO

Owner Million 
Acres Percentage

BLM 31 5%
Ofederal 19 3%
Private 427 64%
State 57 8%
USFS 135 20%
Total 670

Owner Million 
Acres Percentage

BLM 0.9 4%
Ofederal 0.1 0%
Private 2.9 14%
State 1.2 6%
USFS 15.9 76%
Total 21

Idaho United States



FORESTS OF THE UNITED STATES

Site 
Class

Million 
Acres Percentage

1 2 0%
2 17 3%
3 50 7%
4 109 16%
5 190 28%
6 160 24%
7 140 21%

Total 670



FORESTS OF IDAHO

Site 
Class

Million 
Acres Percentage

1 2 0%
2 17 3%
3 50 7%
4 109 16%
5 190 28%
6 160 24%
7 140 21%

Total 670

Site 
Class

Million 
Acres Percentage

1 0.01 0%
2 0.26 1%
3 1.64 8%
4 3.99 19%
5 6.50 31%
6 7.29 35%
7 1.31 6%

Total 21.01

Idaho United States



US POLICY CONTEXT – WHAT WE SUBMIT TO THE UNFCCC AS REQUIRED UNDER THE PARIS AGREEMENT

Forests reduced gross US 
emissions 12.6% in 2020



IDAHO CONTEXT – WHAT WE CONTRIBUTE FROM OUR FORESTS TO THAT EFFORT

Walters, Brian F.; Domke, Grant M.; Greenfield, Eric J.; Smith, James E.; Ogle, Stephen M. 2023. Greenhouse gas emissions and removals from forest land, woodlands, and urban trees in 
the United States, 1990-2021: Estimates and quantitative uncertainty for individual states, regional ownership groups, and National Forest System regions. Fort Collins, CO: Forest Service 
Research Data Archive. https://doi.org/10.2737/RDS-2023-0020

State Carbon Pools 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2021

US Total Forest Ecosystem -698.4 -691.1 -665.6 -608.9 -629.0 -547.9 -611.6 -593.3
US Aboveground Biomass -499.1 -485.0 -468.7 -443.8 -440.8 -425.8 -419.0 -409.0
US Belowground Biomass -101.8 -98.6 -95.1 -89.7 -88.6 -85.2 -83.2 -81.1
US Dead Wood -100.8 -101.8 -101.1 -97.9 -101.2 -97.2 -102.3 -101.1
US Litter 0.8 -7.8 -1.9 22.4 2.6 58.0 -1.8 1.9
US Soil (Mineral) 3.2 2.7 1.8 0.4 -0.9 0.9 -5.5 -4.0
US Soil (Organic) -0.8 -0.7 -0.6 -0.4 -0.2 1.5 0.1 0.1
US Drained Organic Soil 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8

Idaho Total Forest Ecosystem 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.9 4.0
Idaho Aboveground Biomass 7.3 7.3 7.2 7.1 6.8 6.5 6.2 6.2
Idaho Belowground Biomass 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.4
Idaho Dead Wood -6.5 -6.4 -6.2 -6.0 -5.7 -5.3 -4.3 -4.1
Idaho Litter 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.8
Idaho Soil (Mineral) -0.3 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.3 -0.3
Idaho Soil (Organic) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

------------------------------------------ MMT CO2 Eq. ------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ MMT CO2 Eq. ------------------------------------------

1. This is a flux (so it is a 
change in carbon 
stocks)

2. It is CO2 so a negative 
means CO2 coming 
out of the atmosphere 
into terrestrial 
accounts (like trees)

3. Idaho’s forests are a 
positive meaning a 
net emitted into the 
atmosphere

4. The negative in dead 
wood indicates a 
build-up of fuel



BEYOND FEDERAL POLICY – HOW MIGHT THIS AFFECT SPECIFIC IDAHO INDUSTRIES

 If  you use Idaho 
lumber in your building 
you must include a 
negative (bad) carbon 
balance



IDAHO’S TIMBER HARVEST



IDAHO’S TIMBER HARVEST
• Isolating the USFS component of total Idaho harvest

• >85% drop in harvest in the 1990’s

Idaho Timber Harvest by Ownership, 1990-2019



IDAHO WILDFIRE



IDAHO CONTEXT AND FIRE – FIRE WITHIN THOSE VALUES

Walters, Brian F.; Domke, Grant M.; Greenfield, Eric J.; Smith, James E.; Ogle, Stephen M. 2023. Greenhouse gas emissions and removals from forest land, woodlands, and urban trees in 
the United States, 1990-2021: Estimates and quantitative uncertainty for individual states, regional ownership groups, and National Forest System regions. Fort Collins, CO: Forest Service 
Research Data Archive. https://doi.org/10.2737/RDS-2023-0020

1. We have contributed 
up to 1/3rd of the 
forest fire emission in 
the continental US

2. It is not just CO2 that 
matters. There are 
also methane and 
nitrous oxide 
emissions.

3. And – health, quality-
of-life, ecological, and 
economic issues that 
shouldn’t be 
overlooked

Region Metric 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2021

Idaho Area burned 3.0                  0.3           265.5       57.6         4.5           123.5       45.0          86.3          
US Area burned 131.1             107.0       793.2       375.1       333.3       884.7       1,471.7    1,646.4    

ID % of Continental US 2% 0% 33% 15% 1% 14% 3% 5%

Not Just a CO2 issue
Idaho CH4 - Methane 0.03 0 2.51 0.58 0.04 1.29 0.44 0.84
Idaho CO2 - Carbon Dioxide 0.32 0.03 29.94 6.79 0.47 15.03 5.3 9.95
Idaho N2O - Nitrous oxide 0.01 0 1.32 0.3 0.02 0.66 0.23 0.44
US CH4 - Methane 3.24 0.54 7.71 10.91 1.97 16.62 14.96 15.5
US CO2 - Carbon Dioxide 52.18 9.75 104.74 168.38 33.12 239.86 182.8 202.57
US N2O - Nitrous oxide 2.29 0.42 4.6 7.42 1.44 10.55 8.04 8.89

------------------------------------------ MMT CO2 Eq. ------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------ MMT CO2 Eq. ------------------------------------------



PAG UPDATE
COUNTY-LEVEL REPORTING

https://www.uidaho.edu/cnr/policy-analysis-group/research/state-reports



• The carbon/climate context for Idaho is very similar to the old growth context 

• These last three slides are from another recent presentation on old growth 
and idaho 

BONUS SLIDES



THE SAME ISSUES AFFECT OLD GROWTH

The one thing that we do know 
for certain is that there will be 

change



The issue is unfortunately a lot more political than ecological

WHAT’S AT STAKE?

This is being sold as the “gateway” to 
either logging it all or locking it all up.

The reality is that we have altered both 
the initial conditions (e.g. fire 
suppression) and the future conditions 
(e.g. climate) and the idea that we just 
sit back and monitor our way out of it 
doesn’t seem like a great option



I think a more localized context is important (hence the focus on Idaho)
• While also looking across all ownerships

1. You gather information
2. You evaluate how that will change over time

• And with different interventions
3. You assess what your desired outcomes are

• How much and what do we want these forests to look like in the future
4. You determine silvicultural pathways that can achieve that goal
5. And then you act

WHAT’S NEXT?



Greg Latta
Director – Policy Analysis Group
University of Idaho
glatta@uidaho.edu; 541.619.9212

e-newsletter and reports 
http://www.uidaho.edu/cnr/pag
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