Bulk-Tank forests:

I may have invented this term. Farming has been in decline in Vermont since the mid 1800’s. The poorest sheep pastures were abandoned first and grew back to trees which are now over 100 years old. Farming slid down the slopes over the last century to reside in the fertile valley bottoms and best side-hill sites today.  But the last big blow to agriculture was about 1960. 

When the government decided that milk had to be stored in a refrigerated bulk tank before being sold, thousands of small hill-farms gave it up. From 1950-1970, about ½ million acres were abandoned from pasture to grow back to trees. This new forest, dispersed throughout the state, gave us a mix of open land, young forest, and older woods; ideal for deer, grouse, and many other species. Vermont was a destination for hunting this habitat in the ‘60’s and ‘70’s. 

Today, these are 45-65 year old Bulk-Tank forests. They no longer provide the food and cover that wildlife need, and the trees are becoming merchantable and manageable. These are usually excellent soils for tree growth, but are commonly occupied by weeviled white pine, which are crooked, forked and unusable for lumber. Biomass chipping is a good option for removing these low-quality pines and either releasing acceptable stems, or regenerating the site.
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Before picture of a typical Bulk-Tank forest with weeviled white pine and pole-sized hardwoods of acceptable form.  This is an excellent site that was hayfield until about 40 years ago. This is the Fielder lot in Reading Vermont.
Young forest is lacking, state-wide, in Vermont and adjacent areas. There are no more pastures to abandon, and instead of sprouting up to trees, they often sprout up to houses. So we no longer have the great wildlife habitat provided by this component, and the forests are aging. We call this a lack of “age class balance”. Forest regeneration harvests only make up a tiny percent of the area, so this is a significant lack. Young forests made up about 5-8% in the 70’s, and only about 2% today. So we have less than half the food and cover that many wildlife species depend on, and less than half the deer harvest as we had in the 1960’s. Could there be a correlation?
[image: image2.jpg]



The same site after removing pines with a biomass harvest system. Small openings will provide a small portion of needed browse and cover.
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Another Bulk-Tank Forest with almost pure, weeviled pines.  Note the two acceptable trees with orange ribbons. This is Whittemore family land in Weathersfield, and the owners (my age) remember having cattle here when they were kids. They were so glad to see it removed.

[image: image4.jpg]



The same Whittemore lot, showing the hardwood reserved along the wall, with an opening for regeneration in the background. 
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A 65 year old forest with the same problem, accented by an old sugarhouse. Phillips lot in Weathersfield.
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The Phillips lot with pines removed and hardwood retained. The open areas will regrow to a vigorous mix of pine and hardwood and provide both browse and cover. I should go back and get some pictures of the ‘green stage’ on these same lots…
