Maine AF Work Group

April 23, 2004
Page 3

TO:  

Ag-Forestry Working Group, MeGHG Plan Development Process

FROM:
Jack Kartez, Facilitator; Tom Peterson, Lead Consultant

DATE:

April 22, 2004

RE:

Practical Needs to Move Forward With Forest Management Options

As you know, the forest management part of the Forest Sector Carbon Mitigation Options is a list that has grown as the group has tried to generate options that are suited to and meaningful for the situation in Maine.  The attached list (the file named “4.16.04 ME Forest Management Options.doc”), which is both in a summary form and a version with longer annotations about design/expected benefits/assumptions needed, has been generated by Tom Peterson.  This list is based on the discussion of the “forest experts group” on March 4, 2004, the second Working Group meeting on March 19, and from input from Working Group member Walter Emrich on industry experience with certain practices, and the short documents with policy options submitted by Sue Jones (on March 19), and by Maine Forest Service/Environment Northeast (shortly thereafter in draft form).  
Some forest management options have also been dropped from this list as a result of your work on March 19 (the notable example being Afforestation—see the Summary of Meeting #2 (3/19) for all details--sent to you in March).  Remember also that there are forest sector options already on the Working Group’s agreed table other than forest management ones; these include (from March 19) Biomass Use (F-2), Wood Products Use (F-3), Reducing Land Conversion of Forests and Forest Wetlands (F-4) and Wood Products Use (F-8).  (Also note that Carbon Offsets Policy is a cross-cutting issue to be dealt with on that basis). 
Where Are We Now and What Does the Working Group Need To Do Next?

As a practical matter, the current list of possible forest management (FM) options must be prioritized to allow a focus on the most promising ones, so that they can be analyzed and scored on the two key measurement aspects (carbon savings and cost-effectiveness of carbon saved).  Remember that there are other forest options to analyze (such as land conservation, for which you made some initial assumptions at the March 19 meeting) as well as the work to finish scoring the agreed Agriculture Sector Option analyses.  Thus some feasible-length and adequately defined working list of forest management options needs to be pinned down for analysis.
Again as a practical matter, we propose that the Working Group aim to identify a half-dozen major options as a matter of rough consensus, for the specific purpose of analysis and review.  Some options may be sensible groupings of more than one in the current extensive list (there are definite overlaps).  We ask that we develop this list in an off-meeting process via emails.
These options would be analyzed in detail for your May 27 review and recommendations, and the other remaining options would be generally characterized at that point.  Any (or none) could be passed on from your May 27 meeting to the Stakeholder Advisory Group in June.  Work still to be done, and qualifications and limitations, would also be communicated up to the Stakeholder Group at that time.
Timeline and Working Group Task

The specification of the forest management options-to-analyze needs to happen before our next meeting (May 27) in sufficient time for Tom to do some analysis of the priority options for your review at that time.  Yes, the timing is going to be challenging.  I must ask that new options not be introduced, and that material for the Working Group’s consideration not be introduced outside the process at this point.  Also as a matter of making pragmatic assumptions and simplifications in order to do analysis, we are (as we began to discuss on March 19) not trying to make dynamic, supply-demand linkages at this point (for example, between the supply of biomass from a particular policy package versus the demand and price influences from another sector, e.g., electricity, wood products, etc.). We would like your ideas about options by the end of this month (April 30) at which time Tom Peterson will try to consolidate into a priority, likely with alternative assumptions to test out for some options based on your input.  This list will be the basis for preparing analyses (scoring) of options for review May 27.

Guidance For Drafting Proposals 

Again, the long list of forest management options developed by forest experts and working group input has been consolidated, summarized and categorized in the attached table (4.16.04 ME Forest Management Options.doc) for reference. We have provided a further summary of these options that focuses on six key questions that characterize the major choices represented in these options, as follows:

· Are we going to increase thinning – very big potential impact if we send significant volumes to biomass energy, smaller potential for wood products

· Are we going to alter rotation age - potentially big impact if we send to biomass energy, lesser with wood products

· Are we going to increase stocking of particular stands - lower potential on per acre basis but could aggregate to a significant level

· Are we going to alter extraction methods - lower potential on a per acre basis given baseline, but high ancillary benefit potential

· Are we going to shift species - medium to large impact depending on time period of analysis and use of biomass

· How are we going to use harvested biomass – big potential, if for energy use and we also treat carbon emissions from biomass combustion as neutral; smaller benefit from wood products.
In order to score individual proposals we will need specific information related to the following variables for each of these general actions:

· Type of action or combination of actions (thinning, rotation age, stocking rates, extraction methods, species shift)

· Forest type to which it will be applied (spruce/fir, maple/beech/birch, etc or all forests)

· Landownership type to which it will be applied (industrial, private nonindustrial, public, or all)

· Levels and timing (percent change from baseline in 2010, 2020 and beyond)

· Type of biomass use (saw timber, particle board, paper, biomass energy, etc.)

A sample proposal (option) might look as follows:

“Increase thinning and density management of spruce fir stands on all forest ownership types in Maine to reduce the fir component and open stands for more aggressive growth by removing biomass above baseline in heavily and/or overstocked stands at a level of ten percent by 2010 and 20 percent by 2020, with 50 percent of removals devoted to biomass electricity generation.”

For guidance, see the USFS FORCARB spreadsheet at www.fs.fed.us/ne/global/pubs/books/epa/states/ME.htm . Note that the numbers in this web posting are outdated, but the structure and categories will be used for our analysis with our newly calibrated data (in process and due to be reported to you soon).

The draft proposals based on this option list will be run through the updated FORCARB model, with potential for sensitivity analysis of different assumptions about key variables, e.g., if we have a range of values on a key assumption.

Conducting this step now (finding a list of forest management options with assumptions to analyze) will allow the Working Group to be able to engage productively on May 27 with some data to respond to.  Again, we also are anticipating reporting on the revised modeling results for the Forest Inventory and Baseline. 

In sum, please do the best you can to identfy the most importat options you think need analysis (using the framework explained above) and some initial assumptions/policy targets you believe appropriate.  Don’t worry about not being able to comprehensively fill in every blank as we will be pooling these responses and it will, likely, produce a very workable list.  

Please direct any technical questions to Tom Peterson (tdp1@mac.com) and any questions about the process to Jack Kartez (jackk@usm.maine.edu). Thank you.
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