
Maine Department of Environmental Protection

Maine Greenhouse Gas Action Plan Development Process

4th  Agriculture-Forestry Working Group Meeting, July 29,  2004

Natural Resources Council of Maine Offices, Augusta

Lead Facilitator: Dr. Jack Kartez, Muskie School of Public Service-USM

Lead Technical Consultant: Tom Peterson, Penn State University


Agriculture-Forestry Working Group: Meeting Summary #4
20 people attended this meeting that began at 9:00 a.m. and concluded at 4:30 p.m.  Eight of the 

fifteen Working Group members were present.  

I.  Materials Distributed and Presented
Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda for Ag&Forestry WG Meeting #4 7-29-04
b. Forestry Section of Working Group Technical Document, “Forestry Greenhouse Gas Reduction Options,” Jul29, 2004” with cover memo from Tom Peterson

c. “Maine Forestry Carbon Calculator,” prepared by Tom Peterson
d. “Biomass and Carbon Neutrality: Issues and Concerns for Stakeholder Discussion,”   

              memo from DEP Commissioner Dawn Gallagher
e. Graph of “Typical CO2 Emission Rates in New England” (for selected power generation fuel sources) to accompany “Biomass & Carbon Neutrality Memo.”

f.  Graph of “Transition of Power Plant Fleet to Cleaner Fuels” (comparing biomass to other plant fuel sources on 3 emissions) to accompany “Biomass & Carbon Neutrality Memo.”
g. “Reducing Emissions and Enhancing Carbon Uptake From Maine Forests: Forest Management Options” (comments on forest management GHG mitigation options under review by the AFTWG), a memo provided by TWG member Sue Jones on behalf of Natural Resources Council of Maine and The Nature Conservancy.     


At the Meeting:

a. Memo from Reid Miner, NCASI (Research Triangle Park, NC), to Mike Barden, MPPC, submitted by TWG member John Williams.
b. 
c. “Comments on DEP Biomass and Carbon Neutrality Memo,” Memo submitted by SAG member Dave Wilby, Independent Energy Producers of Maine.
The above documents will be accessible on the Maine GHG project website when they are distributed for post-meeting review: http://maineghg.raabassociates.org/events.asp. 
II. Welcome, Agenda Overview

Facilitator Kartez reviewed the agenda, the decisions to be made by the Working Group about recommendations of  remaining forest sector mitigation options, and the special request by Commissioner Gallagher to review and comment on the memo distributed before the meeting entitled “Biomass and Carbon Neutrality.”  Working Group ground rules were briefly reviewed.  Tom Peterson was then asked to review the document “Maine Forest Carbon Calculator” before beginning review of the remaining six forest sector options.

III.  Maine Forest Carbon Calculator
Consultant Peterson explained that the calculator summarizes in brief form all of the major assumptions and components of the forest Carbon system as analyzed for each of the 
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forest mitigation options and is a tool for talking about and understanding the modeling process.  The group discussed and expressed support for the basic analytical approach of aiming for as full an accounting system as possible, which is the approach taken throughout this TWG’s work.  Specific aspects of the calculations discussed included the following:  
· It was noted (as discussed in earlier meetings) that this approach is based on 

                 consumption, not production;

· Peterson noted where estimates are conservative, particularly regarding the percent 

                 (%) of harvest which goes to mill wood waste, and to harvest residue (i.e. more  

                 biomass is probably recovered and used at present but there are no recent 

                 published estimates).
· Peterson will have to check on whether transport costs are included in the costs

                 (benefits) of fossil fuels displaced by biomass;
· The full-cycle grow-back time horizon has been adjusted to 58.2 years, the 

                 weighted average Maine stand age, which assumes no disturbance other than 

                 current time-related risks and assumes same net forest acres under growth.
· Thinning and harvest forest management options assume minimal disturbance to 
                 the forest floor.
· GHG savings are levelized over the time horizon because forestry actions are 

                 different than mitigation actions in other sectors in that they occur over multiple  

                 years. The 7.5 year average grow-back is an example of this and is a simplifying 
                 assumption for estimating Carbon impacts for the 15-year period to the 2020 

                 target.
· Another simplifying assumption is that CO2e reductions are not discounted.
· The term “forest sequestration” may need to be clarified in some contexts. 

                 Peterson noted it means photosynthesis-driven growth here.
· Current modeling assumes (and coefficients also indicate) that soil Carbon 

                 remains relatively stable for forest management activities on same species.
· It was noted that forest management actions imply expansion or contraction of 
                 Markets, but that the modeling is not an analysis or simulation of the market side.
·  Drs. Battle and Fernandez would like an off-line discussion with Peterson about 
                 the interaction between forest sequestration, stand mortality and forest floor/CWD  

                 decay.
IV.  Review and Recommendations on Remaining Forest Sector Mitigation Options
The technical working group (TWG) recommended five of the six remaining forest sector options for inclusion in the state plan along with the options (2) recommended on May 27. There was one dissenting member on one of those five options, and no consensus to recommend on the sixth option—as described in m ore detail below.

1. AF 5.2a Forest Management: Early Commercial Thinning
Don Mansius explained that the purpose of this mitigation technique is to get into stands to thin less desirable trees and accelerate remaining growth. Tom Peterson explained that the option GHG savings scenario is currently based on a thin of 8 cords/acre but increased to 80,000 acres/year.  It was clarified that this is commercially marketable thinning, as distinct from pre-commercial thinning.  Peterson noted that lines for mortality and soil emissions need to be added in the calculations table of this and other forest options.

A number of issues were discussed which apply to all of the forest management options:  Industrial and small woodlot owner-representatives both expressed a strong concern that options such as ECT be voluntary and the result of encouraging landowner action when commercially viable, not a mandate. NRCM expressed concern with impacts of this practice on biodiversity in the forest, and with the question of whether or not Carbon sequestration benefits will be realized “on the ground.”  Environment Northeast noted that mitigation strategy in the forest sector arena (the options) are less mature than GHG strategy in other sectors, with limited cost data.  The Maine Forest Products Council (guest) noted that there is mixed data on the commercial and silvicultural benefits of ECT as a practice. 

The process by which the TWG reached closure on this option is explained in detail here because it then applied to considerations for remaining forest management-related options. First, initial consideration of the ECT option resulted in consensus to recommend its inclusion in a state plan, with one exception:  NRCM could not support this option due to concerns about four issues: a. The option needs further study to determine its likelihood of realizing the modeled Carbon benefits; b. Biodiversity impacts; c. The need for more specification of which kinds of sites/ownerships this option will apply to (site specification); and d. Further examination of whether such an option should be mandatory, voluntary or based on some mixed approach.  The Maine Pulp and Paper Council, and industrial and small woodlot ownership representatives, also expressed concern about issue d. and about issue c. in terms of avoiding “one-size-fits-all” mandates that are not practically feasible.  

Kate Demspey, The Nature Conservancy, proposed that the TNC would support the remaining four forest management options including ECT, if there was explicit guidance in each of the options about the following three issues, stating that the option “should be encouraged if”:   
1. There is a Carbon benefit gained over the long-term in actual on-ground implementation;

2. There is no adverse impact on biodiversity and sustainability;
3. There is ongoing research and adaptive management conducted to determine the appropriate site specifications and realized Carbon benefits of the mitigation technique.
The TWG was supportive of this approach but some members wished the issue of economic feasibility for landowners to be addressed as well.  As a result, a fourth guidance statement was added: 

4. The mitigation technique is economically feasible for forest landowners.
It was agreed this language would be added as a guidance in each option in the AFTWG technical document that reports the mitigation strategies to DEP and that this would be in addition to the general “preamble” principles that have been previously included in the  Agriculture and Forestry Mitigation Options Document as discussed at the June 30, 2004 SAG meeting.
2. AF5.2b Forest Management: More Regular/Light Harvest 
Peterson explained that the objective of this option is to capture 50% of the biomass that would otherwise die, and produce emissions from decay.  He noted the similar pattern of modeled C benefits, with no net gain at 2020 and a “break-even” around 25 years out (i.e. 2030).  He further noted that C benefits will go up when stand mortality and forest floor components are added in as noted earlier.  M. Carey asked why 50% was chosen: Peterson replied it is a policy assumption given by TWG members. MFS commented that this option is aimed at removal of trees that are losing growth precedence anyway, but not standing dead or fallen trees, and that effects on biodiversity should be small for that reason and given the limited scale of removal.  Concern was expressed by industrial and small woodlot owners about avoiding the promotion of undesirable species (i.e. Beech) after harvests. There was consensus to include this option in the plan recommendations to DEP subject to the four-point guidance noted earlier.
3. AF5.2e Forest Management: Active Management to Increase Softwoods
There were comments that the C benefits of this option are comparatively small, but other commented that these are still large benefits compared to options from other sectors and all contributions of Carbon savings are needed to meet the state strategy targets.  Dr. Fernandez would like further investigation to clarify the extent of differences between softwood versus hardwood soil Carbon cycling.  Peterson will add language to option clarifying that it applies to native softwood sites and that the option should be updated as further research clarifies its effects. There was consensus to include this option in the plan recommendations to DEP subject to the four-point guidance noted earlier.

4.  AF5.2f Forest Management: Increase Harvest Rotation Lengths (NOT RECOMMENDED)
Peterson explained that this option was proposed last in the process and a first analysis had just been completed.  Short term analysis of this option is awkward because is obscures that there is Carbon benefit from sending trees to market.  The option simply puts harvest on hold for, in this case, ten years of deferred on the specified number of acres.  The analysis does not account for the opportunity cost, time-value of money or the actual forest risks from deferred harvests (e.g. possible damage losses).   There was discussion of whether 8 cords/acre is the right assumption for deferred harvest.  A new trial was proposed based on recent harvest records of approximately 6 million cords on 550,000 acres, which suggests at least 12 cords/acre or perhaps 16 cords/acre maximum.  Industry representatives raised strong concerns about contracting the timber supply by 20% when mills are short on supply now.  NRCM pointed out that options with verifiable Carbon benefits can (theoretically) be paid for in the future, but industry representatives felt they could not be paid enough and that this option is a non-starter.  A number of analytical questions were unclear, particularly why long-term Carbon savings are negative and the needs for compensating management strategies such as clearcuts and plantations to make this option commercially viable.  The TWG agreed that this option was not ready for recommendation for the state plan given these questions; some members felt that the strategy of increasing the average age of the forest inventory in Maine needs further investigation as to its net greenhouse gas benefits, while others felt the option was unacceptable given the shortfall in current timber supply and other issues.

5. AF5.5 Increased Use of Wood Products 
The TWG directed Peterson to clarify the description of this option and in particular to clarify that the Carbon savings associated with the option are already counted in the forest management and land management/conservation analyses—so that double-counting should be avoided. The actual policy to implement increased wood products use needs to be developed (but this is true of other options) and Melissa Carey again raised the issue of leakage across state lines.  The TWG agreed to add a statement to the Key Uncertainties noting that actual Carbon benefits need to be further identified given the difficulties of measurement of displacement, leakage and supply and demand effects.  There was consensus to recommend this option.
6. AF6.1 Biomass Electricity Feedstocks
The TWG agreed to review this option briefly, discuss the Commissioner’s memo on Biomass and Carbon Neutrality, and then make decisions about the option. 

Considerations and caveats for this option are similar to those for AF 5.5:  The Carbon benefits modeled are a result of outputs from other forest/land management options and should not be double-counted and; No dynamic or market-side (demand-side) modeling is being done.  Peterson noted that the current scenario for biomass feedstocks benefits are conservative as to the supply of biomass that could be recovered.  There was consensus of the TWG to include the basic option.  The TWG directed Peterson to include a statement in this option that sustainability issues including soil protection and biodiversity need to be evaluated with respect to this option, but the TWG offers no consensus on specific methods or definitions for sustainability.
Discussion of Biomass and Carbon Neutrality.

John Williams (Me Pulp and Paper Council) and Dave Wilby (Independent Energy Producers) submitted written memos with comments.  Each summarized the main points.  Williams summarized the memo from Reid Miner at NCASI, which argues that biomass should be counted as Carbon-neutral because it is not a one-way process over the long-term like fossil fuels.  Forest certification should not be tied to Carbon neutrality because biomass is already neutral in the aggregate.  Williams pointed out that a forest can have poor management but the biomass is still neutral.  Dave Wilby said the NCASI input was consistent with his memo, but his covers some additional issues.  The issue of Carbon trading credits is important but the current process is not the one designed to deal with it.  Mike Stoddard asked if Wilby’s memo disagreed with the DEP memo on the posited increase in green biomass.  Wilby said there is a question about whether that is correct. Dr. Mark Battle argued that while biomass is importantly as a CO2 displacement option, it must be accounted for.  Transport costs play a role and it is easy to define biomass as neutral but in reality there is a significant time lag in benefits.  Sue Jones of NRCM generally supported the DEP memo’s points but raised two issues about on-the-ground implementation.  First, biomass-fired power should not be labeled as neutral unless it comes from sustainably-managed forests.  Second,  a major issue for NRCM is how biomass/cogeneration plants in Maine are currently being managed. She read from a data summary reporting the use of auto carpet waste, diesel and waste oils, railroad ties and other non-forest-biomass fuels at current plants in Maine.  John Williams agreed that these fuels should be counted as emissions but not wood biomass.  There was a discussion of labeling schemes to address the question of how much of the fuel supply should be considered neutral biomass at each plant and Connecticut’s Class 1 RPS standard was noted, which requires “biomass harvested in a sustainable manner.”  Kevin MacDonald, DEP TWG member, argued that neutrality is only meaningful in the context of an accounting system and that DEP’s review of UN and EPA guidances show that both predicate neutrality based on notions of sustainability in the supply sources.  He also noted that some Maine facilities have permits to burn demolition debris.  Melissa Carey noted that IPCC guidance on neutrality may be misconstrued—it is based on an accounting analysis like that which has been constructed for the forest sector analysis in this planning process.  Biomass is only neutral for the energy sector, but the emissions still have to be counted elsewhere.  Patrick Strauch (Forest Products Council) said they favor certification but many large landowners are not certified because of a concern with keeping voluntary programs.  Dave Wilby pointed out that the CT Class 1 RPS standard says sustainable,  not certified.  Mike Stoddard pointed out that it is a headache to track full accounting for Carbon, but ENE has reservations about using the wrong tool—declaring Carbon neutrality—when we now know there are many variables involved.  No other state assumes zero emissions from biomass.  Finally, Don Mansius pointed out that biomass feedstocks are in competition with other uses of that material in the forest system related to biodiversity, soil protection, etc.
In general, the TWG agreed that an accounting system for forest Carbon is necessary as the basis for informed policy and that the full-life-cycle accounting approach should be the goal as in the process they have just completed in the working group.  There was no consensus on declaring biomass for power generation feedstocks as Carbon neutral, nor for the idea of using specific certification programs.  There was common interest in  identifying what the current fuel supplies of cogeneration and biomass-fired plants actually are in Maine.  There was also common interest in sustainable forest management as a guideline for any future policy, although this was a very generalized idea and not tied to any specific standard or policy (either existing or future).
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