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Ag-For Working Group Meeting #2:  Meeting Summary

15 people attended this meeting that began at 9:00 am and concluded at 3:30 pm.  Seven of the 

fifteen voting members were present.

I.  Materials Distributed and Presented

Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda for Ag&Forestry WG 3-19-04

b. Agriculture and Forestry Mitigation Options,Update for 3-19-04 (Word Document—in PDF format) 

c. Agriculture and Forestry Options, Update for 3-19-04 (Powerpoint Presentation—in PDF format)

At the Meeting:

1. NRI-Natural Resource Inventory (USDA) Maine Land Cover Change Table, 1982-97 (1p.)

2. EPA State & Local Climate Change “Fertilizer Management” Fact Sheet (2pp. PDF document)

3. (Handed out by Sue Jones: “Growing Carbon: Carbon sequestration practices yield economic and environmental benefits” ( 1p. MS Word document)

4. (Handed out by Melissa Carey: “A Bridge to Climate Protection: Slowing Global Warming by Marketing Carbon Stored in Farms and Forests.” (20 pp. PDF document) 

All the documents and presentations can be accessed on the Maine GHG project website: http://maineghg.raabassociates.org/events.asp.  

II. Welcome, Updates, Agenda Overview

Facilitator Kartez opened the meeting with introductions and a summary of comments on the summary of Working Group meeting #1 (1-29-04).  It was noted that WG member David Bell’s questions about fertilizer management versus organic farming options would be addressed in discussing the Agriculture Sector options.  Regarding introductions of those present, Melissa Carey will serve as the alternate for Sue Jones of NRCM on this Working Group as Ms. Jones has been serving on all four Working Groups; Mike Karagiannes served as the alternate DEP member of the Working Group in Kevin MacDonald’s absence.  
*****  It was announced that DEP has set Friday May 7 as the date of the third Ag-
            Forestry Working Group meeting. *****
Kartez explained that the meeting would consider progress on the agriculture sector inventory and baselines and mitigation options first, and then turn to the same for the forest sector, and that technical work to date would allow for some decisions to be made by the Working Group on final assumptions for the agriculture inventory and baseline and for the agriculture mitigation options to be scored.  

Tom Peterson, Lead Consultant, explained that the Working Group would first review the best available data found for land use/cover change, which has implications for refinement of the agriculture and forest baseline assumptions.  Tom stated that his goal for this meeting is to get a clear idea of what calculations he will need to make for scoring purposes. 

III.   USDA Natural Resource Inventory (NRI) Land Use Change Data 

Tom Peterson handed out a large table showing NRI data for 1982-97 land cover change in Maine.   This are the only clear land cover change data showing transitions from one category to others for the state as a whole, and could be used as the basis for a “reasonable” straight-line extrapolation of land use change from forest and agriculture to urban use for the period 2005—2020.  The State Planning Office (SPO) reported no other data sources available. He explained that the EPA State Inventory Tool, which has been the general basis for all of the initial analyses in all sectors, has not used data like those in the NRI. Tom also pointed out that the NRI data shows land cover change–not ownership change.  If ownership change were included the conversion of Ag and Forestry land to urban land would probably be about 2 times as high, reflecting the development of residential lots in rural areas. 

Russell Libby noted that the cropland data in the NRI is more reasonable than what has been initially used in the Inventory Tool (which counted only 36,000 of the 150,000 acres of cropland in Maine).  Russell asked if other states have used the NRI data in their GHG processes.  Tom said that most states use the inventory tool and that NRI data has not been well explored for use in GHG modeling.  Dan Sosland asked if these issues are being addressed in the refinement of the FORCARB estimates for the forest sector: Yes, the FORCARB modeling has previously assumed that land transitioning from forest to urban or other categories has C storage go to zero, which is not accurate.  Tom pointed out that the NRI shows that forest land is the predominant land cover type in Maine, suggesting that relatively small changes in forest management may have the potential to make significant impacts on carbon sequestration. The NRI data provide a basis for making broad but reasonable assumptions to improve accuracy in the model.  The 2002 NRI numbers have been completed but not published however they will be available from NRCS and will be used for this modeling. 

Another issue is how non-forested wetlands are counted, as they are not currently in the FORCARB estimates.  The SPO reported that the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data are the best available for Maine and Tom will work with Jim Smith of the US Forest Service on using both NRI and NWI to attempt to make some better assumptions in the FORCARB model about wetlands  as a component.  

IV. Agriculture Inventory and Baselines (2010 and 2020)

Peterson began with displaying the Ag Baselines (two slides in powerpoint file) and explained that these lines which show a slight rate of decline are extrapolations, and that assumptions could be made to force them flat as that may be more realistic.  Dr. Ivan Fernandez and Russell Libby both commented that downward slopes for all if the subaccounts that make up the Ag baselines would be inaccurate.  Melissa Carey asked how soil C is calculated, and where the stored C is accounted for.  A discussion took place, much as in previous presentations and meetings, concerning the difference between stocks (sinks) and fluxes, and the reminder that the baselines (forecasts) in each sector in the Me GHG Initiative Process are based on the annual flux estimated, not the sink.  Peterson also pointed out that the EPA State Inventory Tool uses default values for soil C based on crop type and fertilizer use values, but estimates annual flux, not soil C in storage.  Russell Libby discussed the need to make reasonable assumptions about how cropland will change in Aroostook County (stable) versus the urbanizing southern area of the state (more change) and to distinguish between likely land use conversion on cultivated cropland versus noncultivated, also noting that the total acres in cropland has increased in the 1982-1997 NRI dataset.  Thus it is unrealistic to extrapolate cultivated cropland as declining (a negative C flux), but that other components—noncultivated cropland and the livestock inventory—are in fact declining (by 30,000 acres in 15 years for noncultivated cropland and by 1% of animal units/year for livestock for 10 years, but with flat egg production).  It was clarified for Melissa Carey that Maine has no significant broiler industry like southern states.  Thus a consensus was reached on refinements for the Ag baseline forecasts, to hold cultivated cropland flat at 150,000 acres but extrapolate the slight declines in the other components (noncultivated cropland and animal units).  TO DO:  Peterson will check how soil C is handled in the EPA State Inventory Tool and whether it is only calculating N20 flux, and Melissa Carey will report ASAP on any other sources of soil C data tied directly to Maine conditions.

V . Agriculture Sector Mitigation Options

Eight (8) options for this sector have previously been identified and have been further evaluated by the consultant.  Each was reviewed for its priority for retention and numerical scoring for GHG savings and cost-characterization.  In discussing the options, Dan Sosland raised the question of whether uniform criteria are being used to decide on which options to retain.  Noting that the whole Ag sector has small numerical impact on the state aggregate numbers and acknowledging the use of ancillary benefits to justify some options, he urged that these decisions be made clear so that they will “pass scrutiny” of the Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG).  Tom Peterson pointed out that Agland Preservation (option A6) by far has the largest potential GHG benefits of the Ag options, but that others can have general estimates made of their benefits if retained—the issue for both the Ag and Forestry options being how much analysis time is available to conduct the needed analyses of benefits and cost effectiveness for the options.

A1—Ag Biomass FeedStocks for Electricity:  This option was dropped by the Working Group as it has low potential for use in Maine.

A2—Biodiesel And/or Ethanol for Farm Equipment.  This option was retained for biodiesel only (dropping ethanol) with acknowledgment that the magnitude of potential is limited.  TO DO: After discussion by Chuck Kraske and Ivan Fernandez, Peterson was directed to check on demand potential with the Transportation Working Group (to inform the supply side analysis in this sector).  Russell Libby will assist Peterson with the estimate.

A3—Nutrient Management—Organic and Synthetic.  Potential GHG savings are small here (mostly related to potato cropping—an initial estimate is a tiny 1800 tons/year of CO2 equivalents based on shifting one-third (about 40 lbs./acre/year) of current N-fertilizer application).  Libby suggested that Maine is already doing about as much as is currently economically feasible on this option. This option will be kept with a calculation based on potato acreage.

A4—Conservation Tillage/No-Till.  No-till practice has low potential due to the selection of crops in Maine and was dropped  by the Working Group.  Conservation till also has low potential but the working group elected to combine it with option A5.  TO DO: As a follow-up task, Ivan Fernandez will redraft option A5 to include conservation till and communicate this to Tom and Jack..  

A5—Increase Cover Crops And/or Rotation of High Organic Matter Crops.  Peterson noted that NRCS data suggest potential for 150,000 ac. to be rotated to higher-N crops, but the actual numerical GHG savings will be small.  Libby argued for the potential of changes on potato acreages, which will have agronomic benefits as well by renewing soils that have low organic content.  Peterson asked for help with making assumptions for a general calculation and Libby proposed using the 100,000 ac of potato cropping as the basis. TO DO: As a follow-up task, Libby and Fernandez also agreed to work further with Tom Peterson on assumptions for this option. 

A6—Agricultural Land Preservation.  A complex discussion of this option resulted in several guidance decisions for calculation.  Peterson started by noting that this is one of the areas where the NRI data present the only ready data source for statewide assumptions about trends, but that judgment needs to be made about whether straight-line extrapolation is appropriate versus some other assumption.  Given perhaps 50,000 acres  of conversion to urban use for the present to baseline 2020 period, a reasonable policy design assumption would be to reduce the rate of conversion by up to one-half, but Libby proposed a more realistic target for York, Cumberland and Androscoggin counties of reducing baseline conversion by ten percent in 2010 and twenty percent in 2020.    The main benefits of this option are savings of travel-demand-related fuel use plus some C storage (sink) benefits of retained acreages.  This option also has a number of significant ancillary benefits (health, fiscal, ecological and environmental quality benefits).  

Among issues raised and discussed, Chuck Kraske asked if conservation (cluster) housing subdivision development can be factored in as having benefits?  Peterson explained that if (avoided) fuel use is the major benefit, then proximity and density of future urban and suburban development are the key policy design issues for option A6.  But if retained Carbon storage is the focus, preventing conversion of (vegetative) cover is the policy design issue; this may also be related to low density development that leads to larger conversions of land cover.  He further clarified that the NRI data actually measure changes in land cover (from remote-sensing sources) so there is not much more potential to increase storage on lands classified in NRI as having shifted to urban use.  Therefore the focus of design for this option is on growth that is proximate to transportation and urban services.  Kate Dempsey argued for incorporating both approaches  to “prevent slippage” with the key goal being “smart development”—this guidance had consensus in the Working Group.  Accordingly, Peterson said in order to reflect both components, the calculations on option A6 will need to make assumptions about the percentage of  50,000 acres in compact growth, the percentage of acres in conservation subdivisions, and the percentage retained from land use conversion above baseline.  (with assumed land cover retention/sink benefits).  Peterson further said he will need more guidance from the Working Group on these acreage assumptions.  Russell Libby and Kate Dempsey are possible sources of guidance.  The Working Group also seemed to agree that option A6 can be reworded as “Slow Conversion of Agricultural Land to Urban/Developed Uses” but there was no specific action on this.

A7—Organic Farming. Peterson noted that acreages are presently small and asked for discussion of what assumptions to use.  Libby proposed that an increase from 20,000 to 30,000 acres by 2010 is very likely under present developments, but the upward trend will flatten after that.  It is possible 70,000 ac. of organic production could happen by 2020 “with an all-out program of research and support,” but not all would be organic-certified.  

A-8—Support Local Farming-Buy Local.  Peterson pointed out this is basically a transport-savings calculation (for GHG benefits) and he will again need to coordinate fuel parameters with Steve Winkelman, consultant for the Transportation and Land Use (TLU) Working Group.  Libby reminded that Maine buys 90% of its food from out-of-state and that one-quarter of the trucks on the Maine Turnpike carry food.  An Iowa study of substituting 10% of the food supply for local products will be examined as a source of guidance on how to estimate GHG benefits.  Peterson asked for Libby’s help with making assumptions about which food types to analyze and Libby pointed out that the “low-hanging fruit” for substitution in Maine are vegetables from California and apples from Washington.  The question was raised about what policy tool(s) would drive this option (e.g. institutional purchasing, incentives for consumer purchasing). Melissa Carey asked how the calculation handles leakages across state lines and Peterson cited the Iowa study noted earlier and explained it is only a displacement study; hence the analysis has to be based on some broad assumptions rather than a dynamic, input-output-accounting method.  

Before leaving the Ag Sector discussion, Peterson requested information from Melissa Carey on soil C mitigation data.  Carey also submitted copies of an Environmental Defense document which she coauthored on market-based approaches to sequestration on farm and forest lands.  

Lunch was started early at 11:45 and the group reconvened at 12:30.

VI . Forest Sector Inventory and Baseline—Updates on Technical Work, Decisions on Data Sources and General Assumptions

Peterson began by recapping the line of work since the December 17, 2003 SAG meeting to refine and calibrate the forest modeling to Maine conditions, noting that the subaccount structure of the FORCARB model was reviewed in detail at the January 29, 2004 Working Group meeting, and that the ad hoc forest experts group held a teleconference for a half-day on March 4 to work on the basis for a new run of FORCARB.  (The summary of that meeting is an attachment to the Ag-Forestry Options Update document and was also handed out in hard copy at today’s meeting). At this point, Jim Smith of the U.S. Forest Service-USDA joined today’s meeting by phone from New Hampshire.  Dr. Smith is the principal researcher for the FORCARB modeling.  

The major subaccounts and time series assumptions of FORCARB were reviewed and Jim Smith updated on prospects for completion in each area.

1/ Tree Biomass:  The revision of FORCARB to use better biomass equations for Maine will only be started in the next few weeks and it is not sure that these revisions will be complete by the next announced Working Group meeting of May 7, 2004.

2/ Forest Floor & Woody Debris:  Smith reported the small forest health dataset (from  FIA) can be incorporated by April.

3/ Soil Account:  This subaccount has major consequences for C accounting, the issues being that C sinks are accounted at the species level in FORCARB, and when land use transitions are modeled (based on species), the loss of soils-sequestered C is total and instantaneous, which is not accurate in Maine.  Melissa Carey asked if harvest practices are taken into account by FORCARB (this has been covered in earlier Working Group discussion).  Smith and Peterson replied it is not.  Don Mansius of DOC recapped the source-of-skew in the model due to Spruce Budworm salvage.  Smith summarized the two modifications to FORCARB underway in this account: to use better Maine data and time series assumptions to remove the bias in the trend, and to create a gradual ramp of transitions in species use in terms of soil C sinks.  Dan Sosland asked if the coefficients will change—Smith replied yes, insofar as the small sample dataset on forest health can be utilized to modify them.  No specific date of completion was given.

4/ Wood Products:  The Working Group did not feel this account needed to be recalibrated for Maine but no other conclusions were reached in the Working Group as to how to handle revisions to this subaccount.  Three-quarters of the WG did not think changes in the coefficients were needed, but questions of import/export (who gets to count credit potentially for either products or waste disposal in landfills) are still unanswered.  Peterson noted this is a parallel issue for biomass.

5/ Land Use Changes:  The issue in this account is that FORCARB drops acres out of C sinks completely on LU conversion (zero storage) which is not accurate.  Like tree species reassignments in the soil account, a transition function is needed that accounts for continued storage.  Smith pointed out that model revision will have to be based on simple assumptions about trees/Carbon retained on transitions unless, other data are found.  Peterson raised possible use of the NRI data (discussed earlier), the issue being that it addresses land cover rather than land use.  Smith pointed out that the FIA data being used now are a combination of land use and land cover, with the result that a clear-cut is still accounted as forest (even though storage is lost) but residential land use (which may have extensive tree cover) is not.  

Peterson proposed the possible use of the American Housing Survey (AHS) data on urbanization trends by-lot-size as a source of assumptions about the proportion of  land use conversion to urban/suburban that is in lots less-than-10-acres, combined with assumptions about the percentage of lot area cleared on  average for the smaller  (< 10 ac.) lots sizes, such as 33% or 50%.  Complex discussion continued on this account:  Fernandez agreed a general assumption about cleared proportion of lots needs to be made.  Kate Dempsey saw fragmentation as an issue because a 10 acre lot created by year X is likely to be 5 2-acre developed lots by a subsequent year Y; road conversion (from dirt to paved) was also raised as an issue.  Russell Libby noted that the 12,800 acres of rural roads conversion in the NRI data for 1982-1997 seemed low.  Peterson noted NRI data may be skewed because the sample plots tend to exclude urbanized areas.  The data probably gives a good picture of what is converted but not of what is already there.  Fernandez and Peterson noted that conversion to residential use is not the only change with consequences, and that the “minor land conversion” category in the NRI data is a concern (what does it mean for GHG impacts?)  TO DO: Check to find out what "minor land conversion" means in NRI.  Dan Sosland asked if the revised FORCARB estimates will be close enough to use for the purpose of scoring GHG benefits of options after these improvements; is there any sense of being “50% there,” for example.  Fernandez judged the proposed changes as “substantive improvements” and Peterson characterized it as “major surgery especially on soil C.”  Mike Karagiannes saw this as putting Maine ahead of the game compared to other states using generalized national data and thus increasing confidence.  No date was given for completion of the land use account revisions but it was generally agreed that some additional modifications to the land use account in FORCARB were warranted contingent on the results of further exploratory analysis as described above.

6/ Time Series Changes:   The accuracy of the 1995 forest (FIA) data was of concern to the Maine Forest Service (DOC) and consultant. Now FORCARB will incorporate more and more recent data to 2002, and the strategy is to use the historical trend from 1982—2002 as the basis for extrapolating the forest baseline.  Don Mansius noted that 80% of the 2002 data is available now.

7/ Wetlands:  The issue here has been that non-forested wetlands are not accounted for in FORCARB, yet C storage in  peat can vary from minimal to very great per unit of area. FORCARB does not need to be altered to address this issue, but these wetlands need to be accounted in an additional component of the analysis.  The Working Group agreed that for Forest Mitigation Option F-5 (Slow Wetlands Conversion) and also as related to F-4 and Ag Option A-6, there is a need to get better/available data on high-Carbon-sink wetlands and to forecast conversion threats and plausible lost storage.  Kate Dempsey and Ivan Fernandez agreed to assist Peterson, drawing on available work/data from TNC and USDA respectively.

8/ Forest Baseline 2020:  The Working Group agreed to send forward an eventual baseline using the revised FORCARB results and related analyses (HARVCARB, supplementary wetlands data, etc.) based on a linear extrapolation of the 1982-2002 trend to 2020.

As a final point of discussion, Melissa Carey asked if market dynamics are to be taken into account in the forecasts.  Peterson replied that dynamic modeling is outside the present scope, as has been noted in previous meetings.  Don Mansius clarified that a long-range forecast of forest types in Maine is available to 2050.

VII . Forest Sector Mitigation Options

1. Opening Discussion

The March 4 forest experts meeting expanded the list of eight (8) forest GHG mitigation options from meeting #1 to fourteen (14) to be reviewed.  Consultant Peterson noted that the first seven (7) options have been tentatively characterized as having the highest potential benefits.  The facilitator and consultant explained that some prioritization of these options is needed because available resources and time will not allow all to be scored; in addition to the prioritization needed in terms of the technical and policy criteria (GHG benefits, cost-effectiveness, ancillary benefits).  

Sue Jones asked to hand out a page on economic and environmental benefits of Carbon sequestration (entitled “Growing Carbon”).   The thrust of this document is to identify four preferred forest GHG mitigation options (two that are in the list of fourteen, two not in the list) and eight non-preferred (all on the list of fourteen).  Prepared by NRCM and Environmental Defense, a national organization, the preferred options identified are ones that are believed to be most suited to an eventual carbon credit offsets program among states in the region or nation or internationally, and most relevant to the criterion of GHG reduction benefit.  Consultant Peterson explained that the Me GHG process is based on using criteria for including mitigation options into a plan, rather than the different criteria that would be used to judge whether an option should be part of a regulatory program like an offset market, for example verifiability. He posed the alternatives of developing a plan that provides a framework or guidance for future development versus a plan that has specific measures tied to an expected system of offset supply and demand curves.  Dan Sosland asked whether there was time and resources in the current process to pursue the second approach; Peterson replied that there is not. 

2. Review of Forest Mitigation Options

F-1 Carbon Offsets Policy Development: There was a discussion of the design of the regional offset registry systems under discussion by the NE Governors, noting among other issues the need to coordinate with the Transportation & Land Use Working Group and a tighter definition of what this option is intended to accomplish within the context of the Maine GHG Initiative. Originally, this option was in the “Cross-Cutting Issues” category and it is not within the scope of the current planning process to design a system.  

TO DO: It was agreed that several WG members would assist Peterson off-meeting to refine the F-1 Carbon Offsets Option statement appropriate to the current process:  D. Sosland, S. Jones, C. Kraske, D. Mansius and M. Carey. 

F-2 Expanded Use of Biomass Electricity Feedstocks:  Peterson noted that this option has multiple benefits but also costs; the potential GHG benefits derive from displacement of fossil fuels use for generation and from biomass collection practices that may maintain or enhance peak sequestration through the forest growth response.  This option is interconnected closely with forest management-related options F-6 and F-7 (restoring softwoods in species mix and shortened rotations) which were added by the March 4 forest experts group. Finally, Peterson noted there are major uncertainties about the biomass option including the resource capacity on the supply side, the question of biomass delivery systems, and the question of market prices and quantity on the demand side.  

A complex discussion ensued, first revolving again around the question raised by Melissa Carey of whether Carbon flux or Carbon storage is being measured in analyzing the baselines and options in the Me GHG process.  Fernandez argued that displacing combustion is always a benefit.  Jones questioned cost-effectiveness and argued that a systems benefit charge for biomass is already needed in the state now.  Dan Sosland argued that biomass cofiring is “not going away” so the WG’s challenge is to decide what forest practices to recommend as “best” to collect biomass.  He also noted that some biomass plants are dirtier than others and linkage with that issue is needed and thus design of this option is important in terms of that issue, in terms of use of the best feedstocks from a both a GHG-reduction and other-environmental standpoint, and in terms of cost-effectiveness.  
Peterson noted that the Electricity and Solid Waste (ESW) Working Group is developing a reference base case to 2020 for generation under business as usual which will probably give a sense of electricity demand and plant capacity.  This will probably be available in two to three weeks. The Ag-Forestry WG needs to coordinate and to weigh in on biomass supply potential.  Peterson will communicate with Jonathan Raab concerning the assumptions to be used by the Tellus Institute in developing the reference generation case.  Finally, Peterson posed that the question the AFWG needs to answer in giving him guidance on this option is the question of whether or not the WG is interested in approaches that inflate biomass capacity (i.e., raises the forecast of biomass supply for 2010 and 2020).  This is (as noted earlier) dependent on the other specific forest management options that are proposed by the WG.  
The analytical strategy that Peterson suggests is to make a macro level estimate of biomass-as-feedstocks potential based on some assumptions about price (informed by the Electricity&SW Working Group) but not to try to make such estimates dependent on a biomass supply curve dependent on specific forest management practices.  The forest management options will be likewise be analyzed for their general potential to yield biomass and their cost.

F-3 Expanded Wood Products Use:  Dan Sosland argued that energy intensity differences for wood materials versus other types are so large (as suggested by the table in the options update document for 3-19-04) that, even given accountability (Ed: accounting, leakage) questions, this option should be included.  Chuck Kraske added that there are many unknowns about markets and out-of-state leakage issues, but that the industry was on the edge of new markets being developed.  Mike Karagiannes reminded the WG that these program design issues need to be flagged with the options, in this case leakage.  Melissa Carey pointed out that leakage is an issue that resulted in part in wood products not being credited in policies proposed under the Kyoto Protocol.  Chuck Kraske argued the state of Maine still needs to diversify the wood products industry for multiple reasons.  M. Carey argued that caution about potential displacement is needed, such as if lowered demand for steel drives its price down to where it is used more extensively in other nations.  

F-4 Reduce Conversion of Forestland to Other Uses

F-5 Reduce Conversion of Wetlands to Other Uses:  These options were discussed in relation to the agriculture land conservation option and remain high priority for analysis and consideration.  It was pointed out that the discussion around Agriculture Option A6, Agricultural Land Preservation, is applicable to Forestry Option F4. In practice these will be bundled for analysis and policy implementation.

F-6 Restore Longer-lived Softwood to Sites That Have Reverted to Hardwoods

F-7 Shorten Spruce Harvest Rotation and Reduce Fir Component:  These two options represent specific forest management options (the previous generic, but too-vague option) which were developed by the March 4 experts group.  Considerable discussion occurred regarding these, starting with F-6, but closure was not reached in part because the meeting was prematurely adjourned due to travel problems for the consultant.

F-6 Restore Longer-lived Softwood to Sites That Have Reverted to Hardwoods:  Don Mansius was not comfortable with the wording of this option because some hardwoods are long-lived.  Peterson asked if the option can be reworded, with the need to make a specific strategy statement that says what will be done, so that it can be numerically estimated for GHG benefits and cost-effectiveness.  A suggestion was made that the option address moving more lands under one of the voluntary good management certification programs.  Don Mansius estimated approximately one-third of forestlands (large and small) are under some 3rd-party certification now but that at least five million acres need better management. Walt Emrich suggested he may have some data on costs of precommercial thinning, but business confidentiality puts some constraints on these data.  Chuck Kraske suggested using the NRCS public data.  A suggested rewording for this option was “Increase the Percentage of Forestland Under Good Management/Best Practices.”  Kate Dempsey asked what Certification programs data are available.  Chuck Kraske suggested analysis of this option could look at the percent of forestlands under certification now and then extrapolate to some level of expanded coverage.  Tom Peterson clarified his needs and assumptions for being able to analyze this option:  a. a list of the best practices, b. data is needed on expected volume response from best practices however they are defined, c. documentation of GHG benefits on Certified lands is needed to make that linkage, d. data on costs associated with implementation of best practices, and e. the Carbon benefit is analyzed to 2020 only, as that is the definition for this process.  It was agreed that an offline work group is needed for this option to answer those questions on data and functional assumptions.  (See description of offline group under option F-7 below).

F-7 Shorten Spruce Harvest Rotation and Reduce Fir Component:  There are similar questions and issues for this option.  Don Mansius pointed out that DOC is supportive of parts of this option as worded (reduced fir component) but not other aspects (shorter rotations).  There are practical issues about how to reduce the fir component without a very different planting regime (a concern echoed by Walter Emrich).  The document handed out by Sue Jones also rewords this option (longer rotations).  One rewording was “”Increase productivity of Spruce Stands.”  Peterson suggested that what is needed here is a set of 2 or 3 proposed specific forest management/best practices options for which calculations can be done on the marginal sequestration rate between now and 2020.An offline group was formed to communicate with Tom by March 23 on suggested recast forest management/practices options and data sources useful to calculations of productivity and costs.  Volunteers for this included Don Mansius, Walt Emrich, Ivan Fernandez and Chuck Kraske, and Kate Dempsey suggested that Bill Stanley of TNC might be able to provide some information on performance.

F-8 Expanded Local Wood Products Use:  Tom Peterson raised the question, what does this option mean?  Is it percent of wood products used in the state or is it percent of local wood products used?  It is the latter.  Peterson explained he needs a baseline case of indigenous wood products use as percent of total wood products use in Maine.  The option has the goal of reducing transport costs and GHG impacts.  It was pointed out that this option was conceived of as focusing on increased state procurement use of in-state products and on education to encourage more local purchasing.  The point was made that it will be difficult to quantify the benefits where the policy is not regulatory in nature.

F-9 through F-14:  No time was left to discuss these options due to the revised schedule for the meeting.  It was reiterated that these options are low-priority at this time and realistically could be included only with an expert judgment only of relative level of GHG-savings and costs.

The meeting concluded at 3:30 p.m.

Attendance List—AFWG, Me GHG Initiative

	Affiliation
	Name
	1/29/04
	3/19/04

	  -MEMBERS
	
	
	

	Maine Farm Bureau Association
	Jon Olson
	X
	

	International Paper
	Chuck Kraske
	X
	X

	The Nature Conservancy
	Kate Dempsey
	X
	X

	MOFGA
	Russell Libby
	X
	X

	Wild Blueberry Commission of Maine
	David Bell
	X
	

	Maine State Legislature
	Rep. Raymond Pineau
	
	

	Environment Northeast
	Dan Sosland
	X
	X

	DEP
	Kevin McDonald
	X
	

	Mainewatch Institute
	Sherry Huber
	
	

	Lincoln Pulp & Paper
	Neil Brackley
	
	

	Maine Potato Board
	Timothy Hobbs
	X
	

	Small Woodlots Owners of Maine
	Judith Merck
	X
	X

	J.D. Irving, Ltd.
	Walter Emrich
	X
	X

	NRCM
	Sue Jones
	X
	

	NRCM (Alternate, But Will Be Member for Mtg #3)
	Melissa Carey
	n/a
	X

	Maine Pulp & Paper Association
	John Williams
	X
	

	   -Facilitators/Technical Consultants
	 
	 
	

	Center for Clean Air Policy/Penn State 
	Tom Peterson
	X
	X

	Muskie School – USM
	Jack Kartez
	X
	X

	Muskie School – USM
	Hugh Coxe
	
	X

	  -DEP Staff
	 
	 
	

	DEP
	Malcolm Burson
	X
	

	DEP
	Mike Karagiannes
	X
	X

	DEP
	Kevin MacDonald
	X
	

	  -Others (Science Panel, Depts.)
	
	
	

	Maine Forest Service
	Donald Mansius
	X
	X

	Maine Forest Service
	Ken Laustsen
	X
	

	Maine Forest Service
	Alec Giffen
	
	

	Maine Forest Service
	David Struble
	
	

	Bowdoin College
	Dr. Mark Battle
	X
	

	University of Maine
	Dr. Ivan Fernandez
	X 
	X

	US Forest Service
	Dr. Jim Smith
	X
	X

	US Forest Service
	Dr. Linda Heath
	
	

	Me Department of Agriculture
	Jonathan Chalmers
	X
	X
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