Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

First Meeting:  Forestry Advisory Committee

Tuesday, October 28th, 2003

Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.



Consultants:  Dr. Gordon Smith, Ecofor, and Dr. Michael Lazarus, Tellus

Meeting #1: Summary

13 people attended the meeting, which began about 1:00pm and ended about 3:40pm.

I.
Documents Distributed and Presented
Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda

b. Table of GHG saving programs and activities, Gordon Smith and Michael Lazarus 
c. Draft Spring Workshop Agenda, Gordon Smith and Michael Lazarus 
At the Meeting:

1. Overview of RIGHG Process, Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates
2. Brown Student Presentation

II.      Introductions and Overview of GHG Process

Janet Keller of RI DEM opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Forestry Advisory Committee.

Jonathan Raab then presented an overview of the RI GHG process to date, including the 52 initiatives identified in Phase I, and the eight priority options chosen in Phase II.

Click here to view the presentation.  

Dr. Raab then explained that the Forestry Advisory Committee was formed to help plan the Forestry Workshop in the spring, and provide feedback to DEM and the consultants as they strive to devise the best policies in the area of Forestry.

III.      Options / Strategies for GHG Reductions in the Forestry Sector

Gordon Smith, the technical consultant from Ecofor, gave a brief overview of the Forestry related options to reduce greenhouse gasses.  Click here to view the presentation.  

Smith then explained the table of GHG emissions savings programs and activities, and 

explained that the goal of the spreadsheet is to allow people to make an informed judgment of what are the highest priority programs to pursue.  Michael Lazarus and Gordon Smith will fill in this spreadsheet over the next few months, in advance of the workshop, to help prioritize options.  To view the table, click here.  

Michael Lazarus encouraged the group not just to think of new sources of funding, but also existing sources of funding, such as management of city trees.  Gordon Smith made clear that he used the term “offsets” as shorthand for emissions reductions or sequestration, not tradable offsets.  The purpose is for Rhode Island to count emissions reductions toward the targets set out in the plan.  

One committee member commented that it’s often a general assumption that when forest is cut, carbon is gone.  But one can make a case that harvesting material increases sequestering ability if the material is used in wood products rather than combusted and the trees are replanted.  Smith replied that it is true that some of the carbon from the harvested trees is stored in products, but it must be clarified who gets to count the offsets: the landowner, wood processor, user of the product, or landfill owner.  Estimating how much carbon is stored in products is done through lifecycle analysis.  

Another member of the group asked if the model in the plan assumed present rate of sequestration.  DEM pointed to option 25 in the plan, and suggested that it was unclear whether Tellus assumed a change in land use in their model.  Even though Rhode Island had a growing land protection program, Michael Lazarus was pretty sure that Charlie Heaps at Tellus implicitly assumed no net change in land use in the baseline, which is different from other sectors.  

A different member of the committee asked, what is an appropriate baseline projection, if you look at all land in the state?  RI DEM Forestry informed the group that they are measuring plots for the Forest Service Forest Inventory Analysis Survey (FIA), which will provide a good approach for determining the standing biomass in Rhode Island relatively soon.  The group felt that the following formula could be used to appropriately measure Carbon Change related to Land Use:

       Carbon, all acres in 2000

+/-  Change in biomass all acres

-     Offsets sold out of state

+    Offsets state bought from out of state

=    Carbon Change related to Land Use

Lazarus added that forests in RI sequestered net 50,000 metric tons of CO2 from 1987-1997.  It was also mentioned that a URI study due in the spring will generate maps of Rhode Island’s forest cover.

The group then moved on to discuss other options to reduce GHG emissions, and add rows to the table of programs and activities.  One committee member said that Providence canopy cover is only 16%, but there is an opportunity to cover up to 32%, mostly by planting trees on private property.  Municipal tree cover goals have been adopted in RI but few towns are taking actions to move toward the goal.  It may be possible to get more towns to take implementing actions.

Another member emphasized the need to educate people so healthy trees don’t get cut.

The group agreed that Tree Care Practices had to be communicated to:

a. Narragansett, which spends $4MM/yr on pruning costs

b. Tree Companies, who ordinary citizens usually rely on for this information

c. Private Citizens

For Rural land, committee members suggested the following programs:

· Forestry Enhancement Program

· Forest Inventory and Analysis

· Permitted Inventory System (URI/Brown)

· Cross-cutting Agricultural Programs (i.e., EQIP, WRP, CREP, wildlife habitat improvement)  

· Education/Certification Programs, (e.g., a tree farm program) 

It was also suggested that the Riparian forest buffer zone should be expanded to Urban and suburban areas.   

There was some discussion around the difficulty of measuring sequestration attained from a particular program as there was plenty of cross over between programs.  The facilitator suggested that it would be good enough if it can be shown that some action increases sequestration, and can be counted reliably.  If only total savings at the macro level are measured, perhaps less attention could be paid to determine which program did what.

The conversation then moved to what should be evaluated on each program, i.e., the column headings in the table.  Committee members felt that it would be difficult to fill in the information even for programs they knew well.  Gordon Smith responded that if he can get information about acres, species, and tree size, he could estimate CO2 savings and costs.  

One committee member pointed out that only 5 of 39 cities currently invest in tree planting.  It was suggested that a column should be added to capture “additional benefits”, as tree planting may also solve storm water management issues, cool cities, deliver energy savings, as well as provide other benefits.  However, it was noted that ancillary benefits are hard to measure, as it’s hard to tell how much has do to GHG actions.  Another committee member suggested these ancillary benefits be factored into cost estimates.

Most committee members felt that a column indicating other implementing agencies, actors, and partners should be added, perhaps indicating the lead organization(s). 

IV.      Brown Student Research Strategies on Expanding RI’s Forests

Masters students Chris Peterson and Katya Arzamassova from Brown University presented their research strategies to estimate economic and other benefits from sequestration.  To view the presentation, please click here.  

Peterson and Arzamassova said that their research quantifying benefits should be completed by mid December. 

V.      Spring Forestry Workshop Agenda

Gordon Smith explained that a workshop would be a chance to present results of research so that stakeholders can prioritize options and be motivated to begin/continue these activities.

One committee member suggested coordinating with the RI Tree Council Annual conference, to be held in March, with an expected attendance of 125 people.   Another member noted there was a March 20th conference where the Land Trust Council, Rivers Council, and Conservation Commissions would be combined for first time.  Between 100 and 150 people are expected to attend the conference.  It was suggested that the Forestry Workshop be advertised at these two conferences, and be held afterward.  Later on, it was mentioned that these conferences are attended by mostly urban people, with very few very few forest land owners and professionals.  Many of these people might find useful a 15-30 minute presentation at their conference explaining how their activities can sequester carbon, and how this benefit that is ancillary to their program might be used to further their program.

The conversation then moved on to what participants will contribute and receive from the workshop, and motivate them to come.  One participant mentioned that every forestry program has it’s own strategic plan, with it’s own reporting requirements, partially because of federal program requirements.  This committee member was unclear what his organization would gain from the workshop.

It was stated that the Forestry sector has been identified as a significant source for meeting the New England Governors / Eastern Canadian Premiers greenhouse gas reduction targets.  The committee agreed on the following goals for the Forestry Workshop:

1. To track GHG savings from existing/planned programs

2. To enhance existing / planned programs for increasing GHG savings

3. Develop new programs / policies to capture compelling GHG and other benefits.

Another member mentioned that policy changes have already been made to ensure communities become sustainable.  Goals such as 25% canopy cover are motivated by over all community health, not carbon reduction.  This member went on to suggest that they have the solutions to reduce carbon, but not the funding.

It was suggested that the current agenda was a bit esoteric, but could more likely engage the passion of potential participants if there was a focus on:

1. Greenhouse gas programs that could help them save the land

2. How they can benefit from greenhouse gas programs and forest sequestration.

The group said that most of their urban but few of their rural constituents believed in Global Climate Change, leading to the suggestion that 5-10 minutes should be added to the agenda to communicate the negative impacts of climate change in Rhode Island.  One member added there would be tremendous value in showing the benefits of sequestration to the Stakeholder group, the legislature, and corporate entities.

One committee member suggested a two-phase approach to the workshop, with the first phase including key advocates and people knowledgeable about forests at the state level, who can talk about enhancing programs.  The goal of the first phase would be to come out with 3-4 recommendations.  Key advocates and knowledgeable people were identified as follows:

· DEM

· Legislators

· Land managers

· NGO’s

· University people

· Economic Development Organizations

· RI GHG Stakeholder Group 

The facilitators will email Forestry Advisory Committee members to identify individuals who would be good candidates for the above group. 

Following the first workshop, the recommendations could be advanced to a broader group during a second phase, comprising of town planners, and tree advocates

The committee felt that a simple message is required to make change makers (who don’t know the programs as well as stakeholders) pay attention to climate change.  It was suggested to show long-term savings to communities from urban sequestration options.  It should be made clear what program participants, NGRID, land trust groups, tree farmers, etc., can contribute to the workshop (i.e., education), and what they could get from it (support for programs).  One member felt that the importance of programs should be elevated, while keeping the background story to a minimum.

In general, the committee wanted the workshop participants to come up with recommendations/ areas that are the most promising, or which existing programs are the best and need to be supported.  

One committee member suggested condensing the agenda to half a day, as it will be difficult to get people there for a day.   For volunteer members of land trusts, conservation councils, and tree farmers, people will not come during the day.  However, Legislators are more of a daytime group.  It was suggested to drop carbon accounting and leakage, and most of 9:30-10:30 section, as target participants will likely not engage with this material.  Condensing or moving (to 9:30) the 11am slot on Forest and Land Use Status and Trends was also suggested.

Another member suggested presenting what other states are doing, and looking at other programs Rhode Island doesn’t have.  Perhaps a PowerPoint presentation could be presented to land trust organizations.

One committee member mentioned that private landowners have a fear of other groups coming in and increasing regulation on private land.  This fear needs to be addressed as this group owns the trees and has the toolboxes and options.  Uncertainty is scary for this group.  

DEM Forestry is currently conducting the state forestry comprehensive management plan, conducted every 20 years, and will be printed at the beginning of 2005.  Greenhouse gas issues can be incorporated into the plan.  There will be public workshops and focus groups perhaps this workshop can be part of that process. 

VI.      Next Steps

· Suggest Key Advocates and Knowledgeable People from organizations identified above (and below) to participate in the Forestry Workshop:
· DEM

· Legislators

· Land managers

· NGO’s

· University people

· Economic Development Organizations

All members of Forestry Advisory Committee 

· Develop Research Agenda and fill in table of options

Ecofor / Tellus

· Revise Workshop Agenda and send to Forestry Advisory Committee for review and comment.   
      Ecofor / Tellus

· Send out meeting summary for review and comment via email and post on website: www.righg.raabassociates.org.  

Raab Associates Ltd.

· Set up a conference call for January / February with the Forestry Advisory Committee

Raab Associates Ltd.


Forestry Advisory Committee Attendance:

	Name
	Organization
	10/28/03

	Working Group Members
	
	

	Eric Scherer
	Natural Resources Conservation Service
	

	Jennifer Cole Steele
	Providence Neighborhood Planting Program
	

	John Campanini
	Rhode Island Tree Council
	X

	Janet Keller
	RI DEM
	X

	Lisa Primiano
	RI DEM
	X

	Terri Bisson
	RI DEM
	

	Gregg Cassidy
	RI DEM Watersheds Office
	X

	Tom Dupree
	RI DEM-Forestry
	X

	Paul Dolan
	RI DEM-Forestry
	X

	Rupert Friday
	RI Land Trust Council
	X

	Chris Modisette
	SNE Forest Consortium, Inc.
	X

	Vincent Rose
	URI
	

	Consultants
	
	

	Gordon Smith
	Ecofor
	X

	Michael Lazarus
	Tellus
	(by phone)

	Facilitators
	
	

	Jonathan Raab
	Raab Associates, Ltd.,
	X

	Peter Wortsman
	Raab Associates, Ltd.,
	X

	Others:
	
	

	Chris Peterson
	Brown University
	X

	Katya Arzamessova
	Brown University
	X
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