Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process:  Phase III

Forestry Workshop

Tuesday, June 1st, 2004

George Washington Management Area

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

Consultants:  Michael Lazarus, Tellus Institute and Gordon Smith, EcoFor

Meeting Summary

30 people attended the workshop, which began at 9:00 and concluded at 3:00pm.

I.
Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda

2. Forestry Report:  Forestry, Agriculture, and Land Use Change Strategies for Reducing GHG Emissions in RI

At the Meeting:

3. Review of RIGHG Process, Janet Keller, RI DEM and Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.
4. State of Rhode Island Forests, Rural and Urban, Tom Dupree, RI DEM Forestry
5. Overview of Forestry and Land Use Strategies, Gordon Smith and Michael Lazarus
All Documents for this meeting can be found on the RI GHG website at:  http://righg.raabassociates.org/events.asp?type=eid&event=54
II.      Agenda Review

The meeting began with brief introductions, and Jonathan Raab reviewed the agenda for the day.

IV. Review of RI GHG Process

Janet Keller of RI DEM and Jonathan Raab gave a presentation reviewing the greenhouse gas process to date in Rhode Island, and explained the role of forestry in the GHG plan.  Click here to view the presentation.

V. State of RI Forests, Rural and Urban

Tom Dupree of RI DEM Forestry gave a presentation on the state of Rhode Island’s forests.  Click here to view the presentation.

In response to a question from a participant on the economic value of RI’s wood products industry, Tom clarified that a lot of the lumber brought into the state contributed to the $500 million industry.

Tom said that there were about 680 responses to the forestry survey sent to 2800 forest land owners.  He also said that an urban and community forest plan was developed by RI DEM Forestry in 1999.

Tom then showed two series of slides illustrating the changing forest conditions in managed and unmanaged rural areas of the Rhode Island.  

IV. Overview of Forestry and Land Use Strategies

After brief introductions, Michael Lazarus of the Tellus Institute and Gordon Smith of EcoFor outlined some of the forestry proposals developed in their research report: Forestry, Agriculture, and Land Use Change Strategies for Reducing GHG Emissions in Rhode Island.  Click here to view the research report and here to view their presentation.  Michael emphasized that the proposals came out of conversations with numerous Rhode Island foresters many of whom are participating in this workshop.

When reviewing the presentation, one participant asked if carbon balance considers animal life in the soil.  Gordon said animal life in the soil was included but was a small proportion of total mass even though it is extremely important for the cycling.  

Another participant asked about people using more wood for residential heating, and how it compares to use of oil with respect to carbon emissions.  They also asked what the relative CO2 emissions were of using fossil fuels versus burning wood in residential and commercial use.  Gordon replied that using wood is not a net emitter (just releasing what is stored), and different from taking oil in ground and releasing carbon into atmosphere.

One participant said the Providence Journal reported 39% canopy cover in cities across RI, and that Providence had 26% canopy cover.  Paul Dolan of RI DEM said Providence has 18-19% canopy cover, but it’s difficult to measure, as there are varying methods of measurement.  He added there will be an article in next issue of Northeast Naturalist on urban forestry measurement methodologies.

On the Urban Forestry Recommendations, Gordon emphasized that the costs were allocated fully to carbon, but in reality, other areas where there are co-benefits should likely share the costs.

Paul Dolan of RI DEM said that RI may plant 20,000 trees per year, but they are replacing other trees which are dying or being removed.  One participant pointed out that there are likely 3-4 trees removed for every one planted.  In response, another participant said lots of Bradford Pears are planted, which don’t sequester much carbon.  

One participant asked how harvesting practices affect carbon sequestration, especially regarding pines.  Gordon said that harvesting practices vary, and sometimes paper lasts in landfills for a long time.  Gordon suggested that as a rule of thumb--¼-1/3 of carbon in trees can go into long-term products.

In response to a question, Gordon and Michael said they assumed soil carbon is constant, and does not change with harvesting.  The main focus is on avoiding land clearing.  

On the cost/ton estimates, Gordon said many of these programs would be done for other reasons than carbon sequestration (e.g., riparian restoration done for watershed reasons).   In addition, some participants thought the amount of the current use bond seemed too high.  Gordon later added that the $/acre figure is from the most recent bond.

V.
Break out Groups

Just before lunch, Jonathan Raab posed the following 2 questions to consider during the break out sessions:

A. Do you think the program design and targets seem reasonable?  (Are we missing anything important and substantial?

B. What will it take to get this program ramped up / implemented?

a. Lead Agency

b. Necessary Authorization

c. Resources needed for first year and ongoing (staff and program funding)

a. Group 1:  Urban and Community Forestry and Land Restoration

	Name
	Organization

	John Campanini
	RI Tree Council

	Mike Bartlett
	City of East Providence

	Paul Boisvert
	RIFCO

	Paul Dolan
	RI DEM-Forestry

	Kevin Essington
	TNC’s Pawcatuck Borderlands Program

	Janet Keller
	RI DEM – Strategic Planning

	Mickie Musselman
	RI DEM Strategic Planning

	Jason Ringler
	Natural Resource Services

	Margie Ryan
	City of Warwick

	Nanda Shewmangal
	National Network of Forest Practitioners

	Robert Swanson
	Farm Service Agency

	Peggy Sharpe
	RI Tree Council

	Michael Lazarus
	Tellus

	Dexter Miller
	RC&D


Facilitator:  Peter Wortsman, Raab Associates, Ltd.
The main points raised by members of this breakout session are summarized in the table below:

	Option
	Implementation Pathways
	Methodology / Details

	Urban and Community Forestry
	Support community- and State- Wide Potential Crown Canopy over Goal more Effective than Target of 200K Trees
	· Start with canopy cover goals in Urban and Community Forestry Plan

· Enshrine canopy cover goals in state law

· Set long term target beyond 2020 (e.g., maintain cover at 50% or higher by 2050).

· Consider starting urban forest program with $1million from DOT through TAC

· Link Education to State canopy cover goal

· Consider tax abatement to increase canopy cover on private property

	
	Give Urban and Rural Communities / Municipalities Support
	Such as:

· Stronger State law

· Enabling legislation for subdivision and zoning changes 
· Matching grants from State

· Adopt a simpler version of MD’s FCA to provide funding and authority
· Implement thru TAC

· Pilot in test areas

· Where local zoning ordinances require project specific canopy cover targets, performance requirements and a bond should be included to ensure trees reach maturity 
· Technical support (2-3 FTEs at state level)
· Share resources regionally

	
	Approach / Coordinate with DOT and Utilities


	· Make preparation for tree planting more integrated with their work on sidewalks and other rehabilitations to reduce planting costs and improve health of street trees
· As part of rehab, New soil and tree planting add little incremental cost
· More strongly regulate those who disturb rights of way
· Provide funding

	
	Consider adding Yard Tree Program to Existing Residential DSM Program
	· Evaluate costs and benefits relative to other DSM programs
· Evaluate impacts of yard trees vs. street trees more carefully

	Land Restoration / Open Space Protection
	Educate Land Owners  About Tax Incentives and Other Programs
	· Use 400 tree stewards to help organize land owners

	
	Raise $ by Emphasizing Co-benefits

· e.g., Habitat enhancement
	· Sell programs on co-benefits of trees

· Raise money from federal agencies for  benefits of tree cover (e.g., Habitat restoration) other than GHG mitigation

	
	Adopt Higher Green Space Sensitive Standards 
	· Especially for new substantial projects such as channels and root canals

	
	Riparian Restoration
	· Change zoning of subdivision ordinances to create buffers with help from:
· Watershed councils, NRCS, DEM Conservation, RI Tree Council

	
	Gravel Mine Restoration
	· Increase NRCS land restoration (Mix compost with gravel for grass, convert to recreational use)
· Encourage more brownfield development

· Reforest urban vacant lots
· Matching program would help


b. Group 2:  Forest Protection and Enhanced Forest Management 

	Name
	Organization

	Tom Dupree
	RI DEM Forestry

	Hans Bergey
	SNEFCI / RIFCO / Tree Forum

	Chris Modisette
	SNEFCI

	Gregg Cassidy
	RI DEM Watersheds

	Marc Tremblay
	RIFCO

	Rob MacMillan
	Providence Water

	Milt Schamacher
	RIFCO

	Terri Bisson
	RI DEM Policy Office

	Bruce Payton
	RI DEM Forestry

	Scott P. Rabideau
	Natural Resource Services, Inc.

	Gordon Smith
	EcoFor


Facilitator:  Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

The main points raised by members of this breakout session are captured below:

Conservation Development:

· The goal of 50% of land covered by trees that are under Conservation Development seems reasonable.  However, assuming can only capture 40% of potentially eligible land by CD doesn’t seem ambitious enough – may be able to do better.

· One approach is to influence towns to adopt CD

· Only a few towns have Conservation Development in ordinances. 5-25 towns are good candidates

· Towns need to amend zoning and sub division ordinances to put in effect.

· Materials are available that describe CD

· Need to increase education and outreach

· Citizens need to support ordinances that towns to put forward 

· Builders need to implement and support ordinances; builders will use the program if it reduces permitting time and uncertainty, and if it reduces their costs

· Conservation Development is open to individuals and trusts, in addition to towns

· Add an element promoting CD to the state Guide Plan, in both the forestry and development & planning sections

· Consider increasing density on developed land which will also decrease infrastructure and building costs, as well as shorten development time

· Lead agency could be Forestry, Statewide Planning, or Watershed?

· Extension work from URI would be helpful

· Package with other land use programs 

· Need to also figure out how to manage land once in covered by CD

· Consider requiring / encouraging a management plan

· Where cluster / compound development is occurring, inventory and consider management assistance even if not covered by CD

Current Use Tax:

· Separate out bond issue from current use tax

· Survey shows 51% of respondents are in program, but some concerned about response bias and proposed that  the accuracy of the number be checked.

· 85% of survey responders said they heard of the program, and many wanted more information

· Assessors now bought into program. 

·  Have towns promote program when the tax bills are distributed like they do in NH.  

· Run more workshops with local conservation commissions

· Consider changing law to mimic NH where no sunset date but lower exit fee penalty (the group did not all agree on this suggestion)

· Improve web-based access

· Provide information when state forester contacts land owners

· URI Extension school should have a forestry component where they can promote this and other programs

Forest Management:

· Goals of 4,000 acres / year new lands under enhanced management (vs. baseline) seems reasonable

· Have increased from 1,000 acres/year to 4,000 acres / year in forest management plans driven by current use values.

· Strategy for implementing

· Need 2 more foresters for forest management (Currently 6 professional foresters on staff, used to have 14.  Only 1 works with private foresters (used to have 2).

· Articles in newsletters and papers

· Demonstration forest to show how to sequester CO2.

· Many landowners are interested in estate planning information and providing this information is a way to interest them in management planning

· State money needed to seed outreach (not necessarily all for increased state employees; can also use contractors/consultants)

· Regional workshops on managing forests for carbon sequestration –invite professional foresters

· Also target land trusts and water boards for enhanced management

· State land management should set example.  The State should complete an inventory and management plan for its forest lands.  RI is a long way off from being able to be green certified

· Need to influence “cutters”.  Strengthen enforcement of intent-to-cut notification ( currently no strong penalties, and only 30-40% compliance.

· Other comments/concerns:

· Maple trees are increasing, but they are low on CO2 sequestration compared to pine and oak trees.  Cutters tend to remove oak, and maple regenerates with uneven-age management.

· Northwest RI has hardwood forests not dominated by pine –which can be enhanced through better management practices.

V. Wrap up

Following a debriefing of both breakout groups, the entire group brainstormed some suggestions for next steps for forestry options and workshop participants.  The following suggestions were made by one or more participants:

· Workshop participants can potentially join the RI GHG Forestry Working Group in Phase IV of the RI GHG process in the fall to help implement some of the forestry options.

· Alternatively, forestry program recommendations could be given directly to individuals or agencies for implementation, instead of passing them on to the RI GHG Forestry WG.

· RI DEM Forestry should include goals and other recommendations in Rhode Island’s Forestry Strategic Plan.

In response to a question about the final report, Jonathan Raab said the final forestry report and recommendations will be sent to the RI GHG Stakeholder Group, who will consider them for implementation along with the recommendations from the other Working Groups.

VI. Next Steps and To Do’s

· Put all documents on the project website (http://righg.raabassociates.org), Raab Associates, Ltd.

· Meeting summary, Raab Associates, Ltd.

· Provide feedback to Gordon Smith and Michael Lazarus on Forestry Report and recommendations (send email to peter@raabassociates.org) , All workshop participants

· Finalize Forestry Report and recommendations Gordon Smith and Michael Lazarus

· Send final Forestry Report to RI GHG Stakeholder Group and post on the website Raab Associates, Ltd.

· Include goals and recommendations in Rhode Island’s Forestry Strategic Plan (RI DEM Forestry) 
Greenhouse Gas Forestry Workshop Attendance:

	Name
	Organization
	6/1/04

	Mike Bartlett
	City of East Providence
	X

	Hans Bergey
	Private Consultant
	X

	Paul Boisvert
	RIFCO
	X

	John Campanini
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