North Central Washington Regional Biomass

Meeting Minutes

July 11, 1:30 – 4:00

Confluence Technology Center, Wenatchee

 
1:30-1:45: 
Introductions
Meeting facilitated by Jennifer Korfiatis
Attendees: Aaron Everett, Rachel Jamison, Elaine Oneil, Todd Hanson, Jennifer Korfiatis, Annie Schmidt, Lloyd McGee, Michelle Ellis, Janet Flanagan, Mike Mackey, Carey Stock, Clint Kyle, Jim Lodwig, Keith Goehner, Michelle Ellis, Shiloh Schauer, Laura Clark, Susan Thomas, Stuart Wooley, Phil Hess, Mike Polson, Aimee Pope, Randy Whitehall, Luke Rogers
1:45-1:50: 
Supply study recap 
Aaron Everett, Washington Department of Natural Resources
Purpose of the study:  1) Oriented around the Department of Natural Resources and its need for a supply and sustainability study in order to provide long term contracts.  2) Recognized the need for a state-wide biomasss availability study (including refinements of previous studies).

Last meeting we were in more of the procedural stage – trying to figure out the definition of biomass for the purpose of orienting it around the data that we had.  Today’s discussion will be preliminary results.  

1:50-2:45: 
Study efforts to date
UW/TSS Team - John Perez-Garcia, Elaine Oneil, Todd Hanson
John Perez-Garcia.  UW/TSS was contracted to do study.  Four outputs.

1. Database (inventory).  Completed.

2. Modeling of inventory plots.  Approx. 90% complete.  Now merging with database.

3. Canvassing stakeholders and ground-truthing what is happening in biomass sector.  Now beginning to summarize that information.

4. Web-based calculator.  Using database as a foundation so data is accessible and easy to use. 

Todd Hanson


This is about initial findings but please remember this is a work in progress.
1. Introduction

a. UW is the prime contractor.  

2. TSS’s Role 
a. TSS is providing technical and economic knowledge of biomass resource collection and utilization.

3. Key Milestones

a. Populate database with inventory data

b. Produce timber harvest levels

c. In process – characterize forest biomass

d. Done – ID the harvest/residual volume relationship

e. Done – Determine biomass recovery volume estimates and volume retained on site.  

f. In process – stratify results by fuelshed

g. In process – calculate economically recoverable volume

h. In Process – Conduct transportation assessment

i. In process – produce supply covers

j. Deliver biomass calculator and final report

Information predicated on what info the landowner provides.  When finished, will we be able to look at the state of WA see pockets of opportunity. 



Biomass is the “stuff we burn on the landing.”  It is the non-merchantable volume. 

4. Data Gathering Methodology
a. Literature review (looking at other studies done in WA)

b. Implement survey

i. Landowners

ii. Operators

iii. Others (conservation organizations, etc)

c. Analyze information gathered (in a way that makes sense, by ownership etc)

d. Employ findings to determine biomass recovery volume, cost estimates, supply curves, fuelsheds

e. Must drop information through several filters

i. Operational and Economic Volume

1. Recovery factor considering local, state and federal policy

2. Forest operations review

3. Compliance with woody retention requirements

4. Topography and operation condition

5. Operational implementation

6. Transportation infrastructure

7. Seasonal operating limitations

8. Land owner/managing agency operational guidelines and restrictions

ii. Impact of Competing Uses

1. Current competition for woody biomass

a. Pulp and paper drives the bus but there are others

b. Hog fuel

c. Furnish for composite panels (none in WA)

d. Chips for pulp/paper

e. Furnish for fuel pellets (requires clean material)

2. Potential competition

iii. Costs to harvest, collect process and transport wood biomass fuel 

f. Determine volume retained on site

5. Initial Results

a. Eastside ecosystems

i. Preexisting condition biomass volume ranges from 6 to 27 bone dry tons (BDT) per acre

ii. Post operation biomass volume with biomass recovery occurring ranges from 5 to 12 BDT/Ac

iii. This is information gathered from surveys (much from USFS)

b. Westside

i. Pre existing condition biomass volume ranges from 6 to 34 BDT per acre
ii. Post operations biomass volume with biomass recovery occurring ranges from  4 to 25 BDT/Ac
iii. Recovery identical to Eastside at this point

1. Biomass recovery from forest operations estimated at 61% of total created as byproduct of operation

2. Biomass left on site estimated at 39%

c. Biomass Recovery Estimates (biomass recovery metric, BDT/MBF)

i. Eastside

1. PIPO – 0.93 BDT/MBF

2. PSME/White fir – 0.81 BDT/MBF
3. True Fir/Mixed 0.69 BDT/MBF
ii. Westside

1. PSME – 0.85 BDT/MBF
2. Western Hemlock 0.86 BDT/MBF
3. Red alder – 0.54 BDT/MBF
4. True fir/mixed conifer 0.80 BDT/MBF
d. For rest of numbers see interim report

e. Some information on biomass production and consumption estimates product of over 40 interviews.  

i. Large discrepancy from between East and West in terms of consumption estimates (west significantly higher)

ii. Westside production estimates twice as high as east side
Elaine Oneil – Sustainability
This presentation focused on the environmental constraints of biomass recovery.  Up to this point we have been focused on the economics of recovery but now starting to look at how you determine what needs to be left behind for the health of environmental systems/ecological functions.    
When we talk about ecological functions of wood that means a lot of things to a lot of different people.

1. Housing – both for critters and people
2. Infrastructure – dams (beaver or human), nurseries, travel and safety paths

3. Food – ecological substrate for food


4. Soil retention

5. Nutrient storage – wood can have a significant role as a substrate. 

6. Soil building
7. Water retention – becomes crucial in dry systems

Harvesting reduces soil carbon stocks – fact or fiction?  The trend in soil carbon loss after harvest has been repeatedly shown to be false in as many places as it is true and where the trend it correct, the scale is off; sometimes by more than 50%.   This model of loss is built into a lot of harvest models, but the conversation about carbon has to occur when talking about how much material you remove/leave.
How much material should there be to complete these ecological functions?  How to you get the natural variability?  Ranges of how much to leaven in dry eastside forests are between 2.5 and 5 tons per acre.
How much is enough? Stoichiometry is the use of mass balance to track chemical equations.  What is on one side must be on the other side.  Ecological stoichiometry is an accounting framework that relies on mass balance to understand the flow of energy and elements in food webs.  So it can be used to track explain differences in Carbon:Nitrogen:Phosphorus rations from producers to consumers. So when we are looking at productivity, we are looking at how much wood we have to get rid of to maintain productivity.  

Wood is 50% carbon by dry weight.

Wood has a Carbon;Nitrogen ration of 350-500:1 (and as high as 1250:1) with higher rations in conifers than deciduous species.  Leaves/needles have lower Carbon;Nitrogen ratios.

When trees die and begin to decay:


You  have a huge about of wood (50% carbon) that you have to get rid of.

The system is highly efficient as studies show that biomass can be decayed in15—23 years.

Slower decay in dry regions and for specific conifer species and the eventual soil is poorer.

Integrating ecological criteria into a biomass utilization framework




Forest type and ecological classification matter



Core limiting factors in the region matter




Water retention




Slope stability




Mineral concentration (ability to hold the C)




Wildlife needs




Risk of loss (beetle, fire)


Wildfire impacts

As well as burning above ground biomass, wildfire can burn substation amounts of below ground biomass


The forest biomass bucket
· About 50% is already removed from the woods, leaving 50% as residual biomass.

· Of the residual biomass, 70% is accessible (meaning available for removal as the rest is left for soil building, wildlife, and habitat purposes) (35% of total harvesting)

· Of the residual biomass, 42% is recoverable (21% of the total)

Bottom line – a great deal of material left behind – going to have to burn it, remove it, pile it – and the system is not necessarily arguing with that.
John Perez-Garcia

Now joining database and inventory modeling. Again this is a work in progress.  The purpose of these public meetings is to get input from public and get feedback. 

Taken 6000 plots and modeled them under numerous scenarios.  From that we create biomass estimates.
The database and inventory is connected but we still have 2-3 months of validating to do (linking in sustainability issues etc).

For demonstration purposes we have taken numbers and aggregating them by region.  Most of Chelan County is in SVA 6.  Approx 579 or 561 Billion Board Feet in the state (depending on estimate). About 42.6 Billion board feet in SVA 6 (includes Chelan County). 

Database numbers likely to be lower than the inventory numbers.  Reiteration – this is the beginning of putting these numbers together.  The numbers in the Interim Report are coarse and a work in progress. 
Inventory using is based on 2000 on the eastside and 2006 on the Westside.  Have brought inventory up to 2010 by growing the trees and cutting the volumes reported in each interim year.

2:45-3:30: 
Overview of database/calculator tool
UW/TSS Team - Luke Rogers
Biomass database a product of inventories, surveys, ownership records, etc.   Once all connected to the biomass database, we can start asking questions (ownership types, species, access, harvest volumes, harvest scenarios, management areas, slope class, standing inventories etc).  

Biomass calculator (conceptual)
The idea is to use the calculator to run numbers for the final report due in September.  Externally, you can use the calculator to run your own assumptions.  Potential layout:

1. Where (some limits based on number of owners in a geographic area)

a. Timbershed

b. Watershed

c. County

d. Facilities

2. Harvest

a. Conservative, Moderate, Excessive, Max Yield (potential options for inputs)

b. Harvest levels

3. Costs

a. Timber (slope $/ton)

b. Biomass (slope $/ton)

c. Transportation cost

i. Loading

ii. Transport

d. Transportation

i. Densification (may want to use different term)

ii. Loading

iii. Transport

e. Timber Price

f. Biomass Price

g. Potential to add tax inputs as well

4. Options

a. Land Conversion Rate

b. Minimum tract size

c. Ownership percentages

i. Small private

ii. Large private

iii. Federal

iv. Other public

d. Biomass Recovery factor

e. Iterations (because it is a model, there is some randomness to it)

5. Filters
a. Timber harvest zones

b. Biomass harvest zone

6. Run
a. Name

b. Email

Delivered to the DNR in fall of 2010.  Anticipate some internal testing.  Public release late 2011 or early 2012.  The model will give timber too.  It is possible to separate by species (if we have enough time and money, we will).

Nothing will be reported when there is only one owner in a given ownership.  Similar to how Forest Service reports data
3:30-3:35: 
Anticipated next steps
Aaron Everett, Washington Department of Natural Resources

Rollout overview


End of September is the final report write-up date.  Statewide estimate 



Another round of sessions to discuss the results with folks.



Calculator available by the end of the calendar year.

Please submit rollout ideas to the planning team:  aimee@ccpd.com, jennifer@ncwedd.com, director@chumstickcoalition.org, janet.l.flanagan@usda.gov, slthomas@fs.fed.us
3:35-4:00: 
Q&A





This project is a prereq to long-term contracts from the state. After the studies are done, the DNR has the authority to enter into 5 year contracts with 3, 5 year renewal options. When this report is done, the DNR can begin to enter into long term contracts.

Where is the USFS on stewardship?  USFS can go 10 years with stewardship.  Comes back to chicken and the egg (contract before infrastructure or infrastructure before contract).  


Can populate a list with potential facilities.  If you want to see a possible facility in Chelan/Douglas/Okanogan/Kittitas counties (available as an option in the calculator tool) send that location to Luke Rogers.  


Some discussion of using the restoration strategy as a harvest option for calculator.

4:00: 
Adjourn
NOTE: The North Central Washington Regional Biomass planning team is looking for input on what you would like the October “roll out” of the Supply Study results to look like in our area.  If you have ideas about the roll out or actions that can be taken in the interim, please email any of the following individuals:  
Jennifer Korfiatis:  jennifer@ncwedd.com
Annie Schmidt:  director@chumstickcoalition.org

Aimee Pope:  aimee@ccpd.com
Janet Flannigan:  janet.l.flanagan@usda.gov
Susan Thomas:   slthomas@fs.fed.us
