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July 5, 2016
Air Resources Board and Staff
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: 2030 Target Scoping Plan Update Concept Paper, June 17, 2016

Dear Air Board Members and Staff:

The following comments are from the California Forestry Association (CFA).  CFA has a membership consisting of most of the large industrial forest land owners, many non-industrial forest landowners, most of the 27 remaining medium and large sawmills and veneer mills, and several biomass powerplants and one shavings mill.  Our mission is to create a favorable operating environment for the forest products industry, ensure a reliable wood supply from public and private lands, and promote sustainable management of forest lands.

CFA’s comments on the 2030 Target Scoping Plan Update Concept Paper (June 17, 2016) are specific to the Governor’s “Pillars” 4 and 5.  We will refer to this paper from here forward as the Concept Paper.  The Concept Paper, pg. 3 states:

· “Pillar 4: Reducing the release of methane, black carbon and other short lived climate pollutants”
· “Pillar 5: Managing . . . forests . . . so they can store carbon”
CFA has also reviewed the “Healthy Landscapes 2030: California’s Climate Change Vision and Goals for Natural and Working Lands”.


Concept Paper Progress, pp.4-6

CFA concurs that a natural and working lands carbon inventory is essential to have a comprehensive GHG emissions accounting for California.  Wildfire emissions alone are over 20 million tons of CO2 equivalent annually in the State and are not counted in Figure 1 on page 5 of the Concept Paper.  The Concept Paper should establish a date for when sufficient data will be compiled to include the forest sector in the annual emissions inventory.



Concept Paper Strategy, Protecting, Enhancing, Innovating, and Increasing Sequestration in the Natural Environment (pp. 8-10)

The concept paper strategy (p. 9) must not only address the increasing trend in the severity of wildfire in California, but, now, also must address the expanding insect and disease epidemic.  Last year there was an estimated 29 million trees killed by insect and disease (20 million bone dry tons dead). Early summer 2016, the estimate is now 66 million tree (likely about 40 million bone dry tons dead).  85 percent of the entire pine vegetative type on the Sierra National Forest east of Fresno is dead.  The epidemic continues to expand upslope and northward.
The high level objective for natural and working lands (Concept Paper p. 9) correctly includes:

· “Manage and restore land to increase carbon storage and minimize GHG emissions in a sustainable manner so that the carbon bank is resilient and grows over time.”
There are two primary areas that the Strategy can lead to substantial increases in net sequestration; National Forest Management and creating a positive regulatory and economic pathway for non-industrial forest landowners to actively manage their forest.  Industrial forest landowners already have in-place CalFire-approved sustained yield plans.

National Forests

Since over 65% of the insect and disease mortality and a disproportionate amount of wildfire acres burned being on national forests, the Concept Paper Strategy on “intergovernmental Collaboration” (p. 13) cannot be overstated.

The State has seen particularly over the past 15 years that the Forest Service is not making progress to increase pace and scale in forest health and fuels reduction.  In fact, since 2011, the Forest Service’s pace and scale accomplishment has actually decreased.

Further, since 1986, the Forest Service, California Region, annually tracks reforestation needs and accomplishments (Attachment #1).  About 3.5 million acres have the need but have not been accomplished.  This means nearly all of this acreage has type converted to brushfields.

Much of the reforestation needs results from large scale wildfire.  Since 2001, on average, the national forests in California are burning at the rate of 320,000 acres/hear producing 2/3 of the State’s annual black carbon emissions and over 20 million tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (Attachment #2).

And, now, we have substantial acres of national forest and private lands affected by insect and disease.  About 100,000 acres of the pine vegetative type on the Sierra National Forest is dead from insect and disease.  The epidemic continues to expand.  The preliminary results of insect intensity and extent on the Sierra National Forest (Attachment #3) shows that the current pace means California’s National Forests will never grow large trees (greater than 35” diameter) again.  The natural disturbance agents will have killed all the trees before they get large.  This means in part that the current “strategy” for managing for California Spotted Owl and Pacific Fisher is unsustainable and has to be changed.

The State must take a much more active role in Intergovernmental Collaboration with the Forest Service to reverse the natural disturbance trends of wildfire, insect and disease.  Further, the on-going trend of unmet acreage on the national forests needing reforestation has to also be reversed.  Sitting back and expecting the Forest Service to overcome their obstacles is not producing desired results.

Non-Federal forest lands

Approximately 8 million acres of the State are classified as timberland.  This compares to the Federal component which is nearly 24 million acres.  Of this, 3.435 million acres is productive non-industrial timber land, with the remainder in industrial timberland. There are an average of 341 trees/acre on these lands (February 2016. PNW-GTR-913, Tables A2-5, A2-22 and A2-23).  These lands can generally only sustain about 20-100 trees/acre if they are to be resistant to insect, disease, and wildfire.
For the non-industrial forest landowners, management is a problematic exercise.  The regulatory and monetary hurdles simply make it impossible to actively manage their forest land economically.  Substantial streamlining of the regulatory process and incentives for work needed to prepare harvest plans, do wildlife and archaeology surveys, and the overarching environmental analysis requirements for CEQA are needed.  This is also true for industrial ownerships, but they have greater flexibility due to economies of scale.
The most critical necessity in this process is for an accurate representation of the effects of forest management on carbon sequestration.  We urge extreme caution when relying on Gonzales, Battle, et al.’s recommendations as indicated on the “California Greenhouse Gas Inventory - Forests and Other Lands” web page.  This study focused on live, above ground carbon stores, and proposes reliance on modeling and remote sensing that is does not focus on the full life cycle of wood products.  Its broad vegetation classification inappropriately groups timberlands with other vegetation types, which masks the true condition of timberlands sequestration role.
Currently, the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection is analyzing the effect of forest management on sequestration under its mandate pursuant to AB 1504.  In contrast, this study relies on ground inventory data collected by the Pacific Northwest Research Station Forest and Inventory Analysis group (FIA).  This study will:
•Develop set of standardized forest carbon summary tables for annual AB1504 reporting to California Board of Forestry 
•Update all estimates of carbon stocks and stock changes to include 2015 plot measurements 
•Update estimate of net annual carbon sequestration 
•Establish Forest Management Reference Levels 
•Refine stock estimates as new data and algorithms become available 
•Account for harvested wood products 
•Initial estimates of forest carbon stocks projected forward through 2020 
•Establish Forest Management References Levels based on 2001-2010 plot measurements - in accordance with IPCC guidelines under the Kyoto Protocol 

Collaborating with the Board of Forestry on this existing effort will reduce redundancy and provide a more accurate review of the necessary information.
It should also be noted that FIA has determined that 9.6 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year are sequestered on California’s forests, but that the critical issue for consideration is the fate of Federal forests.  As noted above, the rate of loss through mortality and lack of meaningful rehabilitation are effectively turning these lands into emitters, in contrast to the non-Federal lands.
Finally, in setting a target of 500,000 acres on non-Federal lands to be brought under plans to advance forest health, including resilient carbon storage, along with management to further those goals, it should be noted that this number is derived from a “match” standard to the goal of the U.S. Forest Service’ 500,000 acres/year of restoration.  As noted earlier, this target of restoring 500,000 acre/year is unlikely to be achieved, as the USFS lacks the funding, personnel, and institutional capacity to achieve it, and makes for a dubious comparison or “match”.  Further, these private lands already are achieving sequestration through active management as previously note by FIA, rendering the necessity of imposing additional “plans” moot.



Reducing Black Carbon and Methane

CFA concurs with ARB that there are continuing opportunities to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants (SCLPs) including black carbon and methane.  

ARB has now publically acknowledged that wildfire contributes an average of two-thirds of the black carbon emissions annually in the State.  

An ARB-funded study at the California National Primate Research Center linked wildfire smoke exposure to reduced immune system function.  The study was done during 10 days in June 2008 when there were about 2,000 wildfires burning in Northern California.  During the time period of the study, 2.5 micron particulate matter was recorded at 50 to 80 micrograms per cubic meter; dramatically higher than the 35 microgram per cubic meter federal standard (2013. Miller. “Persistent immune effects of wildfire PM exposure during childhood development”).

There are only 3 reasonable options for agriculture, urban, and forest wood waste disposal.  They are: 1) disposal in landfills, 2) consumption in a biomass boiler, or 3) open field pile burning.  ARB plans to prepare a rule that by 2025 will eliminate organics going into landfills leaving only two options left.

In a study published September 2015 by Springsteen etal (“Forest biomass diversion in the Sierra Nevada: Energy, economics and emissions”), it was shown that consuming forest wood waste in a biomass boiler rather than open pile burning provided “air emissions reductions of 98%–99% for PM2.5, Carbon Monoxide, Non-Methane Organic Compounds,, Methane, and Black Carbon, and 20% for NOx and CO2-equivalent greenhouse gases.”  

This study verifies a January 2011 study by Springsteen etal that also showed a 98% reduction in Black Carbon when burning wood waste in a biomass boiler versus open field pile burning and a U.C. Riverside study in 1979 (Attachment #4) that also showed a 98% reduction (Attachment #4).  All 3 studies show that burning forest wood waste in a biomass boiler rather than open pile burning provides a 98% or more reduction in Black Carbon, Methane, and other pollutants.  

Disposal in landfills is not an option since California wants a rule to effectively eliminate organic disposal in landfills by 2025 (Strategy, page 8).  Therefore the only viable options are open field pile burning or consumption in a biomass boiler.

Dr. Gregg Morris (1999. Morris. “The Value of Biomass Power”) (2006. Western Governors Association, Biomass Taskforce Report) has demonstrated there is an 11.4 cent/kW-hr environmental benefit by consuming wood waste in a biomass boiler compared to open field pile burning.  In California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard, today, subsidized Wind and Solar Power sell in the range of about 8 cents/kilowatt-hr.  Currently, Biomass Power is not incentivized.  Biomass power needs about 10-14 cents/kilowatt-hr.  So there’s clearly more than sufficient monetary uncompensated environmental benefit (11.4 cents/kW-hr) for biomass power to be competitive with other forms of renewable energy and even competitive with natural gas at 2.9 cents/kilowatt-hr.

The annual usable wood waste stream for biomass heat and power in California was estimated in 2006 (California Biomass Collaborative, Roadmap, p. 12) at about 10 million bone dry tons.  Today, insect and disease just in the Southern Sierra Nevada Mountains has added about 40 million bone dry tons of dead wood.

Governor Schwarzenegger’s 2007 Bioenergy Action Plan recognized the wood waste disposal issue and the value of burning it in a biomass boiler by calling for doubling the biomass power capacity in the State to about 1,200 megawatts, which would consume about 10 million bone dry tons of agriculture, urban demolition wood, and forest mill residuals, timber harvest slash, and thinning. 

Governor Brown updated the Schwarzenegger Bioenergy Action Plan in August, 2012 calling for biomass power operating capacity to increase to about 900 megawatts.  Note, this was before the Governor’s Emergency Proclamation of Oct. 30, 2015 for the insect and disease epidemic. Today, the remaining operating biomass powerplants produce about 545 megawatts but 7 of those plants have expiring energy price contracts over the next 5 months, which could lead to total capacity dropping to about 350 megawatts.

A 900 megawatt biomass powerplant industry in CA would consume 7.2 million bone dry tons of green wood waste.  A 1,200 megawatt industry would consume 9.6 million bone dry tons.  With an 11.4 cent/kW-hr environmental benefit, the State should be incentivizing the biomass powerplant industry to expand to at least an operating capacity of 1,200 megawatts (consume about 10 million bone dry tons of wood waste annually).

It cost at least $5 million/1 MW to construct a biomass powerplant.  This includes a site plan, perform feasibility and engineering design, do CEQA, obtain a County Permit to Construct and construct the plant.  There are 21 biomass powerplants that could stay in business if they had new long-term power purchase agreements.  These 21 plants have already made the capital investment.  With the environmental benefit they provide, there is a huge inexpensive opportunity for the State of California to incentivize the biomass powerplant industry.

Providing new long-term energy price contracts that would allow the 21 powerplants who need a new long-term power purchase agreement to remain in business, would increase the capacity of the industry to about 820 MW consuming about 6.6 million bone dry tons of wood waste from the agriculture, urban, and forest sectors.

The Public Utilities Commission Ram Auction, which is currently underway only requires the 3 large Utilities to procure a total of 50 megawatts.

The SB1122 three megawatt and smaller powerplants if fully built out only would produce 50 megawatts.  Currently none have been built.  The Beck Group (Dec. 2015, https://www.nationalforests.org/assets/pdfs/Phase-II-Executive-Summary-1-4-16.pdf ) has estimated that it would take an 18-22 cent/kilowatt-hr power purchase agreement for a three megawatt powerplant to be successful.  It’s simply not economic.

The biomass powerplant industry capacity is estimated to decline to 350 MW by fall, 2016. That will leave about 7 million bone dry tons of Agriculture, Urban, and Forest wood waste to be open field pile burned and does not include the 40 million bone dry tons of dead trees from the insect and disease epidemic.  

From Springsteen etal (2015), the black carbon and methane impact for 7 million bone dry tons of wood waste annually will be:


Pollutant	Consumed in Biomass Powerplant   versus	Open Field Pile Burned

Black Carbon (2.5 micron)		3.15 tons				18,500 tons

Methane				0.25 tons				17,500 tons



Without incentivizing the biomass powerplant industry, the industry will continue in decline and will consume fewer and fewer bone dry tons of wood waste annually.  With an ARB goal of eliminating organic waste disposal in landfills by 2025, there would be no other reasonable option than open field pile burning, which produces the most black carbon and methane emissions/bone dry ton.

Strategies versus Actionable Items

In part, the Concept Paper is looking to the Forest Carbon Plan and Proposed Short Lived Climate Pollutant Strategy (April 2016) to provide direction that will lead to a trend toward “robust, resilient” forests.  Both of these mentioned papers in their current form are short of Actionable Items to achieve the goal of increased net carbon sequestration and emissions reductions.  CFA believes the State must move toward Actionable Items quickly or there will be substantial opportunities lost.

Summary

CFA believes much can be done including moving to Actionable Items quickly.  CFA believes those Actionable Items should include: 

1) Dramatically reducing wildfire black carbon and methane emissions through an aggressive national forest program of forest health and fuels reduction projects and reforestation accomplishments;

2) Finding pathways that allow non-industrial forest landowners in California to be able to economically manage their forests to promote resilience and thus maximize long-term carbon sequestration; and

3) Incentivizing the biomass powerplant industry through paying for the 11 cent/kilowatt-hr environmental benefit to produce renewable heat and power through consuming the annual agriculture, urban, and forest wood waste stream.





Sincerely,

[image: Steve sig]

STEVEN A. BRINK
Vice President-Public Resources
steveb@calforests.org
916-208-2425
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Enclosure #1 - Acres Burned on National Forests and Statewide 2001-2015




	Year
	Forest Service Acres Burned
	Total Acres Burned
	Estimated Total CO₂ equivalent Emissions

	
	
	
	(@37 tons/burned Acre)

	2001
	106,798
	329,126
	12,177,662

	2002
	365,945
	506,696
	18,747,752

	2003
	363,964
	793,402
	29,355,874

	2004
	49,437
	242,057
	8,956,109

	2005
	19,583
	202,754
	7,501,898

	2006
	453,500
	678,919
	25,120,003

	2007
	551,932
	1,087,110
	40,223,070

	2008
	919,716
	1,375,781
	50,903,897

	2009
	305,371
	405,585
	15,006,645

	2010
	39,288
	109,529
	4,052,573

	2011
	41,777
	126,854
	4,693,598

	2012
	297,212
	869,599
	32,175,163

	2013
	350,642
	577,675
	21,373,975

	2014
	400,005
	530,794
	19,639,378

	2015
	537,446
	893,362
	33,054,394

	
	
	
	

	Average
	320,174
	581,950
	21,532,133

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Source: National Interagency Fire Center, Fire Information, Historical Year-End Fire Statistics by State
http://www.predictiveservices.nifc.gov/intelligence/2015_Statssumm/fires_acres15.pdf 

Enclosure #2 – Forest Service, California Region, Reforestation Needs and Accomplishments 1985-2015


Source: Forest Service, California Region “FACTS” database


Enclosure #3 – Report on Insect and Disease Damage on the Sierra National Forest (October 2015)
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Take Home Messages

The Southern Sierras are experiencing an unprecedented insect mortality outbreak - as a result on the average 1/3 of the trees in pine forests or forests with a mix of pine and white fir are dead. 

1/3 of these pine forests or forests with a mix of pine and white fir are in a deforested condition. 

The mortality will continue until drought weakened trees are all dead or several years of above normal rainfall occurs and trees regain vigor. 

It appears that maintaining dense stands: 

· will not result in increasing large trees, 
· Will not maintaining pine species, 
· Will not maintaining owl habitat even without high severity fire. 
· Insects are killing trees >35” faster than they can be grown. 
· The combination of high severity fire and insect mortality make the current objectives of maximizing owl/fisher habitat unsustainable.


Enclosure #4 – 98% Reduction in Pollutants from Burning Wood Waste in a Biomass Boiler versus Open Field Pile Burning






Enclosure #5 – California Biomass Powerplant Situation (April 2016)

Today, there are 14 biomass powerplants idle due to expired energy price contracts.  They are:

	Biomass Powerplant
	Operating Capacity (Megawatts)(MW)

	Blue Lake
	12 MW

	Brawley
	15 MW

	Burney Mountain Power
	12 MW

	Delano
	50 MW

	DG Fairhaven (Arcata)
	17.5 MW

	Dinuba
	11.5 MW

	Loyalton
	20 MW

	Madera
	25 MW

	Mendota
	25 MW

	Oroville
	18 MW

	Tracy
	18.5 MW

	Westwood
	12 MW

	Buena Vista (Ione)
	18

	Total Capacity of these 14 Powerplants
	254.5 MW (would consume 2 million bone dry tons of wood waste annually)




By October 2016, there are an additional 7 biomass powerplants whose energy price contracts will have expired and likely lead to the powerplants shutting down.  They have a combined operating capacity of 189 MW and would consume 1.5 million bone dry tons of wood waste annually.

	Biomass Powerplant
	Operating Capacity (MW)

	Wheelabrator (Anderson)
	54

	Burney Forest Power 
	30

	Chinese Station
	22

	Fresno-Rio Bravo
	24

	Fresno-Rocklin
	24

	Honey Lake Power (Wendel)
	35
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US Forest Service, California Region - 
Reforestation Needs and Accomplishments by Year 1986-2015
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Comparison of Emissions Between Biomass Boilers and Field Burning    

Pollutant  Field  Burning  (lb./ton)  Biomass  Boiler  (lb./ton)  Percent Reduction  for Biomass Boiler  (Percent Reduction)  

    

Sulfur Oxides  1.7  0.04  97.6  

    

Nitrogen  Oxides  4.6  0.70  84.8  

    

Carbon  Monoxide  70.3  0.40  99.4  

    

Particulate  Matter (PM)  4.4  0.26  94.1  

    

Hydrocarbons  6.3  0.00  100.0  

    

Total  87.3  1.4  98.4  

    

    Emission factors from “Hydr ocarbon Characterization of Agricultural Waste Burning”,  CAL/ARB Project A7 - 068 - 30,   University of California, Riverside, E.F. Darley, April 1979.  
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Comparison of Emissions Between Biomass Boilers and Field Burning
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