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Executive Summary 

 
The Poultney Woodshed Project is a joint effort of the Hubbard Brook Research 
Foundation (HBRF) and Green Mountain College (GMC) to secure a growing portion of 
the college’s biomass energy requirements from local, privately owned forestlands, 
with the wood harvested in a sustainable manner. Key project partners were identified 
early on, including the Rutland County Forester and the Poultney Mettowee Natural 
Resources Conservation District. The project, which began in January 2011, convened a 
series of roundtable meetings with various stakeholders to discuss salient issues 
including the definition of “sustainability,” market pricing, logistics of supplying 
suitable woodchips, and effective means of outreach to landowners, foresters, and 
loggers. The project developed a detailed GIS map of the woodshed, containing specific 
information on forestland parcels (stand type, slope, deer habitat, endangered species, 
and other characteristics) along with contact information for landowners and foresters 
who prepared pertinent forest management plans.   
 
In the interest of facilitating program participation, GMC defined “sustainably 
harvested biomass” as wood supplied from parcels that participate in the State of 
Vermont’s Use Value Appraisal program (UVA).  In addition, GMC specified “local” to 
mean forestland within Rutland County. These definitions create a target universe of 
approximately 900 parcels. The school indicated that it would attempt to strengthen 
this harvesting standard in the future and might consider including forestland from 
Washington County, New York, which is contiguous to Rutland County. 
 
The project established a relationship with a lumberyard located approximately 17 
miles from the college, which agreed to act as a concentration yard for GMC. This 
lumberyard will track, weigh, segregate, and store roundwood from project 
participants. The wood will then be chipped and delivered to GMC as needed.  
 
In order to create community awareness of the Poultney Woodshed Project, 
all eligible UVA participants in Rutland County received a letter from the president of 
GMC explaining the project and inviting landowners to a public event at the school. 
Foresters and loggers who work in the woodshed were also contacted, as were key 
landowner and environmental organizations whose members might consider 
participating in the project. Press releases and web announcements were issued, which 
resulted in articles in the Rutland Herald and Vermont Public Radio. As of the date of 
this report, 14 landowners have contacted GMC and expressed interest in supplying 
wood to the college.  
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Background 
 

On April 22, 2010, Green Mountain College (GMC) inaugurated its wood biomass co-
generation facility in Poultney, VT. The facility is intended to provide 85 percent of heat 
required by the college and 20 percent of its electricity, thus helping fulfill the college’s 
environmental mission by using renewable biomass energy instead of fossil fuels, an 
energy solution that will reduce the campus’s carbon footprint. 

 
Green Mountain College is part of a biomass energy movement in Vermont that 
comprises three colleges, more than 80 schools, and dozens of hospitals, town offices, 
and other facilities—all of which have made major financial commitments to use wood 
to provide significant portions of their energy requirements for heat and/or electrical 
co-generation. Green Mountain College uses approximately 5,000 tons of woodchips 
per year. Prior to the project, the college relied entirely on a New Hampshire-based 
woodchip broker (Cousineau Forest Products) to supply its woodchips. Cousineau was 
unable to assure where its wood supplies originated or whether they were sustainably 
harvested. Other wood biomass users in Vermont face a similar quandary: they buy 
woodchips to feed their biomass systems, but often cannot find a dependable supply 
that is sustainably harvested, and often cannot secure the wood from local sources.  
 
The wood from which “fuel chips” are made is considered low quality wood, unlike 
higher quality wood used to make boards, veneer, or other lumber products. Low 
quality wood is typically used for firewood, for the manufacture of wood pellets, for 
fuel for large biomass electrical facilities, or for the production of paper. The largest 
market for low quality wood from Rutland County is the International Paper plant in 
Ticonderoga, NY, an 80-mile round trip from Poultney, Vermont.    
 
 
The Poultney Woodshed Project 

 
The Poultney Woodshed Project represents a continuing effort to secure a growing 
portion of Green Mountain College’s woodchip requirements from privately owned 
forestlands located relatively close to Poultney; in addition, the woodchip supplies are 
intended to be harvested in a sustainable manner. By providing locally sourced wood, 
the project hopes to produce carbon savings resulting from lower transportation 
distances for woodchips, and at the same time, support the local economy by engaging 
traditional stewards of the forest: landowners, foresters, loggers, chippers, and 
truckers.  
 
In pursuit of these broad objectives, the project comprises five main elements, the final 
three of which are continuing: 
 

1. Communications with key stakeholders through facilitated roundtables and 
other meetings. 

2. Woodshed mapping to identify eligible land parcels and landowners. 
3. Establishment of harvesting standards for the project. 
4. Education and outreach to landowners, foresters, loggers, and other 

community members. 
5. Execution of procurement agreements involving wood suppliers, a 

concentration yard/chipper, and the college. 
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Stakeholder Involvement 
 
The project assembled various stakeholders (including landowners, foresters, loggers, 
conservation leaders, public agency officials, and community-development officials) in a 
series of facilitated roundtables to explore issues central to the project. The purpose of the 
roundtables was to gain information about various aspects of the marketplace and to 
encourage buy-in from key constituencies. 
 
Roundtable 1 
 
The first roundtable meeting occurred on March 16, 2011, at Green Mountain College with a 
focus on determining a harvesting standard for woodchips that was both sustainable and 
economically feasible. Twenty people participated, representing a variety of stakeholders 
(Attachment 1). Pre-meeting interviews were conducted with each participant and a 
consolidated report was prepared and provided in advance of the meeting to all 
participants (Attachment 2). 

 
The following consensus emerged with respect to the issue of sustainable harvesting: 

 
a. Participation in Vermont’s Use Value Appraisal (UVA) program, with its requirement 

that each parcel have an approved forest management plan in place, would be an 
effective baseline; further, this baseline should employ Forest Guild metrics with 
respect to retention of woody biomass on the landscape.   

 
In June 2010 the Forest Guild introduced new guidelines for biomass retention and 
harvesting for the northeastern United States. These guidelines set specific targets for 
retention of critical forest structures and as such were intended to enhance and clarify 
other Best Management Practice recommendations. A copy of the guidelines is available 
at www.forestguild.org/publications/research/2010/FG_Biomass_Guidelines_NE.pdf 
 
Roundtable participants decided that additional requirements could be layered (subject 
to cost) above the UVA/Forest Guild baseline. These might include specific management 
targets with respect to other issues of ecological concern such as retention of soil 
nutrients, or protection of deer habitat and other natural areas. These targets will need 
to be explored further and defined. 
 

b. Compensation for workers, health benefits, and other non-ecological concerns were 
cited as issues to be considered. 

 
  c.  Options with respect to certification of sustainable management practices could be 

developed over time. As standards moved toward certification by outside parties 
(typically called “third party certification”) involving programs such as the Sustainable 
Forestry Initiative (SFI) or Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), the costs to loggers and 
landowners would escalate, and presumably be passed along to GMC. Participants 
recommended that GMC consider an interim alternative that would use students in this 
role, thus providing hands-on educational value to the students along with feedback to 
the school regarding what occurred on the land. 
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Roundtable 2 
 
A second roundtable occurred on April 27, 2011, at GMC with a focus on determining 
effective means to engage woodchip suppliers (landowners, foresters, and loggers). 
Eleven people attended (Attachment 3). The following consensus emerged with respect 
to outreach: 
 
a. Efforts should be made to educate and include the public about the purpose and 

scope of the project. 
 

b. GMC should be portrayed as a “new local market” which offers wood sellers savings 
through reduced transportation expenses (i.e., low quality wood could be sold to the 
nearby college instead of a more distant buyer such as International Paper). 

 
c. Recognizing the limited market value of low-grade biomass, the project should 

pursue non-monetary means of recognition to encourage participation. Several 
suggestions were discussed, including: 

 
1. Posting signs on land parcels participating in the Poultney Woodchip 

Project, pointing out that harvested wood was used locally as fuel for the 
GMC biomass plant (signs could be similar to those used by the American 
Forest Foundation’s American Tree Farm System or Vermont Family 
Forests). A number of participants saw this as a negative because it could 
draw unwanted attention to cutting activities. 
 

2. GMC could recognize participants through advertisements in the local 
newspaper or by posting names on the GMC website.  

 
 
Actions Taken by GMC  
 
Several meetings and discussions occurred with the administration and faculty of Green 
Mountain College around the issues discussed at the roundtable meetings. With respect to 
sustainability, GMC felt it was important to begin the project using a harvesting standard 
that facilitated participation, and decided to initiate the project using the state’s Use Value 
Appraisal program (UVA) as the sole criteria for sustainability, i.e., wood taken from land in 
the UVA program would be deemed “sustainably harvested” for the purposes of the project.  
Further, GMC decided to define “local” to mean forestland within Rutland County. These 
definitions created a target universe of 933 parcels. 
 
GMC indicated that it would look to strengthen its harvesting standard in the future, and 
might consider expanding the woodshed to include forestland from Washington County, NY. 
New York State offers a program similar to Vermont’s UVA program. The county forester 
from New York’s Washington County participated in several discussions about the Poultney 
Woodshed Project and thought the proximity of GMC to the eastern part of Washington 
County would create strong interest in participation.  

 
With respect to education and outreach, the project has utilized press releases, direct mail, 
media contacts, and public events to create awareness and interest in the project. In 
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addition, GMC is considering further modifications to its website to recognize landowners 
and others who support the project. 

 
 

Mapping the Woodshed  
 
GIS mapping technology was used to identify land parcels for inclusion in the project. This 
analysis involved layering spatial data of slopes, threatened and endangered species, 
wetlands, wildlife habitat, soil types, elevations, and other pertinent information onto the 
target area of Rutland County, VT.  
   
Redstart Forestry, from Corinth, VT, was engaged to map the woodshed. This effort revealed 
that 420,123 acres of Rutland County is forested (15,799 acres of this total is considered 
“forested wetland”). Total acreage of the county is ~ 604,000 acres, thus forested and 
forested wetland, as a percentage of the total land base in the county, represents 66.9 
percent, and 2.6 percent, respectively. 114,589 acres, or 27.3 percent of the forested land is 
enrolled in the state’s UVA program, with the enrolled acreage comprising 933 parcels. 
Through the mapping effort, contact information for landowners and foresters for all 933 
UVA parcels is available to the college.  
 
When using the woodshed maps on an interactive basis, a viewer can drill down in any land 
parcel and obtain detail on the attributes noted above (slope, threatened and endangered 
species, wetlands, and more); determine if the parcel participates in the UVA program; and 
obtain contact information on UVA landowners and foresters. The maps also provide 
considerable information on non-UVA land, which will prove of value to GMC if it decides to 
broaden the criteria for program participation beyond UVA.  
 
A PowerPoint version of the GIS mapping features 24 screens of information about the 
forestland in Rutland County. The PowerPoint and interactive versions are available 
through GMC. 

 
 
Education and Outreach to Landowners 
 
An event at GMC to announce the project to the public was held on October 27, 2011. This 
event was preceded by a number of action steps to create awareness of the project and 
encourage attendance at the public event.  

 
a. A letter from the Paul Fonteyn, president of GMC, was sent to all UVA 

participants in Rutland County (approximately 900 landowners), which       
described the project, invited landowners to attend the event, and encouraged 
those who could not attend to contact the school for additional information 
about the project. 

b. A letter from David Sleeper, Executive Director of HBRF, was sent to a list of 
102 loggers who have performed work in the county (the list was provided by 
the Rutland County Forester).  

c. An e-mail from the Rutland County Forester was sent to professional foresters. 
d. GMC issued a press release that appeared in the Rutland Herald and was 

reported by Vermont Public Radio. 
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Despite poor weather on the evening of the event, approximately 25 landowners attended. 
Presentations were made by Paul Fonteyn, president of GMC, faculty members who had 
been involved with the project, Redstart Forestry, and Ken Gagnon of Gagnon Lumber.  
 
GMC has established a dedicated phone line and e-mail address to field inbound inquiries. 
All inquiries receive detailed information about the project (Attachment 4). GMC’s website 
has been modified to provide general information on the project, the requirements for 
participation, and a list of Frequently Asked Questions (Attachment 5).  
 
To further increase awareness and participation, the project contacted leaders at the 
following organizations: 
 

 Vermont Woodlands Association 
 Vermont Land Trust 
 Forest Guild 
 Northern Forest Center 
 Poultney Mettowee Natural Resources Conservation District 
 Biomass Energy Resource Center 
 Vermont Department of Forestry 
 

Two professors from GMC spoke at a conference about the project at the Society of 
American Foresters National Convention in Honolulu, Hawaii, in November 2011. 
Approximately 1,500 foresters, educators, and natural resource professionals attended this 
event. 
 
On the Sunday January 15, 2012, a positive article about the project written by Paul 
Frederick, a wood utilization forester for the Vermont Department of Forests, Parks, and 
Recreation, appeared in the Rutland Herald (Attachment 6).  
 
 
Supplying Woodchips to Green Mountain College 
 
The overriding goal of the Poultney Woodshed Project was to provide GMC with a growing 
portion of its woodchip requirements from local, privately owned forestlands, where the 
wood was harvested in a sustainable manner. It was recognized from the outset that the 
project would not be able to replace Cousineau Forest Products (CFP), the current 
woodchip provider, because the project could not guarantee a stable, high-quality supply of 
woodchips for the upcoming heating season.  
 
CFP understands the importance of the project goals and a representative of the company 
participated in a number of project events. When GMC and CFP renewed their contract for 
the 2012-2013 heating season, CFP agreed to the following conditions: 
 

 During the first three months of fuel consumption by GMC, CFP will source not less 
than 50 percent but as much as 75 percent of the fuel from certified sources, where 
certified sources are defined as wood that originates from property having some 
degree of professional forest management.   
 



Poultney Woodshed Project / page 7 
 

 During the remainder of the contract period, CFP will strive to purchase an even 
greater percentage of fuel from certified sources, with the goal of reaching 100 
percent certified if possible.   

 CFP agreed to track the origin of all fuel delivered to GMC in order to verify the 
percentage of certified wood delivered and to provide this information to GMC on a 
regular basis.    

 
 
A key goal of the Poultney Woodshed Project was to execute purchase agreements with 
participating landowners to supply wood to the college. With this in mind, Cousineau Forest 
Products subcontracted with Gagnon Lumber, in Pittsford, VT, to act as a concentration yard 
for GMC. Gagnon Lumber, a local lumberyard with suitable chipping equipment and live-
bottom trailers, will weigh, segregate, store and, eventually, chip and deliver woodchips to 
the college. 
 
Gagnon Lumber will purchase wood that meets the following criteria: 
 

a. It must come from forestland that is enrolled in the state’s Use Value Appraisal 
program (UVA). 

b. It must be hardwood, and must be relatively straight, with at least a 2-inch 
diameter at the small-end and less than 19-inch diameter at the large-end.  

c. It must be delivered to Gagnon Lumber on a truck capable of self off-loading.  
 

Gagnon Lumber will maintain detailed records on each purchase, which will include the 
Span number; contact details on the landowner and logger/trucker; load weight; and date of 
purchase. 
 
At the time the Poultney Woodshed Project went “live” in January 2012, Gagnon Lumber 
had agreed to pay roundwood suppliers $30/ton. 
 
As of the date of this report, 14 landowners have contacted GMC in response to public-
outreach efforts about the Poultney Woodshed Project. Each has been sent a letter 
providing further information about participation. Landowners who plan to do a cutting 
within the next six months were asked to have their forester contact Gagnon Lumber 
directly.  

 
 

Observations and Recommendations 
 
1. We believe the Poultney Woodshed Project successfully put in place the 

mechanism to aggregate local landowners and supply sustainably harvested wood 
to GMC in the 2012-2013 and future heating seasons, which was the project’s 
principal goal.  
 

2. We believe the project’s efforts to work with the existing woodchip supplier, 
Cousineau Forest Products, had some influence in improving the contract renewal 
terms with respect to harvesting standards. Hopefully these standards will be 
raised further in the future. 
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3. We believe the facilitated roundtables added significant value to the general 
understanding of the issues surrounding “sustainability” and methods of 
aggregation, and believe the information gathered will prove increasingly valuable 
to GMC as the program evolves from its start-up phase. 

 
4. The decision by GMC to begin the program using a relatively simple standard for 

defining “sustainability” should not call into question the college’s commitment to 
achieving the long-term goals of the project, but rather viewed as practical step to 
facilitate program implementation, with the expectation that more stringent 
requirements may be imposed in the future.  

 
5. Significant information about the ecological characteristics of the woodshed has 

been gathered through the GIS mapping process, which will permit GMC to move 
toward a more ambitious “sustainability” standard in the future. 

 
6. It’s unclear at this point how the project will sustain itself once the funded portion 

concludes. Project supervision will be necessary, especially as the sustainability 
standards are strengthened and the area of the woodshed expands beyond Rutland 
County. GMC may decide to assign certain tasks to its sustainability coordinator or 
other faculty or staff members and this may require additional funding from 
foundations or other sources. In addition, GMC students may be assigned key roles 
in managing the project. HBRF feels strongly that it will benefit the college from a 
marketing point of view to continue and even expand the project. 

 
7. HBRF’s intention is to share project results with other communities and 

organizations in the Northern Forest region and also with ecosystem scientists who 
are performing biomass-related forest research. Already information has been 
shared with two institutions considering installing wood biomass facilities: St. 
James Episcopal Church in Woodstock, VT, and Androscoggin Valley Hospital in 
Berlin, NH. 

 
8. There appears to be more than ample supply of wood biomass in Rutland County to 

provide GMC’s needs at this time. This supply could be affected by the biomass 
plant proposed for construction by Beaver Wood Energy LLC in Fair Haven, 
Vermont. With that in mind, and in order to provide leadership regarding the need 
to harvest biomass in a sustainable and environmentally proper manner, GMC 
should consider undertaking an active role in the approval process for the Fair 
Haven facility. By engaging its faculty and students, and by drawing on information 
learned through the Poultney Woodshed Project, Green Mountain College can help 
both local communities in Rutland County and the State of Vermont come to a fuller 
understanding of the benefits and possible drawbacks of using local biomass as an 
energy resource. 

 
 

Project Leaders and Partners 
 
David Sleeper, Executive Director of Hubbard Brook Research Foundation, and Paul J. 
Fonteyn,  President and Chief Executive Officer of Green Mountain College, supervised the 
project. Eric Goldberg, of Kielie Consulting in Woodstock, VT, was project director. 
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The project leaders would like to thank the following people for their key participation in 
the Poultney Woodshed Project:  
 
Ben Machin of Redstart Forestry, in Corinth, VT, supervised the project’s GIS mapping, 
working closely with Daniel “Rudi” Rudell. Rose Robitaille worked to integrate contact 
information for landowners and foresters with the map. 
 
Two faculty members at Green Mountain College were closely involved in the project from 
its inception: Sarah Mittlefehldt, Assistant Professor of Environmental Studies, and Jim 
Harding, Director of the Natural Resource Management program and Director of the 
Masters of Science of Environmental Studies program.  
 
Eric Hansen, Rutland County Forester, also played a key leadership role in developing and 
implementing the project. 
 
In addition, the following people provided invaluable advice and support for the project: 
Adam Sherman, Biomass Energy Resource Center; Robert Perschel, Forest Guild; Joe Short 
and Allison Grappone, Northern Forest Center; Marli Rupe, Poultney-Mettowee Natural 
Resource Conservation District; and GMC’s current and prior sustainability managers Beth 
Clark and Amber Garrard. 
 
The Poultney Woodshed Project was generously supported by the following organizations:  
 
Rutland Regional Planning Commission 
High Meadows Fund 
Riverledge Foundation 
Merck Family Fund (as part of HBRF’s Carbon Science Links Project) 
Northeastern States Research Cooperative 
 
 
 

 
 



POULTNEY WOODSHED PROJECT ROUNDTABLE  1 

HARVESTING STANDARDS AND ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 

March 16, 2011, Green Mountain College, Poultney, VT 
 

 

Jack Byrne 

Director of Sustainability Integration, 

Middlebury College, Middlebury, VT 

 

Kathy Doyle 
Adjunct Professor and Research Associate, 

Green Mountain College, Poultney, VT 

 

Paul Frederick 

Wood Utilization Forester, Vermont 

Department of Forests, Parks, and 

Recreation, Waterbury, VT 

 

Ken Gagnon 
Principal, Gagnon Lumber, Pittsford, VT 

 

Amber Garrard 
Sustainability Coordinator, Green Mountain 

College, Poultney, VT 

 

Eric Goldberg 

Principal, Kielie Consulting,  

Woodstock, VT 

 

Allison Grappone 
Program Assistant, Northern Forest Center, 

Concord, NH 

 

Eric Hansen 
Rutland County Forester, Vermont 

Department of Forests, Parks & Recreation, 

Rutland, VT 

 

Jim Harding 
Associate Professor of Natural Resources 

Management, Green Mountain College, 

Poultney, VT 

 

Susan Hindinger 
Executive Director, Riverledge Foundation, 

Grafton, VT 

 

Ben Machin 

Principal, Redstart Forestry & Consulting, 

Corinth, VT 

 

Joe Manning 

Vice President for Finance and 

Administration, Green Mountain College, 

Poultney, VT 

 

Rich McDermott 

Senior Forester, New York State 

Department of Environmental Conservation, 

Washington County, NY 

 

Sarah Mittlefehldt 

Assistant Professor of Environmental 

Studies, Green Mountain College,  

Poultney, VT 

 

Bob Perschel 

Northeast Region Director, Forest Guild, 

Holden, MA 

 

Mark Riley 
Principal, Vermont Forest and Field, Inc., 

Poultney, VT 

 

Adam Sherman 
Interim Director, Biomass Energy Research 

Center, Montpelier, VT 

 

David Sleeper 

Executive Director, Hubbard Brook 

Research Foundation, Hanover, NH 

 

Chris Smid 
Chair and Supervisor, Poultney Mettowee 

Natural Resources Conservation District,  

Poultney, VT 

 

Pieter van Loon 
Stewardship Forester, Vermont Land Trust, 

Brattleboro, VT 

 

Kathleen Wanner 
Executive Director, Vermont Woodlands 

Association, Rutland, VT

 



 
Attachment 2 

CONSOLIDATED INTERVIEWS 
 
 

Roundtable 1: 
Selecting a Harvesting Standard for Woodchips That Is Both “Sustainable” and 
“Economically Feasible” 
 
The following text is a combination of direct quotes and paraphrasing from interviews 
conducted with many of the people intending to attend the initial roundtable of the 
Poultney Woodshed Project, to be held March 16, 2011. We have attempted to record 
faithfully the comments that were shared with us. No doubt, there are places where our 
own biases may have slipped in as we have made choices on what and how to report and 
synthesize what we have heard. This paper cannot aspire to the standards of science; 
rather, it will serve, hopefully, as a catalyst or “straw person” for discussion at the 
Roundtable. – EG and DS 
 
Invitees to March 16, 2010 Roundtable  
 
Jack Byrne - Director of Sustainability Integration, Middlebury College 
Kathy Doyle - Adjunct Professor and Research Associate, Green Mountain College 
Paul Frederick - Wood Utilization Forester, VT Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation 
Ken Gagnon - Principal, Gagnon Lumber, Pittsford, VT 
Amber Garrard - Sustainability Coordinator, Green Mountain College 
Allison Grappone - Program Assistant, Northern Forest Center, Concord, NH 
Eric Hansen - Rutland County Forester, VT Department of Forests, Parks & Recreation 
Jim Harding - Associate Professor of Natural Resources Management, Green Mountain College 
Susan Hindinger - Executive Director, Riverledge Foundation, Grafton, VT 
Ben Machin - Principal, Redstart Forestry & Consulting, Corinth, VT 
Joe Manning - Vice President for Finance and Administration, Green Mountain College 
Rich McDermott - Senior Forester, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Sarah Mittlefehldt - Assistant Professor of Environmental Studies, Green Mountain College 
Bob Perschel - Northeast Region Director, Forest Guild, Holden, MA 
Mark Riley - Principal, Vermont Forest and Field, Inc., Poultney, VT 
Marli Rupe – District Manager, Poultney Mettowee Natural Resources Conservation District,  
Adam Sherman - Interim Director, Biomass Energy Research Center, Montpelier, VT 
Pieter van Loon - Stewardship Forester, Vermont Land Trust, Brattleboro, VT 
Kathleen Wanner - Executive Director, Vermont Woodlands Association, Rutland, V 
 
 
Staff 
Eric Goldberg, Kielie Consulting 
David Sleeper, Hubbard Brook Research Foundation 
Andrila Chakrabarti, Hubbard Brook Research Foundation 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF CONSOLIDATED INTERVIEWS 



 
Introductions 
 

1. How are you and your organization involved with issues regarding wood biomass 
energy, forest harvesting, land conservation, research, or education and outreach? 

 
Participants come from a variety of backgrounds and interests, but fall under these 
general categories: professional foresters (either independent consulting foresters or 
employees of a government agency or non-governmental organization); educators (most 
of whom teach at Green Mountain College, either in environmental sciences or 
sustainability); policymakers (for NGOs, government agencies, and a private foundation); 
practitioners (one mill owner, who also does logging); plant operators (the VP for 
Finance & Administration at GMC), and forest researchers (all the GMC faculty 
members do research or natural-resource evaluations as well as teach). Most of the home 
organizations have worked on some aspect of wood biomass energy, or else are interested 
in learning more about emerging wood-fuel markets. 
 
 
Definition of “Sustainable” in the Context of the Poultney Woodshed Project 
 

2. Do you agree that one or more harvesting protocols or requirements – Forest 
Guild, SFI, FSC, American Tree Farm System, Vermont Family Forests, or 
Vermont’s Use Value Appraisal Program, for example – could merit a 
“sustainable” label as far as Green Mountain College is concerned?  

 
There’s consensus that existing standards or practices can be used to define “sustainable,” 
but that the “devil will be in the details” and that the project may face “an elusive ideal.” 
Several people suggested that it’s up to Green Mountain College to set the terms and 
determine what will be required for a system to be considered “sustainable.” While each 
system is different – one may be an “audit process” while another focuses on logger 
training, one may deal with ecological values while another deals with retention levels – 
there’s a general feeling that the Poultney Woodshed Project should not reinvent the 
wheel, as a A hierarchy of useful standards already exists. Instead one or more standards 
should be chosen for the pilot – as one interviewee said, “Just pick one!” – and then the 
results can be monitored. More than one person suggested combining Vermont’s Use 
Value Assessment (UVA) requirements with the Forest Guild’s new biomass harvest 
retention standards. Several people stressed NOT to forget ecological protections.  
 

 
3. Are loggers, foresters, and landowners aware of the requirements associated with 

the various harvesting protocols for certification? Are they able – or willing – to 
comply with various harvesting protocols? 

 
All foresters, loggers, and landowners are familiar with UVA in Vermont. As for other 
standards, in general foresters are familiar with most standards, but not all; loggers are 
aware of some of the standards (certain local loggers are intimately familiar with SFI 



because it’s a requirement for selling low-quality wood to the paper mills in NY). Most 
landowners (except for very large landowners) are not familiar with the spectrum of 
programs. The general consensus is that all participants would be willing to employ one 
or more programs; in the case of loggers, they would need to be persuaded they are being 
compensated fairly for any extra work involved.  
 
 

4. How difficult would it be to change a landowner’s existing forest management 
plan to allow participation in the Poultney Woodshed Project? 

 
Most feel that it would not be difficult to change existing forest management plans to 
accommodate new requirements of the Poultney Woodshed Project; these would be 
“paper changes” requiring some re-filings, but no on-the-ground work. Consulting 
foresters, however, would need to be compensated to help modify plans. But if new 
standards call for specific monitoring regimes (for example, dealing with wildlife-
management issues), then future costs may occur. 
 
 
Wood Supply 
 

5. Who (landowners, foresters, loggers) determines into what markets low-quality 
wood supplies are sold? 

 
Most participants agree that loggers overwhelmingly determine where the low-quality 
wood goes, though in some cases the consulting forester has a voice in the matter. While 
landowners rarely have input on the matter, the existence of the Poultney Woodshed 
Project and the opportunity to provide wood to a “community supported energy” market 
may pique their interest and cause them to get involved. Some truckers act as the brokers 
between loggers and mill owners. 
 

 
6. In the Poultney vicinity, where are low-quality wood supplies currently being 

sold?  
 
There are not a lot of options, but they include: Vermont Wood Pellet Company, in 
Clarendon, VT; Finch Pruyn and International Paper, two large paper mills in NY; 
Middlebury College (which operates a wood biomass energy system), through a 
woodchip broker; Burlington Electric Company’s McNeil energy plant; and public 
schools in Bennington County. One person claims the majority of low-quality wood is 
sold into the firewood market as tree-length wood sold to private homes. 
 
 

7. Is there enough supply of low-quality wood in the Poultney Woodshed (within 
approximately fifteen miles of Poultney) to supply the college with woodchips? 

 



Although several claim that a 15-mile radius is not large enough to constitute the 
woodshed (35 miles would be better), most say there is more than enough low-quality 
wood to supply the college’s modest requirements of 5,000 tons of woodchips per year. 
Others point out, however, that if the Beaver Wood Energy wood biomass power plant is 
built in Fair Haven (planned as an electrical generating facility plus a manufacturer of 
wood pellets), the situation may change as the new plant seeks to purchase low-quality 
wood from local sources. 
 
 
Wood Prices 
 

8. What would constitute a fair market price per ton for low-quality sustainably 
harvested wood to landowners and/or loggers?  

 
What constitutes a “fair” price is subjective, according to many people. It will depend, 
too, on the ultimate definition of “sustainable” used by the PWP. A range of prices is 
mentioned, from prices paid by large power plants ($30 per ton for chips);  paper mills 
and pellet manufacturers for delivered roundwood ($23-$24 per ton), to log-length 
firewood ($37 per ton), to prices paid for delivered chips by GMC and schools ($50-$56 
per ton). Most people agree that the stumpage value of low-quality wood for landowners 
is very low ($2-$4 per ton, or even less). Chipping and trucking costs are variable. One 
person says that in order for a logger to “make a day’s pay,” prices will need to be in the 
same range as firewood or better. One person says that Green Mountain College students 
will be concerned with issues of pricing. 
 

 
9. Is this price substantially higher than for supplies not determined as sustainable? 

If so, why? 
 
Participants express some disagreement over whether sustainably harvested wood would 
cost substantially more. Many say no, that it won’t take loggers more time to “do a good 
job.” And shorter transportation costs could keep the overall costs down. Others point out 
that sustainably harvested wood is “champagne,” while other wood is “wine in a box.” 
Much may hinge on whether wood is certified by a third party and whether chain of 
custody is required – both of which can drive up costs, especially for small logging 
operations. 
 
 
Infrastructure 
 

10. Is there sufficient timber-harvesting infrastructure – loggers, truckers, chippers, 
storage yards – to provide GMC with a steady supply of sustainably harvested 
chips?  

 
Many people point out that the lack of chipping equipment within a 15-mile radius of 
Poultney is a problem – a “pinch point” according to one. Another concern is storage 



capacity for wood, especially given GMC’s seasonal need for woodchips. Others 
disagree, however, saying that infrastructure in the area is more than sufficient. 
 

 
11. If not, how might that infrastructure be provided? 

 
Two scenarios are envisioned for providing chippers, if needed. First, many say that a 
private logger or entrepreneur will invest in a chipper if the demand is there – “chippers 
will follow the money,” according to one interviewee. Another scenario would have 
Green Mountain College invest in a portable chipper, perhaps in conjunction with a 
concentration yard for roundwood. One person suggests that USDA or another federal 
agency might help finance the purchase of a chipper that could be used cooperatively by 
many loggers. The presence of the new Beaver Wood facility in Fair Haven might also 
increase demand for woodchips, leading to new investments in infrastructure. 
 
 
Next Steps 
 

12. What are the key hurdles the Poultney Woodshed Project must overcome to make 
the demonstration project a success? 

 
Key hurdles to the project are grouped into four main categories: 1) selecting a standard 
for sustainability; 2) creating a fair pricing structure; 3) overcoming logistical and 
infrastructural issues, including “servicing” the college with consistently high-quality 
chips; and 4) getting buy-in from foresters, loggers, landowners, and members of the 
wider community. If the first three hurdles can be overcome, then education-and-outreach 
activities will become paramount. According to one person, if the PWP is perceived as 
coming from “academics” – Green Mountain College and the Hubbard Brook Research 
Foundation – “then no way will it happen.” 
 
 
Full Consolidated Interviews 
 
Introductions 
 

1. How are you and your organization involved with issues regarding wood biomass 
energy, forest harvesting, land conservation, research, or education and outreach? 

 
Sarah Mittlefehldt – Involved primarily as an educator. Taught a course at GMC on forest 
management and policy; students very interested in how to source wood locally. I’m 
interested in how community members understand their local forest resources. Have a 
Ph.D. in forestry and environmental studies, with an emphasis on history and policy. Also 
have a master’s degree in education and taught 8th grade science. 

 
Allison Grappone – I help communities walk through the complexities of installing 
biomass thermal district-heating systems. We do targeted, basic “101” sessions, but also 



more detailed sessions, for example, on how to write an RFP. We also maintain a “visual 
inventory” of different biomass projects in the region; publish a regular news digest on 
biomass issues; and helped coordinate a NH District Heating Roadmap.. 
 
Eric Hansen – Both my department and I are involved in all items mentioned, except 
research. County forester has two principal roles: Encourage sustainable stewardship of 
forests; and on the regulatory side, assure that Accepted Management Practices are 
applied to harvesting in order to protect water quality. I interact with large land 
conservation organizations (VLT, Nature Conservancy), particularly in regard to 
easements on property in current-use; do property inspections; review management plans; 
conduct workshops with landowners and high school students. 
 
Pieter van Loon – Vermont Land Trust meets with 1,700 landowners a year, trying to 
keep their stewardship plans up to date. We’ve been involved with the Forest Guild and 
its biomass harvesting standards. Also educating ourselves on carbon markets. Do active 
management on some lands, including the Atlas lands owned with the Nature 
Conservancy; biomass harvesting has potential with Atlas lands, especially where low-
grade markets are weak. We would consider doing new silviculture for biomass. 
 
Jim Harding –  GMC interested in all items noted. College does not own much land but 
hopes to use its purchasing power to influence how others use/conserve land. Seeks 
locally produced wood biomass for its gasification system. My individual expertise is 
forestry, natural resource management. Particular focus: 1. Reversing land fragmentation. 
2. Global distribution of land products, understanding why/how it is cheaper to harvest 
wood in Southeast Asia and transport to the US, understanding how government 
subsidies, labor rates/practices, corruption, and more affect markets. 
 
Mark Riley – I’m a local consulting forester working in a 70-mile radius to Poultney; 
based here for 25 years. I help to manage 50,000 acres. About 120 clients, with 20,000 
acres under management, are located within a 16-mile radium of Poultney. About 98 
percent of clients have enrolled their lands under VT’s Use Value Assessment program. 
 
Paul Frederick – My focus within VT Department of Forests, Parks & Recreation is on 
wood supply/availability. Provide testimony regarding wood supply if/when commercial 
entities seek a “Certificate of Public Good” from the Public Service Board. Provide 
information and education to biomass users/buyers, as well as wood-using industries. 
 
Joe Manning – GMC is involved with education, outreach, and wood biomass. I’ve been 
individually involved with school’s biomass plan from conception (hired BERC to 
validate feasibility study) through construction (interfaced with architects, engineers, 
construction company) into operation (interfaces with wood broker). 

Bob Perschel - The Forest Guild is an association of foresters; its mission is to promote 
excellent forestry. I’ve been closely involved in issues related to wood biomass energy, 
both policy and forest practices, including helping to write Forest Guild biomass 
harvesting standards. 



Kathy Doyle – I’m a research associate/adjunct professor at Green Mountain College and 
teach an on-line Master’s course on forest ecology. I also do conservation planning, 
working with The Nature Conservancy and the local conservation district. With the latter, 
I’ve been on a grant to assess the wildlife habitat, forest connectivity, and water issues in 
the Upper Poultney River Watershed.  
 
Ben Machin – My company serves as an agent for landowners, doing forest management 
plans. We’ve also worked with the Forest Guild to help set biomass harvesting standards 
and the BioE (Biomass Energy) Working Group for the Vermont legislature. Helped 
establish the Forest Partnership, a collaborative organization of foresters and landowners 
seeking to aggregate wood supply with FSC certification. FP will seek to set up 
relationships with end users (such as furniture makers) to follow Vermont-grown wood 
from the tree to finished product. 
 
Marli Rupe – As manager of local conservation district, involved in conservation, 
research, education, and outreach. 
 
Amber Garrard – Involved in education and outreach, both internally at GMC and 
externally in both local and national conferences. Also involved with school reporting on 
sustainability with respect to the purchasing of food, office products, and more. 
 
Adam Sherman – BERC is a nonprofit with a mission to advance wood energy fuel 
supply, involved in education and outreach. BERC also does work on a consulting basis,k 
including  project-feasibility and fuel-availability studies. (BERC did a feasibility study 
for Green Mountain College.) BERC employees 11 individuals. I head up the fuel supply 
division, with a focus on forest management and wood supply,  
 
Susan Hindinger – The mission of Riverledge Foundation is conservation and historical 
preservation, focusing on southern Vermont and especially Windham County. There’s 
general consensus in the conservation movement that working landscapes must be 
preserved, which means both agriculture and forest industry. We’re interested in biomass 
because in Windham County, the distance to the low-end market is a barrier; biomass 
could be a substitute for pulp, and also help provide renewable energy. We’re sponsoring 
a UVM graduate student to evaluate opportunities for forest products. We’re looking for 
opportunities to localize forest products, while overcoming roadblocks to profitability. 
 
Ken Gagnon – I’ve run family sawmill business (Pittsford, VT, near Proctor) since 1979. 
Built new mill in 1991. We’ve had woodchips as a byproduct of mill operations, but 
recently, with growth of fuel chip business, bought a chipper that can handle roundwood. 
We’re shipping fuel chips to VT Police Academy and other state institutions, schools, 
Middlebury Court House, and Middlebury College (through a broker), and paper mills. 
Our family also owns and manages 1,250 acres of forestland. 
 
Rich McDermott – NY DEC is involved in all elements except research, though DEC 
does act as a conduit for funneling research from other organizations (i.e. Cornell 
Cooperative Extension, others) to foresters, loggers, landowners. Individually, I’m a 



forester focused on administering 480-a Forest Taxation Program (NY State equivalent of 
Vermont’s UVA). I work with landowners on management plans, tax issues; run 
educational classes and workshops in the woods; involved with timber sales on state land.  
 
 
Definition of “Sustainable” in the Context of the Poultney Woodshed Project 
 

2. Do you agree that one or more harvesting protocols or requirements – Forest 
Guild, SFI, FSC, American Tree Farm System, Vermont Family Forests, or 
Vermont’s Use Value Appraisal Program, for example – could merit a 
“sustainable” label as far as Green Mountain College is concerned?  

 
There’s so much to that question. There appears to be a hierarchy to the various 
standards, with ecological integrity having a more important role in some than others. 
Vermont’s UVA program is strong; that can be called “sustainable,” too. 
 
Devil in the details about which standards are truly “sustainable.” There’s a frustrating 
lack of specificity. It would help if standards could be easy to understand and implement.  
 
Forest Guild standards could have more specificity. Vermont Family Forests standards 
are pretty rigid. 
 
Yes, though certain protocols such as FSC impose/suggest restrictions which go beyond 
ecological to include issues such as workers’ benefits, while others such as Forest Guild 
do not, thus the answer depends on the objectives of GMC. 
 
GMC will consider elements of each protocol; GMC interested in social, cultural side, in 
addition to ecology. 
 
Forest Guild guidelines provide “measurable definitions” to the recommendations of FSC 
and SFI standards, i.e., “signposts on the road to sustainability.” 
 
Sustainability is extremely difficult to define, there is no universal agreement. 
Knowledge/understanding is limited, time horizon is critical--what is a sustainable 
practice for 100 yrs, may not be for 1,000 yrs.  
  
GMC must define what it considers to be “sustainable.” 
 
On paper “yes,” but a system must be put in place to assure compliance. Often programs 
are started, funding disappears and compliance piece suffers. 
 
Some foresters say that all forestry is inherently “sustainable.” 
 
General answer: “Yes.”  Not familiar with the details of the different protocols. I believe 
GMC will look to develop its own sustainability protocol which, beyond ecology, will 
include social-benefit elements.  



  
Sustainability an ill-defined term. Protocols are a step in the right direction.  
 
Whole-tree harvesting versus leaving tops is a huge question regarding the standards. In 
VT, only 10 percent of harvests are whole-tree, but it’s 50 percent when you look at 
Ryegate and Burlington Electric plants. Whole-tree harvesting could result in soil fertility 
problems. 
 
Yes, suggest using a protocol that requires certification so as to avoid additional expense. 
 
Yes, if certified. Prefer local (15-30 miles from school) wood supply. 
 
An elusive ideal: balancing ecological integrity with social and economic values. All 
three are important.  
 
We’ve been supportive of the standards developed by the Forest Guild. 
 
I’ve been very involved with Tree Farm in years past, less so now.  
 
UVA standards are very accurate, but in the case of biomass harvesting some qualifiers 
would be needed – similar to Burlington Electric standards – dealing with issues such as 
wildlife and wetlands.  
 
We’re barking up the wrong tree if we think we should reinvent the wheel. 
 
Yes, though I think it’s important to look at a variety of standards to make sure that 
harvesting is done in an ecological manner.  
 
UVA in Vermont does not have a high management standard. Vermont Family Forests 
standards are not attainable for most landowners and foresters. Tree Farm doesn’t have a 
harvesting standard. FSC is a “system,” an audit process involving third-party certifiers. 
Forest Guild standards are more concrete than FSC. A combination of Forest Guild 
standards and UVA is the way to go. 
 
Picking a harvesting standard won’t be the most difficult thing to overcome. Enough 
already: just pick one. Find a standard that will do the least amount of damage to the soil 
– in terms of water filtration, fertility – and then monitor the results over time to make 
sure you didn’t make a big mistake. 
 
Might help to look at cords/person/year as a gauge of sustainability. If local forests are 
growing at 4 cords per year and you’re using 8 cords, then that’s not sustainable.  
 
I believe we need a credible system for sustainable management. Our mill operation is a 
firm believer in VT’s UVA program; we’re also involved with FSC both as a certified 
sawmill and also with our own land (working with an umbrella company called NTL). 
UVA can be ratcheted up to FSC. 23-30 percent of our intake at the mill is FSC. 



 
I’m not hardcore that FSC is the way to go. It has a higher standard than current use, but 
the downside is that FSC certification is expensive. 
 
SFI focuses on logger training and education. 
 

 
3. Are loggers, foresters, and landowners aware of the requirements associated with 

the various harvesting protocols for certification? Are they able – or willing – to 
comply with various harvesting protocols? 

 
Loggers and active participants in the timber economy are aware of the various standards 
and programs, landowners less so. 
 
On a broad scale, this is hard to say. Most foresters are aware of a few of the standards, 
but not all. Landowners may be aware of one standard.  
 
Most landowners and foresters would be willing to comply. Loggers would be willing to 
follow as long as it doesn’t materially affect their ability to make a living. This might be a 
question of education. 
 
Foresters most aware; loggers, landowners less so. Believe all would embrace protocol 
if/when it is understood (assuming parties are kept economically whole.) 
 
Some loggers may be. In NY State, loggers who work on state land must have a Loggers 
Training Certificate. A robust compliance system will be necessary to assure protocols 
are followed.  
 
Speaking of landowners, people I work with are familiar with UVA; some with Tree 
Farm. Yes, they could comply with other standards; would require education. Loggers are 
increasingly receptive to these ideas. 
 
All would be willing to comply. Harvesting restrictions would have the greatest impact 
on loggers (foresters are usually paid a flat sum to prepare a management plan) and 
loggers would have to be compensated if “sustainable harvesting” meant they extracted 
less wood for the same time and effort.    
 
Probably varies considerably landowner to landowner, logger to logger. In our area, 
which faces economic challenges, ecological concerns might not always rise to the top.  
 
All know UVA. Few know Forest Guild, given it is new. Few have knowledge of 
FSC/SFI unless they work on certified land, and even there their knowledge is limited.  
 
UVA:  yes 
Forest Guild: Limited 
FSC, SFI: only if involved 



 
In my environmental assessment work, some landowners may be reticent to invite you on 
the land if they think you might find something – vernal pools, for example – that might 
restrict how they can use the land. But the majority of landowners are pleased to allow 
you onto their land.  
 
Very mixed bag – there’s no clear answer. Some loggers are aware of some of the 
programs. If a premium price were put on sustainably harvested wood, it could help 
loggers to participate.  
 
Foresters: “familiar.”  
Loggers: “less familiar.”  
Landowners:  large (1,000s of acres), “familiar”; smaller landowners, “not familiar.” 
 
Most foresters and loggers are aware of various programs. Quite a few loggers have 
invested time in SFI because of the wood going to International Paper and Finch Pruyne; 
90 percent have had logger training.  
 
A large pool of loggers would be on board, despite some grumbling. 
 
Protocols can be viewed as a spectrum: FSC is the top, most difficult, least understood. 
SFI is next, less restrictive, greater understanding. Tree Farm is easiest, widely used, 
most understood. Forest Guild works to educate foresters/loggers running demonstration 
programs, for example. 
 
 

4. How difficult would it be to change a landowner’s existing forest management 
plan to allow participation in the Poultney Woodshed Project? 

 
Can’t imagine this would be hurdle to adjust existing forest management plans. 
 
Certain amount of red tape involved? 
 
Landowners are difficult to reach and educate. Poultney Woodshed Project could be one 
of the first, if successful, to aggregate landholders.  
 
Not hard to change as long as change is consistent with good silviculture. In NY, 
management plans are updated every five years. 
 
UVA plans do not specify harvesting methods/standards, thus a change in such would 
have no effect on the plans. 
 
Depends on the requirements of GMC. UVA is a filed 10-year plan; it is based on 
certification of land management, not a certification of harvesting. 
 



If UVA standard used, it shouldn’t be difficult to change. Depends on the level of 
specificity in the existing plan. I see a lot of plans, running the gamut from 5 pages to 
160. How you implement something like the Forest Guild standard will make a 
difference. Tops versus bole only? Vermont Family Forests standard might require more. 
 
Would be quite easy to change an existing plan. Landowner would need to be willing to 
pay for the services of a consulting forester. Most alterations would be “paper changes,” 
not requiring additional on-the-ground work. An example of an exception would involve 
something like the Indiana bat, which would require additional work. 
 
No change required unless a scheduled treatment was altered pursuant to embracing a 
certain standard. Any new prescription must be silviculturally sound. 
 
Depends on what standards are being adopted. Most forest management plans can be 
adapted readily – for example, to avoid or set aside ecologically sensitive areas. 
 
Tough to answer. The way we structure things with FSC, some changes can be done on 
paper, at little additional cost; but there’s a commitment from the landowner that 
additional fieldwork may be needed when the plan is re-written every 10 years. New data 
or metrics may need to be collected. For example, you’d need to tally coarse woody 
debris measurements in order to protect amphibians. But measurements such as these 
might not need to be done right away. 
 
Not that hard to change plans, might entail some data collection and re-filings with 
county forester. You’d need to pay for the forester’s time. 
 
If landowner is in UVA, it boils down to the expectation of the buyer. UVA in my 
opinion is very close to achieving ideals of sustainability. Plans might need more 
definition. 
 
 
Wood Supply 
 

5. Who (landowners, foresters, loggers) determines into what markets low-quality 
wood supplies are sold? 

 
Typically loggers, occasionally foresters.  
 
Loggers control disposition. Logger usually enters into a mill-scale contract with 
landowner, where landowner receives a percentage of what the mill pays the logger. (As 
opposed to a lump-sum contract, which is common on larger landholdings and used by 
the State of Vermont.) 
 
Loggers determine disposition 99 percent of the time.   
  



Depends if the landowner has a vision of how resource is to be used. Certain landowners 
may become excited at the prospect of contributing their low-quality wood to a local 
energy movement or higher-grade timber for use by local mills. Other landowners may be 
interested in their wood as an investment only.  
 
I’m convinced that some landowners will be interested in directing their wood to PWP 
once they know about this new sector of the economy. 
 
For the most part, the logger makes the decision. In a minority of cases, the forester sets it 
up where the wood goes. Landowners are rarely involved.  
 
If people knew there was an opportunity to sell wood locally that would be attractive.  
 
Loggers determine disposition 85 percent of the time. Foresters/Landowners have input 
15 percent of the time.  
 
In my situation the consulting forester writes prescriptions for management, based on the 
economic feasibility of carrying them out and completing the work. We don’t do the 
actual harvesting. The logger ends up making the final dispensation of the wood. 
 
Landowners are generally a minor consideration in determining where wood goes, but the 
Poultney Woodshed Project has tweaked interest. The novelty of the market is part of it.  
 
Primarily the logger or whoever buys the timber makes the decision. Our mill, as 
contracting buyer, will decide where low grade goes. Some loggers are more mechanized 
now and they can feed wood into the low-grade markets. 
 
On average, the logger and trucker most commonly decide where low-quality wood goes. 
Landowners involved rarely. Landowners might be more interested, but the dollar value 
of the low-quality wood would represent a small component of the overall harvesting 
project. 
 
Truckers fairly often will act as brokers. They have relationships with loggers, mills. 
 

 
6. In the Poultney vicinity, where are low-quality wood supplies currently being 

sold?  
 
Not a lot of options. New pellet mill [Vermont Wood Pellet Company] in Clarendon, VT. 
Hardwood goes to local firewood dealers. Pine pulp is sitting in the woods. 
 
Majority of low-quality wood sold as tree-length firewood to homes. Depending on 
season and volume, hardwood pulp is going to Finch Pruyn in Glens Falls, NY, or 
International Paper in Ticonderoga, NY.  
 



Vermont Wood Pellet. To Middlebury College, via Cousineau [a woodchip broker]. 
International Paper. Finch Pruyn.  
 
Pulp goes to IP; firewood to the general public; fuel chips, especially in winter, go to 
some institutions. Small amount goes to Burlington Electric; south of Route 4, trucking 
costs are too expensive to go to Burlington.  
 
Middlebury 
Bennington 
Public schools in Bennington County 
 
International Paper – Ticonderoga, NY 
Finch Pruyn  - Glenn Falls, NY 
Vermont Wood Pellet 
BED & Ryegate 
Telescope – Granville, NY (wood pellet manufacturer)  
 
 

7. Is there enough supply of low-quality wood in the Poultney Woodshed (within 
approximately fifteen miles of Poultney) to supply the college with woodchips? 

 
I think definitely yes, there’s enough wood. But I’m nervous about the new Beaver Wood 
Energy (http://beaverwoodenergy.com/) plant planned for Fair Haven. That’s a genuine 
concern if it competes for wood supplies with a small-scale operation like GMC’s 
biomass plant. I worry about sharing the same woodshed.  
 
A fifteen-mile radius might not be large enough. There’s a fair amount of scrubby and 
wet land. If the Beaver Wood plant is built in Fair Haven, that would take a lot of the 
wood. 
 
Fifteen miles is nice conceptually, but given seasonality of consumption (heavy demand 
in Jan-Feb) and the infrequency of harvesting, there would never be sufficient low-
quality wood within 15 miles of Poultney. BERC did analysis for GMC and concluded 
there would be a sufficient supply within 35 miles, which BERC considers a woodshed’s 
minimum size. 
 
Probably. 
 
BERC study estimated there were 1.3 million acres of timber within 60 miles of 
Poultney, which was more than enough. 
 
Yes, there is enough. I’m aware of a vast amount of low-grade material. Beaver Wood 
Energy is the big question mark. The Clarendon pellet facility is a minor component. 
Local loggers aren’t taking a lot of material to Clarendon. 
 



I think that supply is a really important question and potentially one of the limitations of 
the Poultney Woodshed Project. Unfortunate if the need for wood led to overharvesting 
of high-quality wood that could have been harvested on a longer rotation. 
 
This is the $64,000 question. It depends on what GMC is willing to pay. If the college 
lowballs its offer, they’ll be competing with Beaver Wood and other large users. Wood 
will come from unsustainable sources, farther away. But if a place like Middlebury 
College buys all the low-end wood, the IP’s will buy unsustainable wood, from farther 
away. 
 
Most definitely there’s enough wood. The amount GMC needs is a small tap on the 
potential market. Within a 15-mile radius of Poultney, there are 300,000 acres in 
Vermont alone. 
 
 
Wood Prices 
 

8. What would constitute a fair market price per ton for low-quality sustainably 
harvested wood to landowners and/or loggers?  

 
I personally feel that in order to make a day’s pay, you’re going to have to pay the same 
range as firewood or better. That’s $100 a cord or $37/ton for delivered roundwood. It 
costs about $25/ton to keep the equipment running, which pushes the price of delivered 
fuel chips to the $60/ton range.  
 
$50/ton, the price currently paid by GMC.  
 
Have to get up to $40/ton to be attractive to loggers. Pellet mill is paying $24/ton.  
 
In the past year, looking at log-length fuel, the stumpage value to landowners is $5-$10 
per cord.  
 
On the topic of chip prices, landowners in our area are being paid $1.50-$4.00/ton and the 
logger is in turn being paid $30 bucks/ton when selling to the Ryegate power plant. The 
chips are often sold by the “box,” which holds 29-32 tons. Loggers that use other 
contractors to chip their wood are getting paid $9/ton on the landing. 

Costs are a function of how one defines “sustainable,” what you are doing in the woods. 

2009-2010 heating season average public school paid $56/ton. Landowner received ~$2-
$4/ton, balance to logger. “Fair” is subjective. 
 
$50/ton, given the profit enjoyed on veneers and woods harvested, which subsidizes cost 
of harvesting low quality wood.  $100/ton if strictly harvesting low quality wood. 
 



Burlington Electric is 70 miles away. Loggers happy to get the job done by shipping 
Burlington Electric the chips, if other wood is being harvested. Landowner receives no 
money specifically for the chips. 
 
If we can afford to do selection cutting, we can produce more low-quality wood. Price 
must be competitive with Glens Falls, Ticonderoga, or Clarendon. 
 
Not sure how to define “fair” 
 
A study by Vermont Family Forests says sustainably harvested wood would be $53-$58 
per green ton. International Paper pays $23 per ton. 
 
I believe pricing will be very important to the GMC student body. 
 

 
9. Is this price substantially higher than for supplies not determined as sustainable? 

If so, why? 
 
This would depend whether a third party is required to certify the wood. If the land is 
already in current use and new harvesting requirements are added, then depending on the 
monitoring system it might not add much to the cost.  
 
Noncertified wood should have a premium imposed on it. This shouldn’t be in the hands 
of only the loggers. 
 
Sustainably harvested wood is champagne, unsustainably harvested wood is wine-in-a-
box. 
 
Landowner would receive $1 versus $2 per ton. Absolute difference is small, though 
percentage change is significant. 
 
Current market rates are sufficient, no additional premium required. In fact, reduced 
transportation distance, might permit GMC to pay less, in light of the fuel savings. 
 
Not sure that sustainability issues drive the price up. It won’t necessarily take loggers 
more time to do a good job. 
 
Nature of stand determines cost, verification can add $0-$10 to cost. Cost for small land 
holdings could be substantial. Chain-of-custody is a real expense.  
 
Uncertain. 
 
Don’t know given this is not currently a requirement in the market.  
 
Wouldn’t matter to average landowner.  
 



This depends on what you mean by “sustainable.” But landowners who want to 
participate wouldn’t necessarily be seeking a higher premium for sustainably harvested 
wood. 
 
There’s a 15 percent premium for hardwood logs. 
 
Not sure why sustainably harvested wood is more expensive – more labor-intensive? 
Need more land to get same level of wood? Economies of scale? One study said smaller 
logging operations can’t afford self-off-loading trucks, which can cut labor costs. 
 
 
Infrastructure 
 

10. Is there sufficient timber-harvesting infrastructure – loggers, truckers, chippers, 
storage yards – to provide GMC with a steady supply of sustainably harvested 
chips?  

 
No, infrastructure is the chief limiting factor. While there are probably enough loggers 
(though diminishing in number and growing older) and existing mills, the biggest factors 
to consider are chippers and storage capacity at GMC. 
 
Not really familiar with the number of loggers and trucks in the area, but it’s probably 
sufficient to get the job done. That would change if Beaver Wood is built. That’s a 30 
MW plant that plans to use 200,000 tons per year for a power production and a pellet 
operation. 80 percent of the wood would come from within 30 miles of Fair Haven. I’ve 
heard they want to build the Pownal plant first, then Fair Haven. 
 
It’s a capital-intensive job to turn roundwood standing into fuel chips delivered. 
 
There might not be the chipping infrastructure in place. Someone may have to buy a big 
chipper. 
 
Finding a chipper may be difficult. GMC at 5,000 tons/yr is insufficient to justify an 
investment in such equipment. 
 
Chipping may be a “pinch point,” believes there are sufficient number of loggers. 
 
Not many chippers, though they will “follow the money.”  
 
Not every logger is a chip harvester. I don’t think you’ll find a lot of chip harvesters 
available – Gagnon, Lathrop. 
 
Yes, there’s enough infrastructure. GMC’s needs not huge. 
 
No chippers within 15 miles 
 



I think there’s enough infrastructure now. Depends on how many baskets the college 
wants to go through. Also depends on whether the college wants to invest in equipment 
itself. The college will need help figuring out how the picture comes together; they will 
need service. 
 

 
11. If not, how might that infrastructure be provided? 

 
I can envision different scenarios. One would involve private entrepreneurs who see that 
biomass could pan out and would make an investment in chipping equipment. GMC 
might find the funds to hire a person to operate purchased or leased equipment. Another 
idea would be for the local conservation district to secure USDA funds to purchase 
equipment that could be shared by loggers (it did this recently for a large piece of water-
filtration equipment used cooperatively by farmers to deal with erosion issues). 
 
With any kind of market, loggers would step in. 
 
Chippers will follow the money. 

Historically markets respond to need. 

Concentration yard for roundwood – wood could be chipped on yard then brought to 
college. Quality control and the logistics of bringing in chips are biggest concerns. 
 
We did one job that harvested 1,500 tons of whole-tree chips, taking 7-8 loads a day. You 
can’t put that much directly into the college. 
 
In the case of a competitive market with firewood, markets tend to be softer in 
summertime. Loggers could put wood into a yard in summer, which would be delivered 
to college when it needs the wood. 
 
Portable chipper, subject to cost.  
 
Might be able to bring equipment in on a temporary basis. 
 
Difficult, if the market demand is insufficient. 
 
If proposed Fair Haven project occurs, there should sufficient market demand to 
build/lure necessary infrastructure.  
 
 
Next Steps 
 

12. What are the key hurdles the Poultney Woodshed Project must overcome to make 
the demonstration project a success? 

 



If “success” means finding local sources of wood, then infrastructure (especially 
chippers) will be a challenge.  
 
Enough people are currently enrolled the UVA program to provide sufficient land and 
wood supplies. The challenge will be for foresters to educate people about the project – 
its requirements and benefits.  
 
Key hurdle will involve how to present the program to the people who will need to 
change their practices in order to participate. What physical operations will need to 
change, and why.  
 
It will be difficult to make long-term agreements with landowners and loggers. I know 
that at the Burlington plant they have a hard time getting long-term agreements. 
 
This may represent a paradigm shift in the timber industry. If it’s perceived as coming 
from “academics” – then no way it will happen. 
 
Because it’s such a small amount of wood, is that a hurdle? If you put all the schools in 
Vermont on biomass energy, it’s still less than 10 percent of the wood used by 
Burlington’s McNeil generating plant. 
 
Selecting a standard that works for everyone is key hurdle. And finding a price that 
attracts enough wood from local sources without bankrupting Green Mountain College. If 
price is too low, the firewood will just go to the firewood dealer or else stay in the woods. 
 
Logistical hurdles of getting wood to GMC at right time of year. 
 
Developing necessary infrastructure. Communication with local community and student 
body. Price paid to local people.  
 
Bringing people together in a way that suggests/creates shared interest. 
 
It’s important to think of this as a “demonstration” project. The challenge is to use 
cutting-edge, innovative standards. Must consider ecological factors such as 
fragmentation, invasive species, habitat loss or alteration, soil and water quality. As a 
demonstration project, you would want to document that you’re not having an impact on 
these values. That requires additional planning, educating, and monitoring. 
 
A buy-in from landowners (in a small town people may question the motives of HBRF 
and GMC). Getting the community involved. Outreach to all factions that might have  
very different interests, so concerns can be raised and allayed early on (cited contentious 
wind power program). The definition of sustainable. 
 
Must develop workable definition of “sustainable.” Must overcome inertia in the 
marketplace – the patterns and relationships – concerning the distribution of low-quality 
wood. The pilot project must be efficient if it is to last once the grant money goes away. 



 
Will be a challenge to indentify landowners and available wood.  
 
Infrastructure – and how to coordinate lots of small landowners to work together toward 
one goal of providing wood to the college. 
 
Pricing schemes will be a challenge. 
 
School requires a uniform, usable product. Adequate supply. 
 
Defining sustainability, which will be up to GMC, definition may be fluid and evolve. 
There are trade-offs to consider, FSC may be judged superior, but not if it comes from 
100 miles away. School may be able to use students to monitor/certify.   
 
I hope the standard is not set so high that everything bogs down in bureaucracy. Third 
party certification would add a level of bureaucracy. The college needs to be responsive 
to suppliers. 
 
Designing a sustainable standard is free, creating a system to verify that the standard is 
being implemented is difficult and costly.  
 
Sustainability must be realistic, feasible. 
Verification. 
Outreach, engagement of loggers/ landowner. 
Program must be economically viable to various participants.  
 
Finding enough wood within 15 miles of the school. Participation of loggers if 
sustainability requirements are onerous.  
 
 
OTHER COMMENTS: 
 
At a recent meeting in Bridgewater, NH, attended by 200 people, many talked about the 
demise of the wood-products industry and urged legislators to encourage the growth of 
the electricity-generating industry. Ninety-nine percent of the talk was about the electrical 
industry, virtually nothing about small-scale thermal. Strong feelings that thermal and  
electrical issues should be dealt with separately. Peoples’ livelihoods will depend 
supplying wood for electrical generation. 
 
Keep in mind Renewable Energy Credit (REC) issues. This doesn’t apply to GMC, but if 
a biomass plant sells electricity to the grid, they can sell REC credits. If the energy plant 
is big enough, these credits could affect how much the plant is willing to pay for wood. 
 
I suggest all loggers involved be Master Logger Accredited (an education/monitoring 
program run by the Rainforest Alliance). A system which reviews loggers works on a 
periodic basis, and assures proper practices are being followed.  



 
Workers Compensation Insurance is not required by Vermont for independent contractors 
(sole proprietors or partnerships) who have no employees. To maintain the sense of 
“independence,” contracts usually don’t specify hours to be worked, start times, etc.; the 
counterparty does not appear to direct the operation of the sub-contractor. If the loggers’ 
contract stipulated where the low-quality wood was to be sold (GMC) this could raise 
questions about the independence of the contractor and the need for workers comp. 
 
 



Attachment	  3	  
Attendees:	  Roundtable	  2	  

	  
Ken	  Gagnon	  	  
Principal,	  Gagnon	  Lumber,	  Pittsford,	  VT	  
	  
Amber	  Garrard	  	  
Sustainability	  Coordinator,	  Green	  Mountain	  College,	  Poultney,	  VT	  
	  
Eric	  Hansen	  	  
Rutland	  County	  Forester,	  VT	  Department	  of	  Forests,	  Parks	  &	  Recreation,	  Rutland,	  VT	  
	  
Jim	  Harding	  	  
Associate	  Professor	  of	  Natural	  Resources	  Management,	  Green	  Mountain	  College,	  
Poultney,	  VT	  
	  
Ben	  Machin	  -	  Principal,	  Redstart	  Forestry	  &	  Consulting,	  Corinth,	  VT	  
	  
Sarah	  Mittlefehldt	  	  
Assistant	  Professor	  of	  Environmental	  Studies,	  Green	  Mountain	  College,	  Poultney,	  VT	  
	  
Steve	  Newton	  
Principal,	  Steve	  Newton	  Logging-‐Trucking,	  Wells,	  VT	  
	  
Mark	  Riley	  	  
Principal,	  Vermont	  Forest	  and	  Field,	  Inc.,	  Poultney,	  VT	  
	  
Marli	  Rupe	  -	  Manager,	  Poultney	  Mettowee	  Natural	  Resources	  Conservation	  District,	  
Rutland,	  VT	  
	  
Bruce	  Waite	  
President,	  Bruce	  Waite	  logging	  Inc,	  Dorset	  VT	  
	  
Kathleen	  Wanner	  
Executive	  Director,	  Vermont	  Woodland	  Association,	  Rutland,	  VT	  
	  	  
Staff	  
Eric	  Goldberg,	  Kielie	  Consulting,	  Woodstock,	  VT	  
David	  Sleeper,	  Hubbard	  Brook	  Research	  Foundation,	  Hanover,	  New	  Hamshire	  
	  	  
	  	  
	  	  



Attachment 4 
GMC response to initial inquiry 

 
 

 
Dear ______, 
 
Thank you for your interest in the Poultney Woodshed Project (PWP). The PWP 
is an effort to provide Green Mountain College (GMC) with a reliable supply of 
sustainably harvested woodchips from privately owned forestlands in Rutland 
County. Purchasing local wood will increase the environmental benefits of the 
biomass plant by reducing trucking distances and the environmental cost 
associated with them. 
 
To be eligible to participate in the Project the forestland must be enrolled in the 
state's Use Value Appraisal Program (UVA). The PWP will accept any hardwood 
that is relatively straight with a 2-inch small-end diameter and a 19-inch large-end 
diameter. Off-the-ground material and whole tree chips will not be accepted. 
Wood should be delivered to Gagnon Lumber in Pittsford, where it will be 
weighed, sorted, stored and, eventually, chipped and delivered to the college. 
 Wood should be delivered on a truck capable of self off-loading. 
 
Any harvesting done on properties enrolled in UVA must be done in accordance 
with the management plan that is in place for the property.  A good way to make 
sure you're in compliance with the plan is to continue to work with your forester. 
 If you plan to do a cutting within the next 6 months and the wood will qualify for 
what the Project is seeking, please ask your forester to contact Ken Gagnon at 
802-483-6550, or via e-mail at gagnonlumber@aol.com. 
 
If you would like more information about the Poultney Woodshed Project, please 
visit our website 
http://sustainability.greenmtn.edu/operations/buildings_energy/biomass_facility/s
ourcing-woodchips.aspx, where you will find information about the biomass plant 
and answers to frequently asked questions. 
 
Thank you for your interest and support. 
 
Beth Clarke 
802-287-8277 
	  



Attachment	  5	  
Frequently	  Asked	  Questions	  

	  
	  
1.	  What	  is	  the	  Poultney	  Woodshed	  Project?	  	  
	  
The	  Poultney	  Woodshed	  Project	  (the	  “PWP”)	  is	  a	  partnership	  between	  Green	  Mountain	  
College	  (GMC)	  and	  the	  Hubbard	  Brook	  Research	  Foundation	  (HBRF)	  launched	  earlier	  this	  
year	  which	  seeks	  to	  secure	  a	  reliable	  supply	  of	  sustainably	  harvested	  woodchips	  for	  the	  
college	  from	  privately	  owned	  forestlands	  located	  in	  Rutland	  County.	  The	  PWP	  is	  funded	  by	  
private	  foundations	  and	  public	  sources,	  including	  the	  Rutland	  Regional	  Planning	  
Commission.	  
	  
2.	  Who	  is	  the	  Hubbard	  Brook	  Research	  Foundation?	  
	  
A	  Hanover,	  NH,	  based	  nonprofit	  organization	  established	  in	  1993	  to	  support	  the	  world-‐
renowned	  Hubbard	  Brook	  Ecosystem	  Study	  with	  policy	  and	  education	  initiatives,	  including	  
recent	  projects	  on	  carbon	  cycling,	  biomass	  energy,	  and	  ecosystem	  services.	  
	  
3.	  	  What	  does	  “sustainably	  harvested”	  mean?	  	  
	  
For	  the	  purposes	  of	  launching	  the	  PWP,	  GMC	  has	  defined	  “sustainably	  harvested”	  as	  wood	  
coming	  from	  forestland	  that	  is	  enrolled	  in	  the	  Vermont’s	  Use	  Value	  Appraisal	  Program	  
(UVA).	  
	  
4.	  How	  can	  I	  learn	  more	  about	  the	  UVA	  Program?	  
	  
Contact	  Eric	  Hansen	  the	  Rutland	  County	  Forester	  at	  802-‐786-‐3853,	  or	  eric.hansen@state.vt.us.	  
	  
5.	  What	  kind	  of	  wood	  is	  acceptable?	  
	  
The	  PWP	  can	  accept	  any	  species	  of	  hardwood.	  Absolutely	  no	  off	  the	  ground	  material.	  No	  
whole	  tree	  chips.	  Hardwood	  should	  be	  long	  length,	  relatively	  straight,	  2-‐inch	  small	  end	  
diameter	  to	  19	  inch	  on	  the	  large	  end.	  Wood	  should	  be	  delivered	  on	  a	  truck	  capable	  of	  self-‐
unloading.	  
	  
Please	  note	  that	  hardwood	  used	  for	  biomass	  is	  just	  one	  component	  of	  a	  timber	  harvest,	  and	  
a	  relatively	  low	  value	  forest	  product.	  
	  
6.	  Does	  the	  college	  purchase	  and	  burn	  wood	  all	  year	  long?	  
	  
The	  chip-‐wood	  buying	  season	  would	  generally	  run	  from	  August	  thru	  March.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



7.	  What	  will	  I	  get	  paid?	  	  
	  
Payment	  can	  vary	  depending	  on	  many	  variables.	  The	  financial	  relationships	  between	  the	  
landowner,	  forester	  and	  logger;	  wood	  market	  prices,	  diesel	  fuel	  prices,	  etc.	  Please	  contact	  your	  
forester	  and	  ask	  them	  to	  contact	  Ken	  Gagnon	  of	  Gagnon	  Lumber	  who	  can	  provide	  information	  on	  
payment	  amounts	  and	  terms.	  Ken	  can	  be	  reached	  at:	  802-‐483-‐6550,	  or	  via-‐mail	  at	  
www.gagnonlumber.com.	  
	  
8.	  How	  can	  I	  participate	  in	  the	  Poultney	  Woodshed	  Project?	  
	  
Have	  your	  forester	  contact	  Ken	  Gagnon.	  	  
	  
9.	  How	  does	  GMC’s	  wood	  biomass	  plant	  work?	  
	  
GMC's	  biomass	  plant	  is	  a	  gasifier	  system	  that	  burns	  wood	  gas	  to	  produce	  steam	  heat	  and	  hot	  
water	  for	  campus.	  It	  also	  produces	  electricity	  as	  a	  by-‐product	  of	  the	  process.	  	  Learn	  more	  
about	  how	  the	  biomass	  facility	  works.	  	  See	  a	  diagram	  of	  how	  the	  biomass	  facility	  works.	  
(PDF)	  
	  
10.	  How	  much	  wood	  does	  GMC	  burn	  per	  year?	  
	  
5.000	  ton	  per	  year.	  
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From farm to boiler  

Students help their college convert to locally sourced, biomass fuel 
 

Author: Paul Frederick 

 

 

 

Frank Gorham's family has worked the land on his West Rutland farm since 1840. 

 

"Sixty years ago this farm was primarily crop and pasture land," says Gorham, who now grows 

garlic and grapes along with his greenhouse operations. He moved away from livestock years 

ago when he found dairy farming "a hard way to lose money." 

 

Much of his land reverted to forest, only about 20 percent is still open. As a result, income 

generated from the sale of forest products has become more important for paying taxes and 

keeping the farm intact for the next generation. Gorham has been managing his forestland for 

more than 30 years with the help of several foresters. 

 

The farm is enrolled in Vermont's Use Value Appraisal Program (UVA or "Current Use"), which 

requires landowners to follow a forest management plan. In exchange, their property appraisal is 

reduced for tax purposes from "fair market value" to "use value." 

 

Gorham does much of his woods work himself, but sometimes hires professional loggers for 

bigger projects. When a timber sale involves large volumes of low-quality wood, selling it can be 

a challenge. 

 

"The trees that initially grow back when open land returns to forest are often not desirable for 

producing lumber or other higher value products. In many cases these trees are only suitable for 

use as firewood or pulpwood," explains Eric Hansen, Rutland County Forester with the Vermont 

Department of Forests, Parks & Recreation. Hansen administers the UVA Program in the county. 

 

But the Gorhams and other Rutland County landowners now have an alternative market much 

closer to home, thanks to the recently installed wood-fired cogeneration system at Green 

Mountain College and the launch of the Poultney Woodshed Project. 

 

In 2005 Green Mountain College began to consider converting to a biomass-fired cogeneration 

system, prompted by students' concerns about their school's heating plant - which then burned 

No. 6 fuel oil. The college was using nearly 230,000 gallons of fuel oil annually, which 

represented over 70 percent of its greenhouse gas emissions. The students, as part of their honors 

class, had investigated the option of converting to a biomass-fueled heating system as a way of 

reducing carbon emissions and saving energy costs. 



 

The resulting cogeneration system, commissioned in 2010, can supply up to 80 percent of the 

college's heat and 20 percent of its electricity. The wood boiler uses about 5,000 tons of wood 

chips in a typical heating season - equivalent to about 2,000 cords of firewood. The $5.8 million 

project is expected to pay for itself in 18 years. 

 

"It's been a win-win situation for the college - saving on heating costs while reducing our carbon 

emissions," says Kevin Coburn, GMC director of communications. 

 

The Poultney Woodshed Project, an outgrowth of the heating system conversion, was initiated 

by the college with the help of the Hubbard Brook Foundation to create a local, community-

based energy movement similar to Vermont's local food movement. The project has been funded 

by the Rutland Regional Planning Commission, the High Meadows Fund, the Riverledge 

Foundation and the Northern States Research Cooperative. The college's goal is to identify a 

local supply of biomass produced using sustainable forestry practices and thereby stimulate the 

local forest economy and strengthen the local community. 

 

A diverse group of stakeholders convened over the past year to determine the feasibility of 

purchasing sustainably-harvested wood fuel from local sources. The college has concluded that 

initially it will purchase wood from Rutland County landowners, and that "sustainably 

harvested" will be defined as having come from any property enrolled in the UVA Program. 

Only fuel produced from stem wood is eligible, and no salvaged dead trees may be used.The 

sustainability standard is expected to be expanded and strengthened as the program matures. 

 

Wood fuel destined for the college is purchased by Gagnon Lumber in Pittsford under a contract 

with Cousineau Forest Products. Ken Gagnon of Gagnon Lumber notes, "The chipper wood spec 

that we use for Green Mountain is considerably looser than that used for firewood. We can use 

species that people don't want to see in their wood sheds - it is not the same product." 

 

The Poultney Woodshed Project has been welcome news to Gorham, who is currently preparing 

a timber sale that will supply wood to Gagnon Lumber and Green Mountain College. Gorham 

observes, "The money Green Mountain College spends on fuel circulates in the local economy so 

that everyone in the supply chain wins. If this works out for the college, then it should work for 

other schools and colleges as well." 

 

Landowners, foresters or loggers who would like to participate in the program may contact 

Gagnon Lumber at 483-6550 for more information. For more information on the Poultney 

Woodshed Project or Green Mountain College's biomass heating system, visit 

http://sustainability.greenmtn.edu/. 

 

Paul Frederick is a wood utilization forester with the Vermont Department of Forests, Parks & 

Recreation. He can be contacted at paul.frederick@state.vt.us . This article was prepared as part 

of an ongoing series in environmental education sponsored by the Rutland Natural Resources 

Conservation District. For more information, visit www.vacd.org/rcd/ . 

 

 



SIDEBAR 

 

Wood Energy in Vermont 

 

Vermont, nationally recognized in wood energy applications, hosts two biomass power plants- 

Burlington Electric's McNeil Station and the Ryegate Power Station. Wood fuel is also used by 

three college campuses, two state office complexes, four state office buildings, a hospital, 43 

public schools and numerous wood-using industries. In addition, an estimated 81,000 Vermont 

households burn roughly 314,000 cords of wood each year as a primary or supplemental source 

of heat - more than half the wood used for fuel in the state annually. Several institutional or 

community heating and cogeneration projects are in the planning, design or permitting process, 

including the Montpelier District Energy Project, Beaver Wood's Fair Haven Energy Center and 

the North Springfield Renewable Energy Project. 
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