Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

First Renewable Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Meeting

Thursday, January 10, 2002

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

Consultants: Bill Dougherty and Dr. John Stutz, Tellus Institute

Meeting #1: Summary
26 people attended the meeting, which began at 8:30 and concluded at 1:30.

I. Documents Distributed

Prior to meeting:

1. Agenda

2. “Development of Options: Scoping Paper for the Working Group on Electric Supply and Solid Waste”, Tellus Institute, January 2002

At the Meeting:

1. Presentation slides from Kate Ringe-Welch, Naragansett Electric

II. Introduction and Administrative Issues

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting.  He then reviewed the Goals, Objectives, Structure, and sequencing of the RIGHG Process.  The group then went over the schedule of meetings and the list of Stakeholders.

Dr. Raab reviewed the Groundrules, explaining that as the Stakeholder Group had already accepted them, the Groundrules are binding on all Working Group members.  Dr. Raab clarified that although the expectation in the Stakeholder group is that members will represent their organizations, working group members (many of whom have been selected for their expertise in the area) need not speak on behalf of the group they represent, but instead can speak on their own behalf.  Dr. Raab also explained that the objective of the process was to reach as much agreement as possible on recommendations to the Stakeholder Group. None of the Working Group members expressed any concerns regarding the Groundrules.

Dr. Raab provided the Group with a summary of the Stakeholder meetings thus far, and explained that the Working Groups are charged with recommending a prioritized list of options to the Stakeholder Group, who will look at the list and make decisions on what technologies, mechanisms, programs, and policies to include across all the Working Groups.  In the second phase of the RIGHG process, the Working Groups will work with the Stakeholders’ decisions, and come up with detailed Rhode Island specific actions in each approved area.  

Finally, Dr. Raab reminded the Group that all documents, contact information, meeting schedules, etc., are available online at www.raabassociates.org.

III. Greenhouse Gas Science, Renewable Energy and Solid Waste Background and Baseline Forecast in Rhode Island

Mr. Dougherty then gave a brief overview of the greenhouse gas effect on climate and presented some of the conclusions reached by IPCC scientists in a detailed analysis of the science of climate change.  His presentation concluded with a quote: “Climate is an angry beast and we are poking it with sticks.”

Dr. Raab then presented the baseline analysis generated by Tellus, explaining the underlying assumptions. He presented the major findings, including the projected GHG emissions through 2020 and how much reduction would be necessary to meet the New England Governors and Canadian Premieres’ consensus target levels.

Mr. Dougherty then gave an overview/background of Rhode Island’s greenhouse gas situation, focusing on the energy and solid waste sectors.  He noted that the solid waste numbers used are based on a 1990 Brown study, and they were assumed to be flat moving ahead.  He also noted that the average mix in New England was used in the projections for Rhode Island, applied on a percentage basis.

There was some discussion about Rhode Island’s portion of reductions, and whether or not Rhode Island would have to cut more proportionally than other states because reductions could be based on unadjusted percentage divisions.  Dr. Raab and Mr. Dougherty emphasized that these were regional targets, and further explained how tradeable credits could make the reduction accounting system more flexible so as to avoid such problems.

Dr. Raab then presented the cost of saved carbon curve, which showed how much carbon emissions would be decreased by different options and how much each option would cost.  He noted that to meet the goals issued by the Governors almost all of the proposed options would need to be put in place.  He also noted that the negative cost options are mostly in the Buildings and Facilities Working Group.

In response to a question, Dr. Raab pointed out that the underlying assumptions for both the baseline the model and the various options completed by Tellus are on the web site.

IV. Presentations

The attendees then heard from two meeting participants with experience in renewables and solid waste.

Kate Ringe-Welch from Naragansett Electric gave a short presentation on the status of renewable programs in Rhode Island.  Overall, she observed that it was difficult to get people interested in renewable energy sources without a competitive energy market.  Ms Ringe-Welch discussed the relative costs between wind and photovoltaics, along with the challenge of siting wind turbines in Rhode Island.  She also observed that other neighboring states generally have higher budgets and are spending significant money on R&D projects.

Dante Ionata from the Rhode Island Resource Recovery Corporation then spoke about solid waste.  He noted that Rhode Island’s central reservoir generates both methane and CO2 emissions, and currently there is a 14 megawatt station generating power from these landfill gases.  A feasibility study has been completed on a new generation facility, and the state hopes to work with the Collaborative to put it in place.  Mr. Ionata also noted that the state is planning to work to implement Pay-As-You-Throw programs, which have proven effective in reducing solid waste.

The point was made that generating electricity through burning landfill gases does not eliminate the gas, as it is still sent into the atmosphere as CO2.  Dr. John Stutz pointed out that there’s still a net benefit, as methane is more harmful in the atmosphere than CO2.

V. Overview and Discussion of Existing and Potential Technologies, Programs and Policies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas in Renewable Energy and Solid Waste
Mr. Dougherty then presented each of the electric supply options in the Tellus Scoping paper.  Under each option, the Group discussed the assumptions including whether better data or assumptions were available; whether modifications to the program conceptualization were called for; and what other, related options Tellus and the Group might consider.  Dr. Stutz then briefly discussed the solid waste options in the Scoping paper.  The Group ran out of time before it could discuss in detail all of the solid waste options and two of the air emissions cap options; however, there was time for group members to make initial suggestions and recommendations based on their reading of the Scoping paper.

Below, we list the observations, suggestions, and recommendations by program/policy, and conclude with a listing of “other” options that Group was interested in seeing Tellus analyze.  The list includes things said by one or more individual, and shouldn’t be construed as consensus recommendations unless indicated.

1.1 Systems Benefit Charge (SBC)

· The group recognized that SBC could be a very useful tool in reducing GHG emissions, but that the existing SBC program (due to expire in 2006) has generated funds that haven’t fully been used.  This makes getting political support to increase the charge before 2006 very difficult.  

· However, the point was made that the group shouldn’t take increasing SBC off of the table, as some argued that it might make the program more viable if it was larger.  It was also pointed out that money could be switched between DSM and renewables before 2006 with PUC approval, although the DSM programs tend to be much more cost-effective than renewable options at present.

· The group indicated some support for at minimum extending SBC beyond 2006 at the current levels.

The question was asked if the Tellus baseline case assumes the current SBC program will end in 2006, and whether the SBC programs were in the basiline at all.  Tellus agreed to check on this and report back.

1.2 Production Tax Credit

· There were misgivings expressed about the value of a PTC on the state level:

· The question was asked if any other states have done a PTC, and none of the participants had heard of one.  

· The group agreed that if the federal PTC is renewed (expired 12/31/01) then it doesn’t make much sense to do it in Rhode Island.  

· Even with the PTC for wind and state tax credit for solar, there hasn’t been a lot of activity in 2000 & 2001.

· One alternative suggestion was to increase the gradually sunsetting state tax incentive back up to 25% for renewable investments and keep it there indefinitely.


1.3 Renewable Portfolio Standard

· The first question with an RPS was whether or not it should apply to the standard offer, which goes through 2009.  If so, it was pointed out that changes would likely be needed to the existing contract(s). 

· Participants wanted to know how much an RPS would increase the cost of power, when it would start, and how long it would take to phase in.  The Group asked Tellus to provide more information on these issues.

· Participants acknowledged that implementing an RPS would likely require legislative action.  Some were concerned that supporting out-of-state projects might be a hard sell, while others didn’t necessarily agree once it was clearly explained.
· One argument in favor of RPS was that it is perceived to be technology neutral.  It is seen as a more competitive way to meet standards.  However, there was some confusion about what renewables were to be included.  Biomass, for example, may not result in significant emission reductions over fossil fuels.  Participants wanted to flag this biomass issue for future consideration.

· Although the RPS has a cost associated with it, some participants pointed out that it could be bundled with other measures with negative costs such that the entire bundle was low-or-no cost.

1.4 Net Metering

· Participants observed that although Rhode Island currently allows net metering, not too many customers have taken advantage of it.  Participants also pointed out that net metering is available in NECO’s service territory but not on Block Island. 

· The group wanted to consider raising net metering to 60 kw per site to allow for more cogeneration, and perhaps raising the total load allowed under net metering in Rhode Island above the current 1MW threshold.

· A few participants questioned whether raising net metering levels would encourage people to install renewable resources or fossil-fuel fired generators.  A participant pointed out that a way around this problem could be addressed by requiring net metering participants to meet PURPA 210 standards, to ensure that generators are cleaner, as apparently is done in MA.

· Several participants questioned Tellus’s assumption for CSC.  There were those who argued that it shouldn’t be set using the most expensive technology, while others questioned whether it should be tied to any technology cost since those costs were not net metering costs per se.  It was further pointed out that the only cost may be a transfer payment borne by other ratepayers.  Tellus agreed to re-think this assumption.
· One member, argued that distribution grid benefits should be recognized in the analysis and would offset costs

· Another pointed out that if cogen is eligble under an expanded program then it was important tie down a  minimum efficiency standard.  The Group felt that Tellus should look at MECo’s cogen policy.

· Still another argued that Tellus should account for coincident peak benefits of PV & other resources in this and all other renewable programs

1.5 Direct investment or expenditures

· The decision was made to revisit this topic at the next meeting.

1.6 Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement

· This option was described as a quasi-RPS for state government.  It could be easily put in place by an executive order, mandated by the Governor.

· One group member who works for the state noted that their job was almost entirely to control costs, so it seems odd that the state would issue a policy mandating that workers use higher cost alternatives.  Dr. Stutz observed that all emission reduction efforts are fundamentally about buying environmental benefits, so this could be a perfectly reasonable use of state funds.

2.1/2.2 

The SO2-NOX/CO2 Cap discussion was held over until the next meeting

Dr. Stutz then presented the Solid Waste options from the Scoping paper.

By way of an overview, he noted that solid waste management facilities do generate emissions, but at the same time they also produce landfill gas fuel. He further pointed out that, there are some innovative ways to address the problem post-collection, such as making ethanol out of food waste.  It is very clear, however, that the overwhelming savings comes from reducing production and virgin feedstocks.  By way of example, Dr. Stutz observed that every recycled aluminum can saves four times its weight in carbon emissions – why?  Because it’s not necessary to make more aluminum.  However, the savings the result from such efforts will almost entirely be out of state – paper mills and aluminum producers, for example.

Rhode Island has some recycling and source reduction, but it could do more.  Dr. Stutz pointed out that Rhode Island has attempted some of the options proposed, but the efforts have not been too successful.

3.1 Pay As You Throw

The first option Dr. Stutz discussed was “Pay as You Throw” – which he described as bribing people to create the motivation to conserve and recycle.  Under this model, citizens pay for throwing out garbage while recycling is free.  Carbon reduction is not necessarily the primary reason to do this – the reason to do it is conserving landfill space.  During the discussion the following points were made:

· Implementations of this program in other areas have been very effective (such as Seattle).  There is a small enforcement challenge (some backyard burning and dumping) but it has not proven to be too big a problem.

· However, such programs maybe difficult to sell politically.  Resistance from citizens, who rightly or wrongly often perceive this as a new tax, can be fierce

· Similar programs have already been proposed twice in RI, once in the 1980s and once in the early 1990s.

· A statewide law might be a good approach, but a bottom up process of incentivizing municipalities to implement pay-as-you-throw in their communities might work better in the short-run.  Tellus should consider a program that provides grants for cities to design programs as a variation on this option.

One participant asked how Rhode Island could get credit for this saving of carbon emissions.  Dr. Stutz explained that the EPA supports and allows providing states credit for out of state carbon decreases from production.

3.3 Resource Management Contracting

· This option would get involved with commercial waste removal contracts so that they are structured in a way that creates an incentive to reduce waste.

· There is immense resale value in lots of corporate waste.

· But requires an up front investment – got to find willing businesses and organizations, and need to build alliances with waste management companies

· Once a year haulers change fees – that’s the optimal time to go in and restructure the contracts.

The group asked Tellus about how you would implement this program and who should be the implementer.  They wondered whether industry could do this without regulation.  The Group was very interested in this option but asked Tellus to provide a little more detail on what a program in this area would look like and what the policy/program should be in the Plan.

Some overall, comments made by participants during the course of the discussions of all the options included:

· Ensure that options support incremental generation.  

· Think further about whether or not efforts to reduce emissions were located in-state or out-of-state.  

· Consider options that preserve existing renewables programs in addition to ones that foster new renewable options.

There was a brief discussion about how much flexibility the group had in choosing options.  Because it appeared that almost all of the proposed options were necessary to meet the targets agreed to by the Governor the observation was noted that the group didn’t have much leeway to reject possibilities.

One participant noted that these efforts will hit political roadblocks if the more difficult options are held for later, because little political capital will be left to make them happen.  The suggestion was made to think about packaging the high cost/low cost programs together, and not to throw out any options prematurely.

Other Options

Some other options the group discussed to reduce emissions

1. Return the investment tax credit to 25% and keep it there

2. Create incentives to reduce packaging

3. Outlaw(like Bhutan)/recycle/return plastic bags

4. Break the link between energy sales and profitability (gas/electricity), PBR

5. Reduce line losses

6. Create a focus on food waste and composting

7. Move away from disposable products—focus on reuse and recycling

8. Can there be a good program/policy to deal with sludge?

9. Locate appropriate industry sites next to landfills – plastic lumber, cellulose insulation, eco-industrial park

To Do List

1. Tellus needs to provide more detail about Resource Management Contracting – what a program in this area would look like and what the policy/program should be in the Plan.

2. Tellus should look at MECo’s cogen policy.

3. Tellus needs to provide more information on how much an RPS would increase the cost of power, when it would start, and how long it would take to phase in.

4. Tellus needs to check to see if the baseline case assumes the current SBC program will end in 2006, and whether the SBC programs were in the baseline at all.

5. Tellus needs to look into the “Other Options” identified by the Group – preparing options for those that appear promising, and commenting on the others.

6. Raab Associates needs to prepare a meeting summary.
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