Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Third Meeting:  Energy and Solid Waste Working Group

Thursday, May 9, 2002

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

Consultants: Bill Dougherty, Tellus Institute
Meeting #3: Summary

14 people attended the meeting, which began at 8:45am and concluded at 11:45am.

I.
Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda

2. Draft Memo from the ESW Working Group to the Stakeholder Group

3. Revised “Development of Options: Scoping Paper for the Working Group on Energy and Solid Waste“, Tellus Institute, March 2002 (containing table listing changes made)

II.      Agenda Review / Administrative Items

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting and asked if there were any changes or corrections to the meeting summary from the last meeting.  There were none.

Dr. Raab then explained that the goal for this meeting was to discuss the remaining unresolved items and to finalize the Memo that would be sent to the Stakeholder Group from the Energy and Solid Waste Working Group.  

III.
Review of Modifications to the Scoping Paper

Mr. Dougherty then went through the modifications Tellus had made to the Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Scoping Paper in response to comments from group members.  He reviewed the short table detailing changes Tellus had made to the document.

The sole action item Tellus was asked to address dealt with the matter of costs for a renewable portfolio standard.  The cost of saved carbon for the item had a very large range in the table – somewhere between $46 per tonne and $300 per tonne – and the members wanted more clarity on why this range was so large and how Tellus derived each estimate.  Mr. Dougherty explained that these numbers represent upper bounds from a national and Massachusetts study respectively.  To explain the differences and derivations, Tellus prepared a new Annex to the Scoping Paper (Annex C).  In reanalyzing the Massachusetts numbers (the MA study never specifically derived the CSC for an RPS), Tellus corrected their own analysis and recalculated the number at $230 per tonne.  

The Group recommended that Tellus should add a line to the Scoping Paper explaining that the Massachusetts analysis was a regional analysis and therefore should approximate the costs for a Rhode Island RPS.  They also suggested that an observation should be added that explains how implementation of the RPS could reduce the clearing price for natural gas and other fossil fuels in New England which, if accounted for in the analysis, would reduce the CSC.

One member commented that it seemed a little odd to have the same saved carbon amounts and costs of saved carbon for both the Renewable portfolio standard option (1.3) and the Carbon cap and trade permit system (2.2).  Mr. Dougherty explained that this was by design, and the Group agreed to add the following explanatory note to the Memo to the Stakeholders:

“The saved carbon target of the carbon cap and trade program is the same as the saved carbon from RPS by design, and the cost of implementation is assumed to track the RPS cost by design.”

IV.
Finalizing the Memo to the Stakeholders
Dr. Raab then focused the group on the remaining unresolved items in the Memo to the Stakeholders.  One unresolved item from the prior meeting was the appropriate binning for the renewable portfolio standard option (1.3).  The Group had been divided during the prior meeting on the topic of the RPS, on whether the RPS should be in the High Priority bin (7 members) or the Medium Priority bin (4 members).

Dr. Raab read email about the RPS from two members who couldn’t make the meeting.  After exploring various options, the Group agreed to put the RPS option in the “high priority” bin, accompanied by the following note:

“The Group agreed that the RPS is an important option for consideration.  The Group further agreed that the potential rate impacts of the RPS need to be looked at and modeled for Rhode Island prior to final endorsement.”

With this clarifying note, all the members of the ESW Working Group felt that the RPS option (1.3) should be a high priority except for Narragansett Electric, who felt it should be a medium priority.

The Group agreed to put the Bottle Bill in the low priority bin assuming Pay-As-You-Throw is aggressively implemented, after addressing one member’s concern through the accompanying wording.  The Group further recommended restudying this option for potentially moving it up in priority if Pay-As-You-Throw is not aggressively implemented.

Several options had been grouped together into an “incentive package” at the last ESW meeting: 1.2.1 (the Production Tax Credit), 1.2.2 (the Investment Tax Credit), 1.4 (Net Metering), and 1.4 (Backup Rates).  The Group decided to keep this package in the “medium” priority bin, and to recommend implementation of the Incentive Package to provide an important infrastructure for renewable energy and distributed generation even though the options don’t in and of themselves provide substantial GHG savings. 

One member expressed concerns with the backup rate portion of the incentive package, saying the matter had already been discussed at great length in another Working Group (Buildings and Facilities.)   The Group agreed to add a footnote referring to those other discussions, and to add the language “Any backup rate or net metering proposals should evaluate and appropriately address potential adverse rate impacts and lost revenue to the utility,” to the memo to the Stakeholders.

The Group also added a new item to the list of ideas worthy of research and monitoring for possible future implementation.  This new item deals with improving power factor.

The finalized table of options binned by potential benefits appears as Appendix A to this meeting summary, and the finalized Memo to the Stakeholder Group appears as Appendix B.

V. Wrap Up / Next Meeting

Dr. Raab then briefly discussed Phase II of the process.  Phase II will focus more specifically on implementation, including political challenges and how different options can be best bundled together.  One member recommended that Phase II should focus on prioritizing short-term vs. long-term priorities, and that recommendations should be realistic. 

As this was the last meeting of the ESW workgroup in Phase I, Dr. Raab thanked the attendees for their hard work and expressed his hope that they would also participate in Phase II.
To Do:

· Meeting summary – Raab Associates

· Forward final memo from the ESW Working Group to the Stakeholder Group – Raab Associates

· Finalize Scoping Paper – Tellus Institute

Appendix A
Options Binned by Potential Benefits

	Number
	Name
	Saved Carbon

	CSC

	High Priority

	3.1
	Pay-As-You-Throw 
	55
	negative

	3.3
	Resource management contracting 
	70
	negative

	1.3
	Renewable portfolio standard
	140
	46, and 230


	2.2
	Carbon cap and trade permit system
	140
	46, and 230


	Medium Priority

	1.5
	Direct investments or expenditures
	0.5
	200

	1.1
	SBC - supply options
	8
	250

	1.6
	State Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement
	0.4
	250

	1.1
	SBC - demand options
	13
	300

	1.2.1

1.2.2

1.4

1.4
	Incentive Package

· Production tax credit

· Investment tax credit

· Net metering

· Backup rates

	2

2

0.2

N/A
	417

417

294

N/A


	Low Priority

	3.5
	Deposit bottle system (“bottle bill”)
	19
	>0


Appendix B

MEMO TO STAKEHOLDER GROUP FROM THE ENERGY AND SOLID WASTE WORKING GROUP

Date:
May 9, 2002

To:
RI GHG Stakeholder Group

From:
Energy and Solid Waste Working Group

Re:
Recommendations on Energy and Solid Waste Related GHG Reduction Options

The purpose of this memo is to report back to the Stakeholder Group on the work completed by the Energy and Solid Waste Working Group with respect to prioritizing potential greenhouse gas reduction options related to energy and solid waste in Rhode Island.

The Group met three times – on January 10th, March 14th, and May 9th.  During the first meeting, the Group reviewed a scoping paper by Tellus Institute on a range of potential options.  At that meeting, the Group suggested additional options, proposed modifications to options suggested by Tellus, and reviewed and commented on a range of methodological and assumption issues.  During the second meeting, the Group reviewed additions and changes suggested by Tellus as a result of further inquiries.  The Group also prioritized the options into three bins (high, medium, and low), and reached a consensus on the placement of all the options.  The Group spent the 3rd meeting discussing the unresolved options, and reviewing this draft memo.

The Group Members all concur with the Group’s findings and recommendations as portrayed in this memo including the attached table that describes how far the Group has gotten in analyzing and prioritizing options.  Table 1 portrays the Group’s recommendations to the Stakeholder Group together with the clarifying notes following the Table.  To learn more about any of these options, the Group refers the Stakeholders to Tellus’s Revised Scoping Paper. Both documents are available on the projects web area at www.raabassociates.org.  

We are also attaching as Table 2 the Energy and Solid Waste Roster and attendance information.

We hope that this information is helpful to the Stakeholder Group in its deliberations and we look forward to further assisting the Group and the State of Rhode Island during Phase II of this project.

Table 1:

Binning from Energy and Solid Waste Working Group

Consensus Recommendation Options

	Number
	Name
	Saved Carbon

	CSC

	High Priority

	3.1
	Pay-As-You-Throw 
	55
	negative

	3.3
	Resource management contracting 
	70
	negative

	1.3
	Renewable portfolio standard
	140
	46, and 230


	2.2
	Carbon cap and trade permit system
	140
	46, and 230


	Medium Priority

	1.5
	Direct investments or expenditures
	0.5
	200

	1.1
	SBC - supply options
	8
	250

	1.6
	State Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement
	0.4
	250

	1.1
	SBC - demand options
	13
	300

	1.2.1

1.2.2

1.4

1.4
	Incentive Package

· Production tax credit

· Investment tax credit

· Net metering

· Backup rates

	2

2

0.2

N/A
	417

417

294

N/A


	Low Priority

	3.5
	Deposit bottle system (“bottle bill”)
	19
	>0


Notes for Table 1: Binning from Energy & Solid Waste Working Group

1) The Group agreed that the RPS is an important option for consideration.  The Group further agreed that the potential rate impacts of the RPS need to be looked at and modeled for Rhode Island prior to final endorsement. With this clarifying note, all the members of the Working Group felt that this should be a high priority except for Narragansett Electric, who felt it should be a medium priority.

2) Group agreed to put the bottle bill in the low priority bin assuming Pay-As-You-Throw is aggressively implemented.  If not, the Group recommended restudying this option for potentially moving it up in priority.

3) The Group recommends implementation of the Incentive Package to provide an important infrastructure for renewable energy and distributed generation even though they don’t in and of themselves provide substantial GHG savings. Any backup rate or net metering proposals should evaluate and appropriately address potential adverse rate impacts and lost revenue to the utility.

4) The Group notes that the SBC programs are currently in operation and that they should be extended.

5) The Group agreed to research and monitor several options for possible future implementation:

· Backyard Compost (education)

· Sludge Reduction Options (research/capital investment)

· Environmentally Preferable Procurement (EPP) Program (research)

· Decoupling Utility Sales From Profit

· Improving Power Factor and Reducing Line Losses

 Renewable Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Sign-in List

	
	
	
	1/10/2002
	3/14/2002
	5/9/2002

	Richard
	Austin
	RI Society of Env. Prof.
	x
	 
	

	Gary
	Beland
	New England Gas Company
	x
	 
	

	Roger
	Buck
	TEC-RI
	x
	 
	x

	Julie
	Capobianco
	RISEO
	x
	x
	x

	Jim 
	Carlson
	US Navy
	x
	 
	

	Jan
	Greenwood
	Env. Science Services, Inc
	x
	x
	x

	Doug
	Hartley
	RI PUC Division
	x
	x
	

	Bradley
	Hyson
	Sustainability Coalition
	x
	 
	

	Dante
	Ionata
	RI Resource Recovery Corp
	x
	 
	

	Janet 
	Keller
	RIDEM - Str. Planning & Policy
	x
	x
	x

	Janice
	McClanaghan
	RI State Energy Office
	x
	 
	

	Brenda
	Pope
	Lincoln Environmental/Biz RTB
	x
	x
	

	Kate
	Ringe-Welch
	National Grid
	x
	x
	

	Vin
	Rose
	URI's Energy Center
	x
	x
	

	Eric
	Stephens
	People’s Power and Light
	x
	x
	x

	Kate
	 Strouse
	RI PIRG
	x
	x
	x

	Bruce
	Vild
	Statewide Planning
	
	
	x

	Harold
	Ward
	Brown University
	x
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Tim
	Howe
	SEO
	x
	x
	x

	John
	Reichert
	NSNPT
	x
	x
	

	Kendall
	Youngblood
	ICF Consulting
	 
	x
	

	Byron
	Elmendorf
	Brown Univ.
	x
	x
	

	David
	 Jacobson
	 National Grid
	
	
	x


Note:  We deleted all Energy and Solid Waste group members who did not appear at any of the 3 meetings.
� Estimates of thousands of tonnes in 2020


� These numbers represent upper bounds from a national and Massachusetts study respectively.  For more detail see Annex C to the Scoping Paper.


� The saved carbon target of the Carbon Cap and Trade Program is the same as the saved carbon from RPS by design, and the cost of implementation is assumed to track the RPS cost by design.


� See also the Scoping Paper from the Buildings and Facilities Working Group for additional information on backup rates.


� Estimates of thousands of tonnes in 2020


� These numbers represent upper bounds from a national and Massachusetts study respectively.  For more detail see Annex C to the Scoping Paper.


� The saved carbon target of the Carbon Cap andTrade program is the same as the saved carbon from RPS by design, and the cost of implementation is assumed to track the RPS cost by design.


� See also the Scoping Paper from the Buildings and Facilities Working Group for additional information on backup rates.
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