Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Second Meeting:  Energy and Solid Waste Working Group

Thursday, March 14, 2002

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

Consultants: Bill Dougherty and James Goldstein, Tellus Institute
Meeting #2: Summary

19 people attended the meeting, which began at 8:45am and concluded at 12:45pm.

I.
Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda

2. Memo from Raab and Bernow on prioritizing options, including a table and graph demarcating High/Medium/Low priority options

3. Revised “Development of Options: Scoping Paper for the Working Group on Energy and Solid Waste“, Tellus Institute, March 2002, including a table of actions taken by Tellus in response to Energy and Solid Waste Working Group member requests at the first meeting

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.  One participant noted that the recommendation to expand the SBC to Block Island did not appear in the meeting summary, so the Group agreed to discuss it (see Section IV of this paper for details).  

Dr. Raab then explained that the goal for the meeting was to put priorities on the options presented in the Scoping Paper so as to make recommendations to the Stakeholder group.  The group agreed to move the next ESW Working Group meeting up one week, to May 9, in part to allow Dr. Raab to provide an update on the RI GHG process at a conference sponsored by on the organizations providing the RI GHG with funding.

III.
Review of Modifications to the Scoping Paper

Mr. Dougherty then went through the modifications Tellus made to the Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Scoping Paper in response to comments from group members.  He reviewed the Action Table detailing changes Tellus made as well as issues it had decided not to pursue.

With regard to line losses, Tellus clarified that their calculation of $800-$1,000 CSC focused on the cost of constructing new lines rather than upgrading existing ones.  One participant noted that upgrades might be less expensive.  Tellus suggested that the best way to achieve decreases through line upgrades might be through targeted DSM and distributed generation.  Another participant flagged backup rates as an important issue for renewable distributed generation.

Tellus explained that decoupling would probably not be very beneficial because SBC DSM and Renwable programs are already aggressive.  One member pointed out that could be helpful related to distribution decisions and that although it may not save much it wouldn’t cost much or anything either.

One participant noted that The Incentive Tax Credit (ITC) has the same CSC as the Production Tax Credit (PTC), but that the impact might be greater due to consumers getting the money quicker from the ITC.

There was an in depth discussion about how Tellus derived both the national and Massachusetts CSC numbers for the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS).  Mr. Dougherty acknowledged that there was an era in both the Scoping Paper and the binning table on the Massachusetts numbers (reported as $23).  He stated that the corrected numbers would likely exceed $300.  One member pointed to a memo from Dr. Bernow arguing that the CSC cost could be negative if you factor in the possibility that the RPS could reduce natural gas prices.  The Group was confused by Mr. Dougherty’s explanation about whether the $46 national RPS CSC number was a free-standing cost or a portfolio cost including other programs.  Mr. Dougherty agreed to reexamine both studies as well as any other studies that members forwarded to him, and to provide the Working Group with a more detailed derivation of both the Massachusetts and National CSC numbers within three weeks.

James Goldstein, standing in for John Stutz, then went over some of the solid waste changes.  He began by providing more information about resource management (RM) and discussing some of the results of initial pilot implementation in Massachusetts.

One participant asked about food waste and whether it could be handled at a central landfill.  Tellus clarified that it could be handled in a central location, but that it would still need to be collected separately from each point of origin.  Tellus included that such an option would save little and be relatively costly.  The group then discussed education programs to promote on backyard composting.  Tellus pointed out that such a program would probably only generate small GHG savings.  One participant noted that the RI resource recovery corporation does some education on composting currently.

The group discussed environmentally preferable procurement (EPP) but Tellus pointed out that it would be difficult to derive accurate savings and CSC numbers at this time.  However, the decision was made to add EPP to a “watch list” of items to monitor and potentially implement in the future.  Sludge was also added to the watch list as deserving future study.  The full “watch list” appears at the end of the table in Appendix A.

IV.
Categorizing Options into High, Medium, and Low Priority Groups
After a short break, Dr. Raab explained that the goal of the Working Group is to present a list of priorities to the stakeholders and that it would probably be adequate to group the options into high, medium and low priority “bins” along with an unredlined, revised scoping paper.  The group then discussed each option in the original binning done by Tellus based solely on the potential amount of saved carbon in 2020 and the cost of saved carbon.  The Working Group was invited to re-bin the options as they saw fit.

The options originally ranked as High Priority by Tellus were as follows:

	Number
	Name
	Carbon Saved in 2020

	CSC ($/tC)

	High Priority

	3.1
	Pay-As-You-Throw (central estimate)
	55
	negative

	3.3
	Resource management contracting (central estimate)
	70
	negative

	1.3
	Renewable portfolio standard
	140
	46-300+

	2.2
	Carbon cap and trade permit system
	140
	46-300+


The Group quickly agreed to leave 3.1 (Pay-as-you-throw) and 3.3 (Resource management contracting) in the High Priority bin.  The Group also agreed to leave 2.2 (Carbon cap and trade permit system) in the high bin, but to note that this option needs to be pursued by RI at the national or regional level rather than in RI alone.

The Group took more time to discuss RPS, as there was some uncertainty about costs and cost impacts of the program.  Some in the group wanted to move RPS to the medium bin because of the uncertainty, but others wanted to keep it in high because of its large potential.  Eventually the Group decided to list its exact placement as a non-consensus option (with 7 members wanting it marked as “high” and 7 marked as “medium”) and to have Tellus look at the cost estimates again.

The Group then turned its attention to the options Tellus ranked as Low Priority:

	Number
	Name
	Carbon Saved in 2020
	CSC ($/tC)

	Low Priority

	1.2.1
	Production tax credit
	2
	417

	1.2.2
	Investment tax credit
	2
	417

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

	2.1
	Caps on SO2 and NOx Emissions
	NA
	NA


Immediately the Group agreed to drop the SO2/NOX option (2.1) from the table altogether because there are no clear savings or cost estimates.

As to Tax credits, the Group agreed it could be important as part of a broader incentive package but that they would not save much on own. (For more on the incentive package promoted to “medium” potential, see below.)

Some members made the point that any bottle bill enacted in RI should be consistent with other states or folks from other states would bring their bottles here for redemption.  A Group member from the government noted that a bottle bill has been debated in the RI legislature almost every year since 1970.  Tellus also noted that their estimate of 19,000 tonnes might be generous.  The Group eventually agreed to leave the bottle bill in the low priority bin assuming Pay-As-You-Throw is aggressively implemented.  If not, the Group recommends (with one possible exception, DEM) that it be moved up in priority. Because of its long legislative history, DEM needs to consider this option further before joining any public statement about it.
Then attention turned to the options Tellus had put into the Medium Priority bin:

	Number
	Name
	Carbon Saved in 2020
	CSC ($/tC)

	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

	1.4
	Net metering continuation and expansion
	0.2
	294


The Group requested that a footnote be added explaining that the SBC programs are currently in operation and that they should be extended.  As a result of the observation made at the beginning of the meeting regarding the agenda, the group also asked for a note in the paper urging consideration of an expansion of SBC to cover Block Island for both renewables and DSM.

State facilities purchase requirements are high profile, so the Group agreed to leave Option 1.6 in the Medium bin even though their savings estimates are relatively small.

On net metering (1.4) the Group asked Tellus to add a footnote on packaging with other incentive mechanisms (see below), as well as the recommendation that net metering be expanded to Block Island.

The Group also decided to put together an incentive package of several items:  Tax Credits (ITC and PTC, options 1.2.1 and 1.2.2), Net Metering (1.4), and Back Up rates (to be added).  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.  The Group agreed to place this at the bottom of the “medium potential” bin.
The Group also agreed to put together a “watch list” of items that have some promise, and should be supported, researched, and/or monitored for eventual implementation.  These items were:

· Decoupling (research)

· Line losses  (research)

· Backyard compost (supported through education and distribution of bins)

· EPP/Environmentally preferable procurement (EPP) (supported through research)

· Sludge (supported through research and requiring capital investment)

The Group agreed that these programs are not known well enough at this point, or benefits don’t have the same magnitude as the others, but there is enough promise to merit their future consideration.  

All of the options as they were reprioritized during the meeting, as well as the “watch list” items, appear in Appendix A to this meeting summary.

V. Wrap Up / Next Meeting

Because of the progress made at this meeting, Dr. Raab suggested that the next meeting go from 9am-12pm.  This meeting will take place one week earlier than it was originally scheduled, on Thursday, May 9, 2002.
To Do:

· Meeting summary – Raab Associates (first week)

· Get response from the Work Group members  (second week)

· Clarify RPS costs – Tellus (within three weeks)

· Draft memo from Working Group to the Stakeholder Group – Raab/Tellus

· Group Members forward RPS studies to Tellus ASAP

Appendix A
Options Binned by Potential Benefits

	Number
	Name
	Carbon Saved in 2020

	CSC
($/tC)

	High Priority

	3.1
	Pay-As-You-Throw (central estimate)
	55
	negative

	3.3
	Resource management contracting (central estimate)
	70
	negative

	1.3
	Renewable portfolio standard
	140
	46-300+?

	2.2
	Carbon cap and trade permit system
	140
	46-300+?

	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

N/A
	Incentive Package

· Production tax credit

· Investment tax credit

· Net metering

· Backup rates
	417

417

294

N/A
	2

2

0.2

N/A

	Low Priority

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


Draft Notes:

1) Group agreed that RPS should be included, but 4 members felt that it should be in the Medium Priority bin due to concerns about cost uncertainties and potential cost impacts.  Group will revisit the RPS at the 3rd Working Group meeting after receiving more information on potential costs.

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 (with one possible exception) that it be moved 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.

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

Agreed to Research and Monitor for Possible Future Implementation:

Backyard Compost (education)

Sludge Reduction Options (research/capital investment)

Environmentally Preferable Procurement (EPP) Program (research)

Decoupling Utility Sales From Profit

Reducing Line Losses

� Estimates of thousands of tonnes in 2020


� Estimates of thousands of tonnes in 2020
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