
March 8, 2002

To:
Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Members

From:
Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates and Steve Bernow, Tellus Institute

Re:
Prioritizing Options

As we discussed previously, the Working Groups’ roles in the Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process during Phase I are to:

· Review potential options for greenhouse gas reduction presented by the technical consultant, Tellus Institute, in its Scoping Paper,

· Suggest other promising options, 

· Help refine the options so that they reflect the best available information and broad-brushed designs, and

· Make recommendations to the Stakeholder Group regarding the priorities among the options.

At our second meeting, after reviewing the updated program portfolio, we will need to spend the bulk of our effort to prioritize the programs.  To facilitate, or jump-start that discussion, we have prepared two charts/tables to look at which are both attached.  

The first is a scatter plot of the current programs by A) their estimated cost of saved carbon; and B) the estimated size of their carbon reduction potential in 2020.  Remember that numerous options are projected to actually have negative costs (since they save more money in reduced energy bills over their lifetimes than it costs implement the measure or policy), and these fall below the x-axis.

From the scatter plot, Tellus generated an initial binning of the options into A) High Priority; B) Medium Priority; and C) Low Priority.  It’s important to stress that this binning is strictly based only on where the options fall on the scatter graph based on these two factors alone.  It is also important to understand that the line between high and medium priority, and between medium and low priority was just an initial judgment call based on putting options w/both high savings and low costs in the High bin, low savings and high costs in the Low bin, and everything else in the Middle for now. Finally, it is important to note that this binning will be done independently for the Buildings and Facilities, Transportation and Land Use, and Energy Supply and Solid Waste option sets by their respective Working Groups.  Thus the H, M and L distinctions or binning need not be entirely consistent, and is more analogous to “grading on a curve”.   The Stakeholder Group will take this input from the three Working Groups and make its final prioritization across all three sets of options.

The purpose of our discussions will be to consider whether this initial binning makes sense, or whether certain options should either be pushed to a higher or lower level of priority.  Each Working Group member should come prepared to either embrace the binning, or to make specific recommendations for changing options you believe to be improperly categorized.  If you want something moved, we will want to try and articulate the rationale.  Obvious reasons for moving options could be based on high relative savings, low relative costs, other substantial positive externalities (e.g., other air emission reductions) relative to other options, potential redundancy between two or more options, or other practical concerns.

Our goal will be to try and reach consensus among the Working Group members of the entire binning.  Short of unanimous approval, we will need to map alternative recommendations for particular options including the competing rationales and who supports which placement.

The consensus and mapping will be the basis of the Group’s recommendations to the Stakeholder Group for delivery following the third meeting.  The priorities could also be used by Tellus to do some further modeling of GHG reductions for packages of options once all 3 Working Groups have completed their Phase I work.  For instance, Tellus could do a modeling run with all the High priority options from all 3 Working Groups and another including both High and Medium priorities for the Stakeholder Group to review, a long with the recommendations from the Working Groups.

Options Binned by Potential Benefits

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

	High Potential

	3.1
	Pay-As-You-Throw (central estimate)
	negative
	55,450

	3.3
	Resource management contracting (central estimate)
	negative
	69,775

	1.3
	Renewable portfolio standard
	250
	140,600

	2.2
	Carbon cap and trade permit system
	NA
	NA

	Medium Potential

	1.5
	Direct investments or expenditures
	200
	500

	1.1
	SBC - supply options
	250
	8,000

	1.6
	State Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement
	250
	400

	1.1
	SBC - demand options
	300
	13,333

	4.3
	Deposit bottle system (“bottle bill”)
	uncertain
	19,000

	Low Potential

	1.2.1
	Production tax credit
	417
	2,400

	1.2.2
	Investment tax credit
	417
	2,400

	1.4
	Net metering continuation and expansion
	1,200
	180
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												saved carbon

				Number		Name		CSC[1]		Co-Benefits[2]		(E3 tonnes)				Number		saved carbon		CSC[1]

				3.1		Pay-As-You-Throw (central estimate)		negative		-22 to -32		55				3.1		55		negative

				3.3		Resource management contracting (central estimate)		negative		-22 to –32		70				3.3		70		negative

				1.5		Direct investments or expenditures		200		-22 to –32		0.5				1.5		1		200

				1.1 (s)		SBC - supply options		250		-22 to -32		8				1.1 (s)		8		250

				1.3		Renewable portfolio standard		250		-22 to –32		141				1.3		141		250

				1.6		State Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement		250		-22 to –32		0.4				1.6		0		250

				2.2		Carbon cap and trade permit system		NA		-22 to –32						2.2				NA

				1.1(d)		SBC - demand options		300		-22 to –32		13				1.1(d)		13		300

				1.2.1		Production tax credit		417		-22 to –32		2				1.2.1		2		417

				1.2.2		Investment tax credit		417		-22 to –33		2				1.2.2		2		417

				1.4		Net metering continuation and expansion		418		NSB		0.18				1.4		0		418

				3.5		Deposit bottle system (“bottle bill”)		uncertain		NSB		19				3.5		19

																																						savinfgs

										CSC

								Cost>>>

				[1] $/tonne (yr 2000 $)

				[2] $/tonne of carbon (yr 2000 $) based on co-benefits (health and other benefits) of -$51/tonneC to -$72/tonne C for carbon reductions in the electricity sector and co-benefits of -$13/tonneC to -$19/tonneC for fossil fuel reductions in the industrial, c
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