Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

1st Meeting, Phase II:  Stakeholder Group

Thursday, July 18, 2002

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

Consultant: Dr. Steve Bernow, Tellus Institute
Phase II Meeting #1: Summary

28 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:00am and concluded at 12:45pm.  See the attached Stakeholder attendance sheet.

I. Documents Distributed

Prior to the meeting:

a. Agenda

b. Summary of 5th Stakeholder Group meeting

c. Phase II Research Agenda and Memo, Tellus Institute

At the meeting:
d. RI GHG Transit Options and Infrastructure Planning

e. Phase II Work Plan

f. Summary of Top Priority Options For Phase II

II. Agenda Review

Dr. Raab welcomed the group and explained that the task of the first Phase II Meeting is to revisit the options flagged in July within the context of the group’s budgetary considerations. The group will prioritize the options and create an appropriate working structure (including, among others, working groups, a schedule, and membership). Dr. Raab also indicated that Byron Elmendorf, who is pursuing a master’s degree at Brown University, would deliver a presentation on the benefits and implementation of combined heat and power at the end of the meeting. 

III. Phase II Budget and Fundraising

Steve Makjut  debriefed the group on current budget and fundraising activities:

· The Group currently has $184,000 available to cover both the research and meeting support. 

· Potential additional funding sources include:

a. $10,000-$15,000 from the Office of Solid Waste Emergency Response, for programming related to waste mitigation, land revitalization, or recycling. The Office has not yet committed these resources, but it has expressed interest in funding the Group’s work. 

b. The annual grants provided by the Office of Transport and Air Quality. (OTAQ), which could be allocated to transportation-related initiatives.

c. US Department of Energy (DOE) and Department of Transportation (DOT). The group could use the agency heads from the Stakeholder Group to solicit funding from these agencies. It was also noted that the Congressional delegation could be a useful lever. Lastly, there is a possibility that the DOE would revive a defunct funding category that would be applicable to some of the group’s projects in November. 

d. The Rhode Island Resource Recovery Corporation, which could provide monies for solid waste programming.

e. Private foundations, including MacArthur, Merck, Kendall, Beneficia, and Bydale. These foundations have varied foci, though they tend not to fund state initiatives.

f. Rhode Island Public Transit Authority may be able to provide a grant of up to $80,000 for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), though the Group would have to come up with a $20,000 matching grant. 
g. The OPA OSWER Innovations Working Group (IWG). There is some doubt as to whether the EPA will view the PAYT and RM programs as “innovative”, and the projects must be sponsored by and IWG member, but the body should nonetheless not be overlooked as a potential resource. 
While the group does not have the level of funding it needs to pursue all the shortlisted proposals, it can nevertheless start with a few of the priority proposals while it seeks more resources. 

IV. Prioritization of short-listed projects

Steve Bernow, the Group’s technical consultant from the Tellus Institute, reviewed the criteria the Group used to select the short-listed options, which were those possessing a combination of high carbon reductions, low costs, and high co-benefits across as many sectors as possible. The shortlist also reflects a mix of both new, innovative options and options that have already been proven effective in other jurisdictions. Then he invited the group to consider how it would like to select items from the shortlist. The stakeholders had several additional considerations:

· Prioritize the most timely options, especially those that can be merged with legislative activity. 

· Select options that will generate quick results so that state agencies can show resolve through achievement sooner rather than later. 

· Re-evaluate whether the research proposal strategy is really the best path, or if it would be more productive to look into how the group could bypass some of the research and spend the money on implementation.

· Leverage limited resources by looking into ways to piggy-back on organizations and initiatives already working on some of the programs.


With these combined criteria in mind, the group re-examined each of the short listed options, taking a brief first pass through the issues (described below) and then, after a short break, revisiting them in greater depth on a one-by-one basis. 

a. Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS): Several in the group suggested that the cost of the RPS could be brought down if, instead of creating an RPS from the ground up, the group could synthesize the best practices in other states and customize them for Rhode Island. Stakeholders felt that the analysis and quantification will need to be Rhode-Island specific in order to present a convincing case to legislators, but it is worth examining the regional contributions and impacts as well. Dr. Raab and Dr. Bernow pointed out that Bob Grace did the Massachusetts consulting and that he is very familiar with RPS-related developments nationally. They also pointed out the Massachusetts process on the RPS alone cost over $250,000. 

b. Commercial and Industrial Retrofit:  Mr. Bernow noted that the problem in this area, in contrast to the RPS, lies not in the design of the program but rather how to fund it. In this respect, it seems that the State Energy Office has an important role to play, and could link the program to a pollution prevention program. Also, the group agreed that a public-private partnership could be very useful. Such a partnership could address issues such as Energy Efficiency Targeting and Energy Efficient Tax Credits as well. Stakeholders for the group could include the Energy Office, the Oil Heat Institute, NECo, the gas company, the chambers of commerce and industry (including TecRI), EDC, NEEP, and others.  The partnership should be a facilitated conversation and could identify areas for further research, if needed. The Group agreed that in using this approach the research budget could be pared down substantially.

Several members expressed concern over certain aspects of such a dialogue. One questioned whether it would culminate in meaningful action if it included energy suppliers who profit from selling, not conserving, energy. Another pointed out that creating the dialogue would require a strategy for funding the programs. Finally, the dialogue would need to offer the right level of customer incentives and might also require an education campaign. 

c. Transportation:  The Group’s discussion on moving forward with the feebate proposal centered on how much survey work to conduct, how to obtain data for the design work, and the legal and political aspects of the program. With respect to the first item, some stakeholders felt that the program required only minimal, if any, survey work to start with.

Finding the raw data upon which to base the design may present a challenge. The DMV is the repository for the relevant new vehicle sales data, but the information needs to be obtained. Stakeholder Jan Reitsma agreed to send the DMV a request for the data on behalf of the stakeholders. Harold Ward agreed to craft a data request and run it by Steve Bernow first. The data is available from Polk, but at a price of about $10,000. 

The legal and political aspects of the feebate were also of concern to the group. One member noted the potential likelihood of a legal challenge to the program, and advised seeking an opinion from the Attorney General (AG). Another suggested including the AG in a working group. In planning the feebate, the group should also be mindful that the California Zero Emissions Vehicle (ZEV) law is in review in the 9th circuit court of appeals, and the decision could influence the program to the extent that it address states’ rights to tinker with CAFE-type standards. 

A key consideration is how high to set the feebate. One member suggested starting low to reduce backlash and then move higher. Another thought it should be revenue-neutral to reduce state opposition on fiscal grounds. A provision for adjustments could be built into the legislation, allowing the optimal structure for the feebate to evolve as experience dictates. Some disagreed, questioning whether the legislature would approve the feebate in the absence of a thoughtfully-crafted set of numbers describing the program’s impacts. 

Another issue was whether the Feebate could be revenue positive, and that the revenues could be allocated to program costs or to fund other transport options. 

It was also recommended that the group look to the DOT and the transportation center at the University of Rhode Island (URI). The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) agreed to furnish a related memo for posting on the Group’s website. 

d. Transit-Oriented Development (TOD):  Many of the group’s comments centered on the role of RIPTA in advancing TOD. The first suggestion on formulating a strategy for TOD is that it should be thought of as a state-wide planning issue focusing on growth centers, meaning that thoroughgoing TOD planning must include but not be limited to RIPTA. TOD is also a long-term program which might be more effectively advanced if tied to the growth initiative the planning council is developing. 

RIPTA could nevertheless play a leading role. It may have funds available for such programming and has demonstrated a strong interest in the project. One member suggested that the group could focus on helping RIPTA increase ridership over the short term with existing transit options. Another noted that the lack of replicability in the RIPTA proposal is a concern, though it was also noted that it could be integrated into statewide planning.

e. Solid Waste:  The big issue in the solid waste conversation centered on whether the Solid Waste Authority was interested in the Group’s Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT) and Resource Management Contracting initiatives. One member advocated for a political process that would remind decision makers that landfill space is limited. There may also be a need for an education campaign to disseminate information on similar programs in other areas that have succeeded. The Energy Office will contact the Rhode Island Resource Recovery Corporation to solicit their support and funding.

At 11:00 the Group took a short break.

V. Work plan development
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Design

Analysis

Total

RPS

$21,000

$31,000

$52,000

B&F(3 options)

$20,000

???

Feebate

$24,000

10K for Polk (?)

TOD

$20,000

???

SolidWaste (2 options)

$45,000

Total

$161,000

Total w/o Solid Waste

$116,000

Exhibit I: Phase II Budget


After the break, Dr. Raab reviewed the program short list and suggested that, based on the selection criteria and the available funding (see exhibit I above), it start with RPS, Feebate, and Buildings and Facilities as the initial list of programs to work on in Phase II, and that the two solid waste programs be added if the state waste agency is supportive and funding is secured. The group agreed on this list and then focused on the basic issues concerning work plans and budgetary issues for each of the four. It also decided to proceed with the analysis before undertaking design work on the RPS, and decided to study the Massachusetts and Connecticut RPS analysis. Finally, the group decided to organize a working group around feebates only, and to launch TOD programs when the relevant agencies are ready, probably under the aegis of the transportation/feebate working group. 
The group agreed that Dr. Raab should send out a notice to all the stakeholders and Phase I Working Group members soliciting their participation in the Phase II Working Groups. It also reviewed the schedule and changed one date before moving to approve it (see exhibit II below). It agreed that two working groups would meet per day, one in the morning and one in the afternoon.

Exhibit II

Phase II Action Plan

September 25, 2002 to March 6, 2003

Date

Stakeholder Group

WG(1) & (2)*

WG (3) & (4)*


Thursday

9.25.02

Tuesday

10.15.02

Thursday

11.14.02

Wednesday

12.04.02
Thursday

12.19.02

Wednesday

01.08.03

Thursday

01.23.02

Wednesday

02.12.02


Thursday

03.06.02

* One working group will meet in the morning, the second in the afternoon. 

Working Group 1: Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)

Working Group 2: Feebate

Working Group 3: Buildings and Facilities

Working Group 4: Solid Waste (funds permitting)


Finally, the Group focused on developing a list of potential additional stakeholders for each of the working groups. They are as follows:

RPS: NESEA, AWEA, Economic Development Authority, Massachusetts renewable technology developers, Rhode Island Foundation, and the Rhode Island Technology Council.

Feebate: AAA, DMV, Automobile Dealers’ Association, URI Transportation Center, Rhode Island Foundation.

Buildings and Facilities: Energy office, the Oil Heat Institute, NECo, the gas company, the Chambers of Commerce and Industry (including TecRI), EDC, NEEP, the Rhode Island Foundation, Manufacturing organizations. (Providence Engineers’ Society was mentioned as a possibility, as was the University of Rhode Island)

Solid Waste: Resource Recovery, League of Cities and Town, Rhode Island Recycling Coalition, Rhode Island City & Town Mayors’ Association, the Rhode Island Foundation. 

The Group discussed whether it should add any additional stakeholders. It agreed  that the URI should be added and asked Vin Rose to determine if could represent it. No other stakeholders were identified for addition at this time. 

VI. Final Presentation

Bryan Elmendorf, a master’s degree student at Brown University, presented the findings of his thesis on the virtues of and potential means for integrating combined heat and power installations into the grid. (click here for his presentation)

VII. To Do List

· Prepare meeting summary – Raab

· Draft DMV data request (Harold Ward), review draft request (Steve Bernow), send request to DMV on behalf of stakeholders (Jan Reitsma).

· Furnish the Group with memo on Feebates (CLF-Seth Kaplan). 

· Recruit new Stakeholders identified above –Raab

· Develop agenda for Oct. 15 working group meetings (by Oct. 8) – Raab 

· Develop Scoping memos for RPS and Feebate working groups – Tellus

The meeting ended at 12:45. 

	Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Stakeholder Group: 9/25/02 meeting

	Stakeholder Representatives
	 
	 
	25-Sep

	Associated Builders and Contractors
	Robert
	Boiselle
	 

	Audubon Society of RI
	Eugenia
	Marks
	X

	Brown University
	Harold
	Ward
	X

	Business Roundtable
	Gary
	Ezovski
	 

	Conservation Law Foundation
	Seth
	Kaplan
	X

	Dept. of Administration
	Bill
	Ferguson
	X

	Narragansett Electric
	David
	Jacobson
	 

	Narragansett Electric (alternate)
	Kate
	Ringe-Welch
	X

	Northern Rhode Island Chamber of Commerce
	Jason
	Martiesian
	X 

	Oil Heat Institute
	Peter
	Lombardi
	X

	Oil Heat Institute (alternate)
	John 
	Batey
	 

	New England Gas Co
	Marc
	Viera
	X

	RI Builder's Association
	Roger
	Warren
	X

	RI DEM
	Jan
	Reitsma
	X 

	RI DOT
	Diane
	Badorek
	X

	RI Economic Develop. Corp.
	Mike
	Walker
	 

	RI Economic Develop. Corp.
	Amrita
	Hill
	X

	RI Petroleum Institute
	Lenette
	Boiselle
	X

	RI PIRG
	Kate
	Strouse
	X

	RI Public Transit Authority
	Mark
	Therrien
	X

	RI Public Utilities Division
	Tom
	Ahern
	 

	RI PUC Division
	Doug
	Hartley
	X

	RI Society of Environmental Professionals 
	Richard
	Austin
	 

	RI State Energy Office
	Janice
	McClanaghan
	X

	Save The Bay
	Topher
	Hamblett
	 

	Sierra Club
	Alicia
	Karpick
	 

	Sierra Club
	Barry 
	Schiller
	X

	Statewide Planning
	John
	O'Brien
	 

	Statewide Planning
	Katherine
	Trapani
	 

	Statewide Planning
	George
	Johnson
	X

	Sustainability Coalition
	Bradley
	Hyson
	X

	TEC-RI
	Roger
	Buck
	 

	 
	 
	 
	

	Ex Officio/Resources
	 
	 
	18-Jul

	Governor's Policy Office
	Janis
	Loiselle
	 

	RI Senate, Policy Office
	Kenneth
	Payne
	 

	RI House, Policy Office
	Gary
	Ciminero
	X

	US EPA
	Bill
	White
	 

	US EPA
	Norm
	Willard
	 

	US EPA
	Elissa
	Tonkin
	 

	US DOE
	Lois
	Pasquerella
	X

	
	
	
	

	Others
	 
	 
	 

	RI DEM
	Steve
	Makjut
	X

	RI DEM
	Tom 
	Armstrong
	x

	RI Public Utilities Division
	Al
	Contente
	x

	URI
	Vin 
	Rose
	x

	Energy Office
	Tim 
	Howe
	x

	Brown University
	Byron
	Elmendorf
	x

	 
	Tom
	Armstrong
	x 
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		Exhibit I: Phase II Budget

		Option		Design		Analysis		Total

		RPS		$21,000		$31,000		$52,000

		B&F(3 options)						$20,000		???

		Feebate						$24,000		10K for Polk (?)

		TOD						$20,000		???

		SolidWaste (2 options)						$45,000

		Total						$161,000

		Total w/o Solid Waste						$116,000






