Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Fourth Meeting:  Stakeholder Group

Thursday, June 13, 2002

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

Consultant: Dr. Steve Bernow, Tellus Institute
Meeting #4: Summary

33 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:00am and concluded at 3:30pm.

I.
Documents Distributed

1. Agenda

2. Final Memos from the Working Groups to the Stakeholders

3. Final Scoping Papers

4. RI GHG Policy Scenarios: Selected Figures by Tellus 

5. Memo on Structuring the Phase I RI GHG Plan by Raab/Tellus
II.      Agenda Review

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting and then went around the room and had the attendees introduce themselves.  Dale Keyes from the Institute of Environmental Conflict Resolution (IECR), one of the funders of the RIGHG process, then said a few words about his organization and the process.

The group then recognized the recent passing of Mary Kilmarx, one of the designers of the RIGHG process, with a moment of silence.

Dr. Raab then went over an excerpt from the Ground Rules discussing decision-making.  He explained that the goal for this meeting was to review the final Memoranda generated by the Working Groups and to combine them into an integrated plan, to agree upon an overall target for the RIGHG plan, and to discuss a final structure for the plan moving into Phase II.

III.
Review of the Final Memos from the Working Groups 

Dr. Raab then reviewed the final memoranda generated by each of the three Working Groups, stepping through the binned options and discussing the clarifying notes.  

One member observed that some of the options listed at the end of the Memos (as “programs worthy of future study and analysis”) were worthy of further consideration as actual recommended options, such as “Environmentally Preferable Procurement”.  Some others observed that there were several options under different Working Groups that would be included under such a heading and that most of those options are already recommended as “High” prioritiesAnother member suggested that the issue of airport vehicles should be promoted. [Facilitator’s Note: We didn’t circle back to these suggestions and make final decisions].

During the presentation of the options from the Transportation and Land Use memo, one member observed that VMT-based insurance, the lone option that was neither binned nor non-consensus, might be better considered as a regional program.  This led some members to suggest that all options should be considered on the same basis, and that the Group should look if a regional or national approach might be more effective.  Other members suggested that because there were no insurance experts on the Stakeholder Group, perhaps some should be consulted before the VMT-based insurance option was recommended.  The Group acknowledged that further progress on this measure during Phase II and beyond would need to engage representatives of the insurance industry.

There was some discussion about the options that could be set higher or lower to achieve a predetermined carbon savings, in particular the feebate option.  Some members felt that the feebate carbon reduction target was set lower than desirable and achievable in Tellus’ calculations and that much more carbon savings could be achieved with higher feebates. 

A member observed that co-benefits information was not included in the memos forwarded from the three Working Groups to the Stakeholder Group.  Dr. Bernow noted that the co-benefits are included in the final Scoping Papers and would be included in the final Phase I Plan.  Some members felt that the co-benefits might help sell the plan as much as the GHG reduction benefits. 

Another member suggested that secondary costs on the trucking industry for some of the transportation options should be presented alongside co-benefits information for each option. Dr Bernow pointed out that such secondary impacts (including benefits, such as job increases from energy bill savings, as well as distributions impacts) fall into a different category than the pollution reduction co-benefits, and deserve attention in more detailed analysis during Phase II and beyond. The Group agreed that any prevalent costs along with first costs and rate impacts should be analyzed during Phase II and beyond when analyzing Rhode Island specific program and policy designs.  For the current Phase I plan, the Group agreed that there needs to be a clear description of the cost/benefit methodology that Tellus used.  The Group also agreed that there should be clear links to information on the website, so that readers can get greater detail about the calculations and data should they desire it.

One or more member suggested that the Group should consider the following additional potential options or actions:

· A low-emissions vehicle program similar to California [Note: Tellus pointed out that while this could greatly impact various pollutants, it may not have significant impact on carbon reduction.  The Group did, however, agree to insert a note on the non-carbon emissions reductions benefits for the Fleet Fuel GHG Mandate Option.]

· Feebate for major appliances with ultra-high efficiency

· Elimination of sales tax on Energy Star appliances (apparently Maryland has done this).

There was a short discussion about the process by which Rhode Island sets its building codes, and the relationship between RI codes and national code setting efforts.  RI will be updating its building codes in July, 2002.  The members identified several benchmarking options for updating the energy portions of building codes, including support for federal code changes, support for ASHRAE code changes, regional initiatives, or Rhode Island-only changes.

IV.
Review of RI GHG Policy Scenarios: Selected Figures
Dr. Bernow then presented several charts and figures detailing Tellus’ modeling results, based on the underlying binning recommendations of the Working Groups.  This included looking at the carbon savings and other benefits and costs for the following scenarios:

1. High priority options requiring action within the State only.

2. High priority options requiring action both within and beyond the State.

3. High & medium priority options requiring action within the State only.

4. High & medium priority options requiring action both within and beyond the State.

5. High & medium priority and non-consensus options requiring action within the State only.

6. High & medium priority options requiring action both within and beyond the State.
7. High, medium & low priority options requiring action both within and beyond the State
The Group agreed that the final plan should include a pie chart that excludes the federal and regional options, so as to provide a clearer picture of what RI-only programs could achieve.

The members then had a short break.

V.
Selecting a Target

The Stakeholder Group then focused on selecting a GHG reduction target.  Several members made clear that the target shouldn’t limit plan options, but instead be used as a frame of reference or benchmark to help the state measure its progress.  

The Group felt that any statement about a target should begin by presenting the actual text from the New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premieres’ landmark agreement on targets.  One member expressed a desire to make clear that the 2020 target set by the Governor’s target is not an endpoint, and others quoted the specific language of the Governor’s statement to the effect that this is only a beginning of a long-term effort to reduce GHG emissions.  The regional agreement is for continuous improvement, with the eventual goal of a 70-80% reduction in emissions at some unspecified future date.

The Group agreed that a statement of fact about the Governors’ short- and long-term targets including how it came about and its requirements for regional vs. statewide actions needs to be included in the Report.  Following those paragraphs, the Stakeholders agreed to include the following points:

The Group accepts the New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premieres’ regional Greenhouse Gas Reduction target of reducing GHG emissions to the 1990 level by 2010 and 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 as a reasonable goal for now.  Based on our work to date, we believe Rhode Island could achieve its pro-rata share of the targets.  This would require launching new statewide initiatives and policies as well as expanding existing programs, plus the enactment of other region-wide and federal initiatives.  We also believe that the Rhode Island GHG plan should be reviewed every 3-5 years to ensure that it is appropriate and achievable.
The Group then discussed whether in addition to supporting the Governors’ targets and trying to formulate the best plan to meet Rhode Island’s pro-rata share of the regional target, whether there also needed to be a specific Rhode Island target that could be met with Rhode Island programs.  The Group agreed to circle back to this issue after exploring the options that it wanted to include in the plan.   Several Group members mentioned, however, that even if there were a Rhode Island target for Rhode Island actions, pressure must continue to be applied to push for federal and regional initiatives as well.

From the standpoint of the political reality of getting the recommended programs established and implemented effectively, several members observed that the relevant authority to enact these programs is currently very splintered among different agencies and offices.  Because these programs will require action from many camps, the Stakeholder Group agreed to consider recommending the identification or creation of a single shepherd to manage and monitor all of these programs so as to ensure they are effectively coordinated and implemented.

VI.
Option Considerations

The Group then discussed which options to include in the plan and how to categorize them.  Very quickly the Stakeholders agreed to accept all of the items delineated as “High Priority” by the Working Groups.

In considering the Medium Priority options, one member recommended, and the Group agreed, that all the options be binned as either Higher Priority and Lower Priority options, in addition to the non-consensus options, if any remained.  The Group then agreed to move all the “Medium Priority” options into the new “Lower Priority” bin, except for the options for 1) State Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement and 2) Efficient Residential Fossil Fuel Heating Initiative which it concluded should be in the “Higher Priority” bin.

The suggestion was made that all options that save less than 1 ton of carbon and that have a cost greater than zero should be dropped to Lower Priority.  However, some members felt that smaller programs might make sense if they allow the government to lead by example or otherwise have high visibility.

The Group recommended that the Plan include two sets of tables, one with all options ranked together by carbon saved, and the other with the options split by topics: Buildings and Facilities, Transportation, Land Use, Solid Waste, and Energy Supply (roughly as they were considered by the Working Groups.)

The Group also agreed to pull out the Federal and Regional initiatives into a separate table, to provide greater clarity on what Rhode Island was capable of doing on its own.

The Group then broke for lunch.

V.
Option Considerations (Part 2)

After lunch, the Stakeholders considered what to do with the other options listed at the end of the Memos from the Working Groups that had not been analyzed by Tellus and that had not been put into any of the bins.  Currently the items were grouped into a list at the end of the notes section, with no extensive commentary.

One member suggested that several items be moved into a Priority Study table, such as the VMT based insurance option (which the Working Groups had decided they didn’t have enough information to bin yet).  Several options in the list deal with transportation (commuter rail, barging, lane miles and reallocated transportation resources) and members suggested that all of these could be combined into a recommendation for a single comprehensive transportation infrastructure planning study, focusing on the carbon effects of these actions.  The Group agreed.

The Group decided broadly to bring all of the notes included by the Working Groups in their Memos to the Stakeholder Group into the final Rhode Island GHG Plan, though the notes required slight wording changes to make sense in the new document.  These included making clear that the notes were now embraced by the Stakeholder Group rather than the 3 Working Groups, changing the tense from past to present, and substituting Stakeholder names for Working Group member names in any non-consensus items.  In addition, several notes were also re-examined by the Stakeholders:

· For the options discussing Combined Heat & Power for Industry, the Stakeholder Group decided to abandon the language detailing how individual groups felt about the relevance of rate structures to promoting CHP, and to merely state the fact that backup rates will be studied in 2005. 

· On the options concerning the updating of building codes, the Stakeholder Group was not able to reach consensus so the options were left in the non-consensus table.  However, the note was updated to list the sentiments of all the organizations present, with each specific organization in attendance subscribing to one of three options (higher priority, lower priority, or premature to bin – see Appendix A).  The Group further agreed that Stakeholder Groups not represented at the meeting could add their name to one of these 3 options.

· The note mentioning the existence of the old option “Switch from Oil to Gas Heat” was removed, leaving only its replacement, which refers to encouraging the use of lower carbon fossil fuels.  However, within the note on that program, the Stakeholders want to reference the dropping of the “Switch from Oil to Gas Heat” option.

· The Group agreed to add a note regarding the fleet fuel GHG content mandate option clarifying that this suggestion does not mean to encourage the use of starch-based ethanol.  [Note: Tellus and the Petroleum Institute are working on the language for the Group’s review]

All of the options, re-binned into higher and lower priority, with the updated notes, are shown in Appendix A of this document.  The Group agreed that Stakeholders not present at the meeting could join in the consensus options and place their organization’s name under the appropriate location for any non-consensus options.   However, the Group agreed (and consistent with the Ground Rules) that those not attending the meeting could not at this juncture render a consensus option into a non-consensus option.

VI.
Target Discussions (Part 2)

The Stakeholders then circled back to the discussion of whether, in addition to supporting the New England Governors’ and Eastern Canadian Premieres’ regional GHG reduction targets, there also should be a Rhode Island target for in-state options.  The Group discussed whether or not the RIGHG plan should rely on regional or federal programs to help achieve its target.  Even if the options selected by the Stakeholders are not projected to achieve the overall reduction target, some argued, it can be assumed that regional, federal programs, trading, or new technologies will also contribute to reductions over the time period.  Others were not comfortable with this approach, saying the Group should rely only on RI programs to achieve the target.  

The Stakeholders discussed several options for setting a RI-specific targets:

1. RI’s pro-rata share of the Governors’ & Premieres’ target

2. To adopt the number revealed by Tellus’ modeling of the options the Stakeholders selected to be in the Plan

3. To come up with a target level after phase II is completed

4. To simply pick a target number

In the end, the Group agreed to include in the Plan, Rhode Island’s full pro-rata share of the regional target as a statewide target.  The Plan would show how this could be met with in-state activities including all the consensus options, the non-consensus options, and the VMT insurance option.  The Group further agreed to have Tellus increase the carbon reduction target for the auto feebate option to increase the ability to meet the Rhode Island target with in-state activities, if needed.  Although the Group agreed that we should show how the regional pro-rata share could be met by in-state activities if need be, they also agreed that the Plan must point out that some of these in-state options could and should be replaced by a combination of regional, federal, and trading options when these alternatives are more cost-effective.  Also the state needs to continue to monitor new technologies as well as programs and policies adopted by other states to improve Rhode Island’s in-state GHG reduction programs and policies.

The Group then asked Tellus to model all the Higher Priority options, including the ramped-up feebate, along with all the Lower Priority options and the VMT-based insurance, and then to plot that on a graph compared against the baseline and the Governor’s target.  Another line would add the three remaining non-consensus options to the consensus options.  A final line, would add the regional and federal consensus options to the in-state options.  

Looking at the data, the Group acknowledged that the reduction targets for the RIGHG plan will likely bracket the Governor’s target, with all the consensus items achieving slightly less than the Governor’s target and all the consensus and non-consensus items slightly exceeding the Governor’s target.  As mentioned, the Group agreed that the auto feebates could be adjusted toward the National Café standard carbon level like a ballast to help get the carbon reduction expectations close to the pro rata Rhode Island targets.

VII. The Plan Outline

The Group discussed the outline for the Phase I Plan and agreed that it made sense as outlined.

The Stakeholders agreed to add a paragraph into the plan that provided some background on the LEAP model, as well as links to additional information and key assumptions.  Dr. Raab also agreed to create a “final documents” category with the final copies of all relevant documents for those who are interested in learning some of the background to the methods and assumptions.

Several members made the point that “less is more” is a good guiding principle for drafting the Plan, especially if the Stakeholders are intent upon drafting a consensus document.

VIII.
Wrap Up / Next Steps

Dr. Raab clarified that the next Stakeholder meeting will take place on July 18th  (instead of the 11th) at 8:30am.  At that meeting, the Stakeholders should come prepared to make any final edits to the Phase I  Plan sign the document if possible, and discuss the structure and scope of Phase II.  In preparation for Phase II, Dr. Raab asked each Stakeholder to identify five options that they think should be the highest priority for further research, analysis, and design work in Phase II (including at least one from each of the three Working Groups).  Dr. Raab offered that a polling mechanism may be offered to facilitate the prioritization process.

VIII.
To Do

· Prepare meeting summary – Raab

· Draft Final RIGHG Plan – Raab 

· Add co-benefits information into Options charts – Tellus/Raab 

· Revise note on lower carbon fossil fuels to reference the dropping of the “Switch from Oil to Gas Heat” option – Raab 

· Draft a clear description of Tellus’ cost/benefit methodology – Tellus 

· Create page on RIGHG website for final versions of all documents – Raab 

· Draft note regarding fleet fuel GHG content and ethanol – Tellus/Petroleum Instititute

· Generate final modeling runs and charts – Tellus

· Generate pie chart that excludes federal and regional options – Tellus 

· Design polling mechanism to collect priorities for Phase II - Raab

Appendix A

Higher Priority Options

	#
	Name
	Saved Carbon

	CSC

	Buildings and Facilities

	2.6
	Energy efficiency in existing nonresidential facilities: implement substantial new fossil-oriented program.
	100
	-200

	3.1
	Upgrade and extend appliance efficiency standards *
	100
	-50

	5.2
	Compact appliances life style option
	80
	-550

	6.2
	Energy efficiency targets adopted by industrial firms
	40
	-180

	4.1
	Combined heat & power (CHP) in industry
	35
	-70

	1.6
	Electric energy efficiency in existing nonresidential facilities: extend  “Energy Initiative”
	30
	-200

	6.3
	Reinstate and expand tax credits, for energy efficiency
	15
	-150

	4.2
	CHP in buildings and facilities (non-industrial)
	15
	-90

	2.1
	Efficient residential electric cooling initiative
	10
	0

	1.3
	Retrofit program for electrically heated homes
	9
	-7

	2.5
	Retrofit program for fossil heated homes
	6
	-7

	1.2
	Efficient lighting and efficient appliances DSM programs
	5
	-226

	1.5
	“Design 2000” DSM for efficient new nonresidential construction
	5
	-200

	1.4
	“Energy Star” DSM for efficient new residential construction
	1
	0

	1.7
	Small commercial & industrial DSM program
	5
	-150

	6.1
	Public facilities efficiency initiative
	5
	-160

	2.4c
	Encourage use of lower carbon fossil fuels
	TBD

	TBD

	2.2
	 Efficient residential fossil fuel heating initiative
	25
	10

	Transportation and Land Use

	1.1.1
	National CAFÉ standards *
	250
	-300

	3.1.1
	Urban/Suburban Forestry
	<120
	~0

	3.1.2
	Continuation of Open Space Protection
	60
	~0

	1.1.2
	Fuel economy improvements, using local initiatives
	25
	-300

	2.1
	Transit oriented development and enhancing transit options and operations

	19
	-500

	2.2
	Expand bicycle and pedestrian infrastructures
	19
	-500

	2.3
	Commuting efficiency
	19
	-500

	2.4
	Reducing commuting trips
	18
	-500

	1.2
	Government-owned vehicle carbon efficiency
	<2.5
	-300

	Energy and Solid Waste

	3.1
	Pay-As-You-Throw
	55
	negative

	1.6
	 State Facilities Renewable Purchase Requirement
	0.4
	250

	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



For Option 3.1 Upgrading and Extending Appliance Efficiency Standards, the Stakeholder Group agrees to categorize the Option as “higher priority” but to emphasize that a focus on regional and federal standards would be a more effective strategy than RI- only implementation, which the Group believes is probably impractical.  

For Options 4.1 and 4.2 Combined Heat & Power for Industry the Stakeholder Group unanimously agrees that this should be a higher priority option, and though some members felt that rate structure issues were not an impediment to expanded appropriate use of Combined Heat & Power, the Group notes that backup rates will be studied in 2005.

For Option 3.1.2, Continuation of Open Space Protection, the Stakeholder Group clarifies that this saved carbon estimate assumes the continuation of existing open space protection programs or comparable efforts through 2020.

For Option 1.1.1, National CAFÉ Standards, the Stakeholder Group agrees that the bigger the region covered by CAFÉ standards the better and that the Group’s clear preference is to focus Rhode Island’s efforts on supporting the establishment of a more efficient national standard.  If establishment of a more efficient national standard isn’t immediately forthcoming, however, the Group agreed that RI should look at the viability of a regional standard, but that a Rhode Island only standard does not really make sense.    

For Option 1.2, Government-Owned Vehicle Carbon Efficiency, the option on the table deals only with government fleets, but the Stakeholder Group agrees that these standards should also be applied to private fleets.

For Option 2.1, Transit Oriented Development and Enhancing Transit Options and Operations, the Stakeholder Group acknowledges the relationship of transit oriented development and increased non-automobile transit opportunities, and recommends studying the creation of more aggressive implementation programs to relieve dependence on the automobile and provide greater public transit ridership.

For 1.3 Renewable Portfolio Standard, The Stakeholder Group agrees that the RPS is an important option for consideration.  The Group further agrees 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 Stakeholder Group felt that this should be a higher priority except for Narragansett Electric, who felt it should be a lower priority.

For Option 2.4c Encourage use of lower carbon fossil fuels, this option replaced a prior option titled Switching from Oil to Natural Gas, but the Stakeholder Group was strongly divided about the advisability of this option due to a lack of clarity regarding the relative GHG impacts of oil and gas heat.  The Group agreed that we should encourage use of lower carbon fossil fuels (where fossil fuels are in use) when such fuels are available and cost effective, and Rhode Island should continue to look for those opportunities, so this new option was created and the Group agreed that it should be a higher priority.

Lower Priority Options

	#
	Name
	Saved Carbon
	CSC

	Buildings and Facilities

	2.4b
	Switching from electricity to fossil fuel heating
	1
	170

	1.1
	Solar PV buydown program
	1
	1200

	2.3
	Active solar hot water heating program
	1
	1100

	5.1
	 Compact floorspace life style option
	5
	-400

	2.7
	Nonresidential gas air conditioning
	<1
	300

	Transportation and Land Use

	3.3.1
	Conversion of Marginal Cropland to Forest 
	40
	25

	4.2
	Fleet fuel GHG content mandate
	40
	100

	3.3.2
	Conversion of Marginal Cropland to Wetlands
	<1.5
	25

	3.3.4
	Low Input Agriculture and Improved Cropping Systems
	0.4
	2-6

	3.2
	Forest management
	NRA
	0-40

	Energy and Solid Waste

	1.5
	 Direct investments or expenditures
	0.5
	200

	1.1
	 SBC - supply options
	8
	250

	1.1
	 SBC - demand options
	13
	300

	 
	 Incentive Package
	 
	 

	1.2.1
	· Production tax credit
	2
	417

	1.2.2
	· Investment tax credit
	2
	417

	1.4
	· Net metering
	0.2
	294

	1.4
	· Backup rates
	N/A
	N/A

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


For Option 5.1 Compact Floorspace Life Style Option, the Stakeholder Group agrees that this is a lower priority option in spite of its very low projected cost of saved carbon because many in the Group questioned the political viability of promoting smaller living units.

For Options 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.4 The Incentive Package, the Stakeholder 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.

For Option 3.5, Deposit Bottle System (“bottle bill”), the Stakeholder Group agrees 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.

For Option 4.2, Fleet fuel GHG content mandate, <ENTER FORTHCOMING LANGUAGE>

Non-Consensus Options

	#
	Name
	Saved Carbon
	CSC

	Buildings and Facilities

	3.2a
	Upgrade new residential construction building code 
	20
	-20

	3.2b
	Upgrade new commercial construction building code 
	40
	-300

	Transportation and Land Use

	1.3
	Increase the gasoline tax
	38
	0


For Options 3.2a and 3.2b, Upgrade New Residential and Commercial Construction Building Codes, the following nine parties feel that these two options should be higher priorities: the Conservation Law Foundation, Brown University, Rhode Island DEM, the Sierra Club, RI PIRG, Sustainability, NGRID, RIPTA, and TEC-RI.  The following four parties feel that the two options should be lower priorities: RI PUC, Business Roundtable, the Building Commission, the Economic Development office.  The following four parties feel that it is premature to bin the two options until further study: the RI Petroleum Institute, the Oil Heat Institute, the New England Gas Company, and the Rhode Island Builders Association.

For Option 1.3, Increase the Gasoline Tax, the Stakeholder Group was unable to reach consensus due to significant disagreement about the wisdom and feasibility of a gas tax and its relative priority.  The group discussed several options, including putting it in “higher” with clearly expressed uncertainty or “lower” because of the political and social barriers.  The Group did agree on a need for more research, analysis and discussion to assess this option, including elasticities, neighboring state effects, the advisability of state vs. federal taxes, and equity issues.  

Priority Study Options

	#
	Name
	Saved Carbon
	CSC

	
	Transportation Infrastructure Planning Study

· Impact of commuter rail/light rail and its potential electrification

· Role of barging in the transportation system

· Study the carbon impact of reallocating transportation resources from new lane miles to preserving and enhancing the transportation infrastructure
	N/A
	N/A

	1.4
	Study VMT-based insurance premium structures
	110
	<0


For Option 1.4, Study VMT-Based Insurance Premium Structures, the Stakeholder Group acknowledges that the idea of VMT-based insurance is potentially promising, but the members felt that RI should not be the first to implement such a program.  The Group agreed to recommend monitoring developments in this area and keep it open as a possibility.  It also agreed that this program may be more effective regionally.

Other Notes:

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

Energy Supply and Solid Waste

· Backyard Compost (education)

· Sludge Reduction Options (research/capital investment)

· Environmentally Preferable Procurement (EPP) Program (research)

· Performance-Based Ratemaking, including decoupling utility sales from profit to encourage energy efficiency and other public benefits

· Improving Power Factor and Reducing Line Losses

Transportation/Land Use
· Improving the carbon efficiency of ground vehicles (air-side and land-side) at the airport

· Assess the current state of aircraft emissions and RI’s role in influencing it (including best management practices)

· Taxing heavy duty vehicles

· Small engines (offroad and utility engines, including lawnmowers, boats, snowmobiles, and snowblowers)

· Location efficient mortgages

� Estimates of thousands of tonnes in 2020


* Options for regional or federal implementation.


� This item is TBD because this is a new option that Tellus and the Working Group has not analyzed.


� The carbon savings and CSC are based on the TOD option in the Scoping Paper, which does not include additional savings and costs associates with transit enhancements.


� 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.


� The names of organizations in this memo represent the organizations that attended the fourth Stakeholder Group meeting.
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