Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Fifth Meeting:  Stakeholder Group

Thursday, July 18, 2002

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

Consultant: Dr. Steve Bernow, Tellus Institute
Meeting #5: Summary

33 people attended the meeting, which began at 8:30am and concluded at 1:00pm.  See attached Stakeholder attendance sheet.

I.
Documents Distributed

1. Agenda

2. Draft RIGHG Phase I Plan – body 

3. Draft RIGHG Phase I Plan – appendices

At the meeting:

4. List of edits/changes to Report since distribution
II. Agenda Review

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting and asked if anyone had any additions or edits to the meeting summary from meeting #4.  There were none. 

III. Reviewing the Final Phase I Plan

Dr. Raab then reviewed the table of options from the final draft of the Phase I Report.  One Stakeholder requested that the footnote on page 2 of the document be changed to note that the projected emissions are expressed as “carbon equivalents.”  Another Stakeholder asked that the language on “tonnes vs. tons” be clarified by using “metric tons” throughout the document.  As a result, the footnote on page 2 was changed to read: “Estimates of thousands of metric tons in 2020 of greenhouse gases expressed as carbon equivalent,” and tonnes was changed to metric tons throughout the Plan.

Steve Bernow from Tellus then went over the final graphs in the report, and in particular the graphs detailing how the various packages of options stacked up against the baseline the Stakeholders had selected.  The Stakeholder Group directed the consultants to add an additional line into the graphs representing all the in-state consensus options plus the federal and regional consensus options.  The language in the report was also changed to note that the target reduction level could be exceeded by consensus in-state and regional/federal options.

For the purpose of clarity, one Stakeholder requested that “RPS” be written out in table 4d. 

Two Stakeholders suggested that they had some concerns about the Pay-As-You-Throw option (28) being listed as a higher priority consensus in-state option. Their concerns were assuaged when it was clarified that the program is an incentive rather than a binding state law, and the notation describing the option was redrafted so as to clarify the actual nature of the program.

The Stakeholders also agreed to put in the following paragraph to clarify the basis of option selection and the process from here:

The Stakeholder Group’s decision to include these options was based primarily on a preliminary assessment of the saved carbon and the cost of saved carbon.  These factors as well as additional factors will be examined in Phase II and beyond and the prioritization of the options will be revisited at that time, and on this basis a decision will be made as to whether and if so how to proceed on each option.

The group then turned to discuss the question of the non-signers.  Two Stakeholders informed the facilitator prior to the meeting that they could not sign the document.  Dr. Raab opened the issue up to the full group to determine how to handle such a situation.  The first option was to see if there were any changes to the report that could be made so as to change the minds of the potential non-signers.

One Stakeholder expressed his frustration with the decision of some Stakeholders not to sign, because he felt that he had made some concessions to the non-signers in a good-faith attempt to keep them engaged in the process.  Now that they had decided not to sign, the Stakeholder was inclined to change the relevant items back to their original wording and to undo the concession.  Another Stakeholder observed that if all of the prior discussions were to be undone at the final meeting he would have a hard time supporting the final report.

This resulted in an in-depth discussion of what the signature from each Stakeholder really meant.  What representation was the signer making?  Stakeholders were tasked with representing their entire organization in the RIGHG process, so there was some concern about their ability to sign on to the report on that basis.

One attendee proposed the removal of the signature page as a way to resolve the matter.  Dr. Raab clarified that the Ground Rules did not require a signature page to be completed.  After some discussion, the Stakeholders agreed with this proposal, and removed the signature page from the document.  The document as it stands notes anywhere that a consensus was not reached.

The group then went through the edits that had been made to the report in some detail.  A list of substantive edits that had been made to the paper since it was distributed to Stakeholders was distributed at the meeting, and a copy of that list is available on the website (http://righg.raabassociates.org/Articles/RIGHGedits7-17-02.doc). In addition to the edits detailed in that list, the Stakeholders agreed on the following additional edits: 

· Ensure that the distinction between natural gas and gasoline is clear in each use of the word “gas”

· Change option 23 to be clear that this program will build on existing state programs for efficient fleet vehicles

· The reference to the RI RPS legislation in the Appendix needs to be changed to past tense, and the reference to ISO NE’s program needs to be changed to past tense (“established”).

· In option 3, backup rates expire in 2004 not 2005.

The Stakeholders then had a short break.

After the break, the Stakeholders agreed to dedicate the RIGHG report to Mary Kilmarx, who passed away during its drafting.  A short dedication was added to the beginning of the document that reads “We dedicate this Plan to the memory of Mary Kilmarx for her decades of service to Rhode Island on energy and environmental issues and for helping to launch this Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process.”
The Stakeholders then raised toast to the end of Phase I (with some non-alcoholic apple cider provided by DEM).

IV. Planning Strategy and Structure for Phase II

The Stakeholders then began to discuss Phase II.  Dr. Raab asked the Stakeholders several framing questions intended to help them visualize the next stage of the discussion:  How many options should the process examine in Phase II?  How much fleshing out should be done for each option?  How should the process further research these options?

The Stakeholders then crafted a list of criteria that it could use to evaluate which options should be pursued:

1. Options that have the most bang for the buck

2. Options that together cover each substantive area (e.g., transportation, solid waste, etc.)

3. Innovative programs should get more attention

4. More easily achievable options (“low hanging fruit”) might create momentum

5. Options that create a good mix of program styles (such as regulatory and voluntary)

6. Options which need action now, such as items up in the legislature

7. Options that need to start soon so that they’re ready at key times in the future 

8. Options that can piggyback on regional efforts 

9. Options that together provide opportunities to participate across all citizens, business, and government

Dr. Raab then showed the group a slide depicting the options that received the most votes through the online poll participants filled out prior to the meeting.  All of the options that received three or more votes were displayed, resulting in a list of fifteen options.

The group then discussed how the options might be bundled by topic and which options did not make sense to pursue at this time.  The Group also promoted one or two options receiving less than 3 votes initially.  The options the Stakeholders agreed to focus on in Phase II are the following:

Renewable Portfolio Standards (ESW, #26)
Local Fuel Economy Improvements (Feebate) Initiative (TLU, #18)
Commercial/Industrial Fossil Fuel Retrofit Initiative (BF, #1)
Tax Credits For Energy Efficiency (BF, #7)
Transit Oriented Development/Enhancing Transit Options & Operations Initiative

Transportation Infrastructure Planning (TLU, #52)

        Commuter rail/light rail and its potential electrification
        Advanced bus rapid transit
        Barging
        Carbon impacts of shifting transportation resources…

Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructures Initiative (TLU, #20)

Energy Efficiency Targeting Initiative (Industrial) (BF, #3)
Resource Management (RM) Contracting Initiative (ESW, #27)
Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT) Initiative (ESW, #28)
Key:  TLU = Transportation and Land Use, ESW = Energy and Solid Waste, 

BF = Buildings and Facilities; # refers to program number in Plan

The Stakeholders also agreed to use four working groups through Phase II (Transportation and Land Use, Buildings and Facilities, Energy Supply, and Solid Waste).  One Stakeholder reminded the Group that in the initial design for Phase I there was an intention to form an Education Working Group, and the Stakeholders agreed to add it in Phase II.

The overall structure of the meetings will be to have one Stakeholder meeting to start Phase II, then three rounds of working group meetings, then one or two Stakeholder meetings to wrap things up in January or February of 2003.

The Stakeholders also agreed to open the process to new members, particularly members who have an expertise that has been absent from the RIGHG process so far.  Stakeholders suggested individuals from the trucking industry (John Atwood of the ATA), the manufacturing sector (John Grady, RI Manufacturers), insurance, labor, and the automobile dealers (Jack Perkins, RI Automobile Dealers Association).

Dr. Raab told the Stakeholders he would contact these suggested members, provide them with a copy of the Provide Phase I report, invite them to participate in the working groups, and scope their interest in participating in the Stakeholder group.  The Stakeholders can decide who to formally invite at the next meeting.

V.
Wrap Up / Next Steps

The Stakeholders agreed to allow Dr. Raab to review the participation of several current Stakeholders who have not been attending the meetings and to remove them from Phase II if they are not interested in continuing and cannot commit to more consistent attendance.

DEM will print up final copies of the Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Phase I Report for distribution.  A draft press release on the plan was distributed by DEM for comment by next Tuesday (July 23rd).  If any of the Stakeholders would like to provide a suggested quotation for the press release, they should send their contribution to Terri Bisson at DEM also by the 23rd.

The next Stakeholder meeting (the kickoff for Phase II) is scheduled for Wednesday, September 25, 2002.

VI.
To Do

· Enter edits and revisions into final RIGHG Phase I Report Body/Appendix – Raab 

· Generate new graph with consensus + regional/federal – Tellus

· Review draft press release and send DEM any suggested edits, plus potential quotes, by July 23rd – Stakeholders 

· Issue press release – RI DEM, RI Energy Office

· Query potential new stakeholders and check on continuation of existing ones -- Raab

· Arrange for printing and distribution of Phase I Report – RI DEM
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