Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process Phase IV

Second Phase IV Stakeholder Group Meeting #3

Thursday, April 28, 2005

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

Consultants: Dr. David Nichols and

Dan Meszler, Meszler Engineering Services

Meeting #3: Draft Summary

30 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:00am and concluded at about 2:45pm

Documents Distributed or Presented:  

	1. 


Before Meeting:

1. Stakeholder Meeting #3Agenda - 4/28/05

2. Draft Letter to Director of DEM re Pavley, RI GHG Stakeholders
3. Phase IV Stakeholder Meeting #2, Draft Meeting Summary
At the Meeting:

2. “Global Warming in Rhode Island: Warning Signs, Winning Solutions,” Environment Council of RI

3. An Overview of California’s “Pavley” Requirements, (powerpoint), Dan Meszler

4. California’s Regulations to Control GHG Emissions from Motor Vehicles, (powerpoint), Charles Shulock
5. RI Greenhouse Gas Process (powerpoint), Jonathan Raab

6. Potential Phase V Transportation Issues, (powerpoint), Dan Meszler

7. Status Report, Buildings and Facilities, (powerpoint), Dave Nichols 

Introductions and New Business

Dr. Raab reviewed the agenda for the day and everyone introduced themselves.

EPA Award

Janet Keller announced that she and Emily Rochon were going to D.C. next Wednesday to receive EPA’s Climate Change Project award on behalf of the Stakeholder Group.  She also invited all the Stakeholders to an in-state award ceremony when EPA Administrator Varney will present the award directly to the Governor on May 13 at 11:30 at the South Providence Development green building.  She also said that the Governor may released the Clean Fleet and LEED executive orders at that time, as well as announce commitment to make the State House 100% green.

Legislative Update 

Emily Rochon of CWA and Matt Auten of RIPIRG provided the following summary of various GHG related bills in the RI Legislature:

Plasma Arc- H 6090- Appears to be dead for the session.

Global Warming Resolution- S 299 and H 5308- Senate version passed on 3/29/05 and the House version is on the calendar for a vote on 5/3/05.

Tax Credit Legislation- S 37 and H 5912- Senate version had a hearing and is waiting for a Sub A to be completed.  Once that is done then another hearing will be scheduled.  The Senate Finance Committee Chair is supportive of this bill so it is expected to pass.  The House side will have its hearing once the Sub A in the Senate is complete.  

Energy and Consumer Savings Act of 2005- S 540 and H 5307- Senate version remains in committee at this time.  House version is on the calendar for 5/3/05 and is expected to pass.  Bill now covers 16 appliances and no significant opposition remains.

RI Renewable Energy Fund- S 550 and H 5877- Senate version passed on 4/28/05.  House version is on the calendar on for 5/3/05.

California’s Vehicle Emissions Standards for C02 (Pavley Bill)

Dr. Raab introduced the topic and mentioned that Pavley was not an option in the RI GHG Plan, because it was formulated by CA after the Plan was adopted.  Dr. Raab explained that although the auto manufacturers had been invited and initially agreed to send someone to present today, last week they decided not to send a presenter.

Dan Meszler, presented his set of slides on Pavley and the potential benefits for RI, followed by a presentation from Chuck Shulock of the CA Air Resources Board (See their powerpoint presentations on the website).  During and following the presentations, the Stakeholders had the following questions and comments:

· Can you compare Pavley to recent agreement between Canada and the auto manufacturers? [Dan -- That agreement is voluntary and would have a fleet reduction of 6-7% by 2010, which would necessitate efficiency improvements in new cars by about 25% in 2010.  This seems to be more stringent than CA.  Chuck added that may be more like 17% reduction for new cars by 2010 since Canadian fleet is already about 7% below CAFÉ]

· Jack Hogan was asked whether he wanted to comment on the Canadian agreement on the auto manufacturers behalf.  [Jack said he wasn’t prepared to do that, but could likely get a side by side comparison of California standards and Canadian agreement for the Stakeholder Group.]

· Are CA standards based on sales in CA or registration in CA? [Weighted average of sales in California.]

· What was the rate of fleet turnover assumed in Dan’s RI analysis, and would the benefits be greater if the turnover rate was faster? [Dan -- I assumed 85% turnover in 15 years, and am somewhat skeptical about NY assumption of turnover in 7 years.  The average age of cars has been increasing over time. In any case, if turnover was faster benefits would come sooner.]

· What percentage of 10% below 1990 goal would Pavley achieve in RI? [Dan – I estimate that Pavley would get 21% of 38% reduction needed assuming 1.3% VMT growth.  But if CA increases its standards before 2020 and RI follows, this policy would get even more in RI.]

· What are assumptions about gas tax in RI analysis? [Dan—Assumes gas tax remains the same at approximately 30 cents/gallon.  Chuck—California could increase the gas tax.]

· How long will court case brought by auto manufacturers last? [Dan—Anyone’s guess, but CA laws go into effect until court says otherwise.

· It’s my understanding that all CA-LEV states would need to adopt Pavley to be consistent with CA? [Steve Majkut said that this was an open question.  Dan—Added that even if this was legally correct, auto manufacturers could let discrepancies resulting in less stringent standards go uncontested, like in Maine where the state adopted CA-LEV without the ZEV requirements.]

· How would you change the VEIA proposal if Pavley was adopted in RI? [Dan—Would need to look at changing the numbers in the VEIA.  Also, VEIA would deal with vehicles from 8,500 to 10,000 lbs which are not covered by Pavley.]

· If the Northeast states go to court over Pavley, NY’s AG would likely take a lead role.

· Are hybrids required under Pavley? [Chuck—Hybrids are actually not on the list of technologies that CA evaluated because they were deemed too expensive relative to the other technologies on the list.  CA didn’t assume widespread hybrid adoption by 2016, but if manufacturers use more hybrids this would give them more room to move elsewhere in their fleets.]

· What was VMT growth rate assumed by CA? [Chuck—2%/year]

· How were standards set? [Chuck—Looked at GMs fleet, which is the heaviest among the manufacturers, and set the targets applying the technologies to them.  Thus, other manufactures should have a relatively easier time meeting the targets.]

· Why are the manufacturers assuming much higher costs than CA? [Chuck—They are assuming that they will need to shift to aluminum bodies, which are expensive.  We didn’t assume that there was a need to reduce vehicle weight.]

· What’s the schedule for the lawsuits? [Chuck—At the federal level on CA’s authority to adopt the regs., a hearing is scheduled on CA’s motion to dismiss or change venues on June 13.  The lawsuit in the state by only GM and Daimler-Chrysler is focused on whether the state complied with the Administrative Procedures Act, and this appears to be on hold.]

· Are the dollars shown in the benefit-cost analysis in today’s dollars? [Chuck—Yes everything is in discounted dollars.]

· Will other states now adopting Pavley, impact the Federal lawsuit one way or another? [Chuck—Probably not.]

· Why are smaller cars paying more per vehicle then larger vehicles—seems to add a perverse incentive toward bigger vehicles? [Chuck—Engine downsizing and some of the other measures are easier in the smaller cars.]

· Why do the technologies being advocated appear from your presentation to be introduced in European cars and not American cars?  Will this put our auto manufacturers at disadvantage?  [Chuck—Mainly introduced in higher end vehicles.  Haven’t heard complaint that this will tilt the deck toward foreign manufacturers.  Most of technologies are actually supplied by supplier other than the manufacturers, so should be available to all manufacturers.]

· Is the timeline realistic for integration of these technologies? [Chuck—We think so.  Originally phased in over 6 years, but final rules phasing in over 8 years.  We looked at 35 technologies in developing rules, 33 of which are already available in the market.]

· Does DEM have the authority to move directly to rulemaking without additional legislation? [Steve Majkut responded that they received an opinion from their attorneys that they do under the broad statutory authority of RI’s Clean Air Act.]

· How have other states approached Pavley? [Coralee Cooper from NESCAUM said that NY also did rulemaking at an agency, CT enacted legislation but probably could’ve done it through an agency under existing authorities; and MA did it through an agency based on authority from Legislature a few years ago.]

· Are there benefits in terms of criteria pollutant reduction from adopting Pavley? [Chuck—Not likely to be any substantial additional criteria pollutant benefits from adopting Pavley.]

After the break, during which the Stakeholders celebrated the end of their 4th year of effort and the recent EPA award, the Group discussed whether to recommend Pavley.  Following some discussion, the Stakeholder Group members unanimously recommended that RI DEM begin a rulemaking to adopt Pavley in RI.  The Group then provided the following feedback on a draft letter to RI DEM requesting a rulemaking on Pavley:

1. Add references to CA’s statutory limitation on adopting Pavley.

2. Add VT to list of Northeast states intending to adopt Pavley.

3. Reference and describe the recent Canadian settlement with the auto manufacturers.

4. Use more precise language on the current price of gasoline and payback for adopting Pavley.

5. Add total VMT increase expected, as well as expected fuel use increase.

6. Copy the RI House and Senate leadership and Environment Committee Chairs.  Also copy RI EDC

Dr. Raab stated that he would work with RI DEM to refine the letter and circulate to Stakeholders to determine whether there were any subsequent refinements needed before submitting it on RI GHG Stakeholder letterhead.  Jack Hogan asked whether economic issues would be open for discussion during the rulemaking, and whether the advisory letter that DEM requested addressed the federal preemption issue.  Steve Majkut responded that economic issues could be addressed during the rulemaking, and that the advisory letter did not evaluate the preemption issue.

Education

Eugenia Marks from the Audubon Society passed out copies of a new brochure, “Global Warming in Rhode Island: Warning Signs, Winning Solutions” and described how it was developed, what it contains, and how she hopes it will be used.  Janet Keller thanked her and the others who helped develop it.

Terri Bisson described the marketing RFP that DEM had recently released.  The RFP is looking for a firm to design a slogan and marketing campaign on GHG issues in RI.  Proposals are due tomorrow, and additional funds would be sought in the Fall as well as partnerships with stakeholders to implement the Plan.

Reviewing Overall Progress and Planning for Next Year

Jonathan Raab, Dan Meszler, and Dave Nichols used powerpoint presentations to review the accomplishments over the past 4 years and plan for the next year.  During the presentations, the following comments and suggestions were made:

Modeling:

· The Implementation plus Finalization lines for 04 and 05 seem reversed on the jaws graph.  Have Tellus check and fix.

· Are we measuring baseline on on-going basis? [No, this is something we hope to find funding to revisit next year.]

Energy Supply:

· What’s the schedule with RGGI? [Model rule and MOU probably completed this summer, and then each state would start its own adoption process.  RI will need to decide whether it wants to adopt the program.]

· On environmental standards for Clean DG and CHP, Steve Majkut said that they’ve already held 2 of 4 meetings, and likely to adopt rule very similar to RAP model and ones adopted by MA and CT.

Buildings and Facilities:

· Raab Associates will circulate letter on bldg codes to Stakeholders for final review prior to forwarding to Commissioner.

· New England Gas expects to file information request responses on DSM to the RI Division within the next week.

· Dave Nichols has had some preliminary discussion with NECo on using SBC funds to cover initial CHP assessments.

· NECo apparently didn’t expand its customer information on right-sizing of appliances.

· Stakeholders very interested in educational effort on right sizing of appliances and compact living generally.  Could also include location issues.  Education could be to consumers, at schools, and to architects/designers.

Transportation and Land Use:

· There’s a state agency meeting on parking subsidy payment scheduled for next week.

· Three towns—Cranston, E. Greenwich, and Pawtucket are proposing commuter rail stations combined with transit-oriented development.  Hearings will be in June.  Barry will inform Group when hearings are scheduled.

· Group is interested in continuing to track PAYD insurance, and would like to bring in a more supportive insurance company such as Progressive Insurance.
· RI DOT is now funding ½ the price of bus tickets to hospital employees.  This should be monitored.
· RIPTA still plans on doing an employer survey on transportation.
· There’s now a Blue Ribbon panel appointed by the Legislature to look at transit issues.
· New study on congestion management showed that most cities have not updated signaling plans in decades.  GHG saving for congestion mgt. is uncertain since some aspects decrease GHG (e.g., from decreased idling) while others can increase GHG (increased convenience can increase VMT).
· Consider voluntary programs, such as rewarding smaller and more efficient cars with preferential parking.
· Keep improving VEIA as complement to Pavley, and backstop if Pavley is not adopted and implemented.
Forestry:

· Chief of Forestry Division is retiring in June, and Providence also has new forester.  Should show them work completed by consultant and try to push this area forward.

Solid Waste:

· New Solid Waste Plan out soon.  It will include a heavy push to keep material out of the landfill.  Could try to get commercial contracting and PAYD proposals through Authority again.

· They are expanding the existing plant at Johnston landfill to capture and burn more methane.  Should track this.

Adaptation:

Harold Ward raised the issue with Stakeholders as to whether the RI GHG process was the appropriate venue to pursue adaptation issues.  He maintained that regardless of how successful we are there will still be some climate change and need to address adaptation issues.  CWA said that adaptation strategies was one of the criteria on its report card.  Statewide Planning said that local land use plans don’t currently take climate change into account.  URI may have a computer model of Narragansett Bay that could be useful for studying adaptation issues. NEGC/ECP has adaptation WG, but not sure what working on.

After some discussion, Stakeholders generally felt that pursuing adaptation issues and strategies would significantly change the character of the Group’s work, and that developing and implementing mitigation options should remain the Group’s primary focus.  However, the Group agreed that adaptation issues should be part of the education and outreach effort.

The Group then discussed what the priorities should be for next year, without ranking any of the ideas, the Group added on to the following list from Dr. Raab’s slide of possible options:

Slide:

Fossil SBC

Pavley

Regional Feebates

RGGI

Mentioned by One or More Stakeholder at the Meeting:

· Develop and Implement Educational Strategy

· Update Modeling and Plan (Baseline and Options)

· Put in Place a Tracking System (include air co-benefits and economic benefits in addition to GHG benefits)

· Right Sizing/Life Style/Conservation (tie to education work – include smart growth, co-housing, cluster development, diet, appliances)

· Work With Cities/Towns on Exec Orders and Other Lead By Example Activities

· Nuclear Power (Mixed response but general feeling to let federal gov’t sort out)

Finally the Group discussed whether current structure still made sense, and where to look for new members.  No one voiced concern about the overall working group/stakeholder group structure.  With respect to stakeholders, there was a suggestion to go back to members who haven’t been regularly attending and attempt to re-inspire them and urge their reengagement.  The following additional stakeholders were recommended by one or more Stakeholder:

· Insurance industry representative

· RI Chapter of the American Planning Assoc.

· Federal delegation

The meeting ended at 2:45.

Next Steps/To Do

· Contact Tellus on possible error in new jaws graph – Raab Associates

· Draft meeting summary—Raab Associates

· Circulate letter on bldg codes to Stakeholders for final review prior to forwarding to Commissioner-- Raab Associates
· Update Pavley letter and circulate for final review prior to forwarding to RI DEM-Majkut/Meszler/Raab
· Inform Stakeholder Group when hearings set on commuter rail/TOD—Schiller/Raab Associates
· Invite Progressive Insurance to present on PAYD—Meszler/Raab
· Share RI GHG forestry work with new DEM Forestry Chief and Providence Town Forester—RI DEM
· Approach Solid Waste Authority again about funding commercial resource mgt contracting and possibly PAYD—RI DEM, RI SEO
· Attempt to reengage those stakeholders who haven’t been attending regularly and recruit new members—RI DEM, RI SEO, Raab Associates.
Stakeholder Group Phase IV Attendance:

	Organization
	Name
	12/09/04
	3/03/05
	4/28/05

	
	
	
	
	

	Apeiron 
	Brad Hyson
	X
	X
	X

	Audubon Society of RI
	Eugenia Marks
	X
	X
	X

	Brown University
	Harold Ward
	X
	X
	X

	Business Roundtable
	Gary Ezovski
	X
	X
	X

	Clean Water Action
	Emily Rochon
	X
	X
	X

	Conservation Law Foundation
	Christopher D'Ovidio
	 
	
	

	Conservation Law Foundation
	Steve Hinchman
	
	
	X  (by phone)

	Governor's Policy Office
	Mark Adelman
	 
	
	

	Narragansett Electric
	David Jacobson
	X
	X
	X

	Narragansett Electric
	Tim Horan (alternate)
	 
	
	

	National Federation of Independent Businesses
	Terrence Martesian
	 
	
	

	NE Gas Co.
	Jim Carey
	X
	X
	X

	Northern RI Chamber of Commerce
	Dave Carlin
	X
	
	X

	Oil Heat Institute  
	Peter Lombardi
	 
	
	

	Oil Heat Institute / Energy Research Center 
	John Batey
	 
	
	

	RI DEM
	Terri Bisson
	X
	X
	X

	RI DEM
	Janet Keller
	X
	X
	X

	RI DEM
	Steve Majkut
	X
	
	X

	RI Department of Administration
	Bill Ferguson
	 
	
	

	RI DOT
	Bob Shawver
	
	X
	X

	RI Economic Development Corp.
	Mike Walker
	 
	
	

	RI House, Policy Office
	Gary Ciminero
	
	
	

	RI League of Cities and Towns
	Jamie Magnani
	X
	
	

	RI Manufacturers Association
	Johyn Grady
	 
	
	

	RI PIRG
	Matt Auten
	 
	
	X

	RI Public Transit Authority
	Mark Therrien
	 
	
	X

	RI PUC (alternate)
	Al Contente
	X
	X
	X

	RI PUC
	Doug Hartley
	 
	
	

	RI Senate, Policy Office
	Ken Payne
	 
	
	X

	RI Society of Environmental Professionals
	Richard Austin
	 
	X
	

	RI State Energy Office
	Janice McClanaghan
	X
	X
	X

	RI State Energy Office
	Tim Howe
	X
	X
	X

	Save the Bay
	Jane Austin
	X
	X
	X

	Sierra Club
	Barry Schiller
	X
	
	X

	Sierra Club
	Jenn Tuttle
	
	X
	

	RI Statewide Planning
	George Johnson
	
	X
	X

	TEC-RI
	John Farley
	 
	
	X

	URI
	Vin Rose
	X
	X
	X

	 
	
	 
	
	

	Ex-Officio
	 
	 
	
	

	US DOE
	Lois Pasquerella
	 
	
	

	US EPA
	Norman Willard
	 
	
	

	US EPA
	Elissa Tonkin
	 
	
	

	US EPA
	Steve Dunn
	
	
	

	US EPA
	Bill White
	 
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	

	NEEP
	Isaac Elnecave
	 
	X
	

	RIRRC
	Steve Montecalvo
	
	X
	

	Clean Air and Energy Consultants
	Diane Langley
	
	
	X

	CA Air Resources Board
	Charles Shulock
	
	
	X

	NESCAUM
	Coralie Cooper
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitators / Consultants
	
	 
	
	

	Raab Associates, Ltd.
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates, Ltd.
	Peter Wortsman
	X
	
	

	Meszler Engineering Services
	Dan Meszler
	X
	X
	X

	Dave Nichols
	Dave Nichols
	X
	X
	X
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