Date:
June 6, 2002


To:
RI GHG Stakeholders

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

Re:
Structuring the Phase I RI GHG Plan

The purpose of this memo is to propose a structure for the final Phase I RI GHG Plan for the Stakeholders to refine at our June 13th meeting.  Following that meeting, we will draft the plan for your review, refinement, and ultimate approval (hopefully at our last scheduled Phase I meeting on July 11th).

Following is a proposed outline for the plan, with a short description and some questions under each section.

I. Cover Page (1 page)

a. Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan

b. Developed by Rhode Island Stakeholders

c. Covened by DEM and Energy Office

d. Supported by Tellus Institute and Raab Associates, Ltd.

e. Date

II. Executive Summary (2-3 pages)

a. Summarize process and results

b. Show figures

i. Jaws Graph -- Baseline with target and options

ii. Table of options in plan (names w/o numbers)

iii. Bottomline costs and benefits

c. Discuss Phase II and beyond

III. Table of Contents (1 page)

IV. List of Tables and Figures (1 page)

V. Goals and Process Description (3-4 pages)

a. Describe goals of process

b. Structure/membership – Stakeholder Group and 3 Working Groups

c. Timeline and sequencing

d. Role of DEM and Energy Office as conveners, Raab Associates as Facilitator and Tellus as Technical Consultants

e. Funding from EPA, DOE, IECR and State

f. Describe work products – modeling, scoping papers, binning diagrams, website etc.

g. Describe groundrules and decisionmaking process 

h. Describe where we go from here in Phase II and beyond

VI. Rhode Island GHG Reduction Target(s) (3 pages)

a. Show baseline and Governor’s target 

b. Discuss consideration for selecting targets (CSC, co-benefits, other factors)

c. Recommendations on GHG Reduction Targets (words and graphic)

VII. Recommended Program and Policy Options (4-5 pages)

a. Include all consensus options (decide whether to sort by carbon, whether to break-down in different areas, and whether need high/medium priority labels).  We would include option name plus saved carbon, CSC, and co-benefits

b. Will also need to epresent any non-consensus options

c. Probably use alternative numbering system to one in the option papers, and include 1-3 sentence description of each option.  The description would include language from scoping paper plus any clarifying notes stakeholders want to include similar to working group language for options in memos to Stakeholders. Refer people to appendix for more detail on each option.

VIII. Modeling Results Showing Baseline, Target(s), and Option Impacts (5-6 pages)

a. Show impacts of options on baseline and with respect to target(s)

b. Should we just show one line for consensus options and another for consensus plus non-consensus (where substantial support)?  Any reason to continue with high/medium/low priority distinctions?  What to do with state vs. federal actions?

c. Brief description of LEAP Model.

IX. List of Participants in Stakeholder and Working Groups (3-4 pages)

a. Include complete listing of stakeholders group, and each of the working groups (name/affiliation)

X. Signature Page (1 page)

a. Include clear statement that all the stakeholders agree that the report is an accurate summary of both the process and the results.

b. Name/affiliation and signature of all stakeholders (if possible)

c. If not possible, can either list all the stakeholders or just include in statement that all stakeholders concur.

XI. Appendix A: Detailed Option Descriptions (from Scoping Papers – 30-40 pages)  Note: Could have as separate second volume.

a. Reorganize Scoping Paper descriptions to follow order in Section VII.  

b. We are proposing to just cut and paste the text and tables w/o rewriting, except 2-3 page abstracted from front of Scoping Papers to frame the option, define terms, etc..
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