Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Third Meeting:  Stakeholder Group

Thursday, March 22, 2002

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

Consultant: Dr. Steve Bernow, Tellus Institute
Meeting #3: Summary

26 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:00am and concluded at 1:00pm.

I.
Documents Distributed

1. Agenda

2. Memo with tables presenting the High/Medium/Low priority options as binned by the three working groups

II.      Agenda Review

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting and asked if there were any changes or corrections to the meeting summary from the last meeting.  There were none.  

He then explained that the goal for this meeting was to consider how the Stakeholder Group could most effectively combine the products of the Working Groups into an integrated plan, to discuss Phase Two of the RIGHG process, and to review what is occurring in the Legislature and discuss if and how to interface with the Legislative process.

III.
Review of the Binned Options from the Working Groups 

Dr. Raab then provided a status report on each of the Working Groups, explaining how Tellus generated binned options based solely on the cost of saved carbon and the amount of saved carbon for each option, and then the Working Groups adjusted the tables as they saw fit.  Dr. Raab went through each of the binned option tables generated by the Working Groups and explained each option and the thinking of the Group regarding its placement.  He also detailed the non-consensus options.

Buildings and Facilities Table

In the discussion of the Buildings and Facilities table, Tellus clarified that the Compact Appliances Option (5.2) did have zero cost to consumers, noting that the costs might actually decline owing to smaller-sized equipment.  Tellus also concurred with another stakeholder’s comment that programs can cost more or less and save more or less based on how aggressive they are designed to be, specifically with regard to the vehicle Feebate option.  

One stakeholder asked about the viability of ground source heat pumps and whether that option was integrated into any of the options that appeared in the table.  Tellus and others discussed the perceived limited technical potential of heat pumps in RI and the less-than-stellar track record of including them in Narragansett Electric Company’s DSM programs.  Another option put forward for consideration was a program to encourage natural gas in new construction, because the only related option in the table dealt exclusively with fuel switching for existing equipment.  Tellus opined that this would likely lead to little incremental greenhouse gas savings compared to the savings entailed in options 2.4a or 2.4 b as presently characterized, but it would be a helpful to add this as an enhancement of those options.because those with access to gas usually choose gas already.

Transportation and Land Use Table

In the Transportation and Land Use table, the Stakeholders immediately focused on CAFÉ standards, since the U.S. Senate recently rejected a bill to increase CAFÉ standards.  Some participants suggested that the option should be re-binned based on the new political reality, but eventually the Group decided to leave the option where it was.

The Group discussed the fact that alternative fuel vehicle (AFV) requirements get in the way of efficiency because their fuel content requirements can’t be met through increased efficiency.  The suggestion was made to get hybrids, a more readily available technology, included in the definition of AFVs.

There was a discussion surrounding how feebates could be increased to generate increased carbon savings while still remaining revenue neutral. 

A participant observed that some businesses are participating in forest preservation programs outside the state (as far away as South America) to compensate for forest lost to development in Rhode Island.  The Stakeholders agreed to hold off for now on the whole issue of out-of-state offset.  

The Stakeholders also agreed with Tellus suggestion to group options 2.1 – 2.4 (Transit Oriented Development, Expand Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructures, Commuting Efficiency, and Reducing Commuting Trips) because they are best analyzed and dealt with together.

The Group discussed the VMT insurance option, which the Working Group wanted to further study but felt it was premature to bin.  Tellus observed that Vancouver is looking into Vehicle-Miles-Traveled insurance, so their experience could be helpful in estimating how this insurance approach might work in RI.

A participant noted that the Smart Growth Council is also working on many of these issues and that their work products might have something to offer the RI GHG process.

Energy and Solid Waste Table

Dr, Raab described all the programs under Energy and Solid Waste table, including the Pay-As-You-Throw solid waste reduction program, which he explained was designed to focus on education and incentives rather than mandatory participation.  One Stakeholder observed that Pay-As-You-Throw programs can potentially create a disincentive for cleaning up urban areas.  It was pointed out that jurisdictions have ways to prevent such a situation from occuring, for example by providing some form of free pickup or dropoff for cleanups.
IV.
Visualizing the Phase One Stakeholder Report

After a short break, Dr. Raab described the process for the 4th and 5th Stakeholder meetings.

There was a discussion about the modeling runs Tellus will conduct to estimate the impacts of the packages of options recommended by the Working Groups.  The Group agreed that several different runs would provide the most useful information, such as:

· All the High Priority options

· All the High Priority Options plus all the Medium Priority Options

· All the High Priority Options, all the Medium Priority Options, and all the Non-Consensus Options

· All of the above, but with the federal/regional programs removed (to see the relative dependence on state vs. regional and federal options)

Another proposal was to include all the options in the model but to scale them based on probabilities.  The Group agreed not to pursue this option now, however.

Dr. Raab then presented a draft of the table of contents for the Greenhouse Gas Framework Plan to be completed at the end of Phase I.    After some minor modifications, the Group agreed to the following Plan structure:

· Executive Summary

· Description of Process

· Target

· Baseline

· Recommended Options

· Results

· New Cost of Saved Carbon Curve

· 20 year Paths of Costs, Benefits, Carbon Savings

· Savings Relative to Costs

· Stakeholder / Participant List

· Appendix: The Scoping Papers
Stakeholders asked whether costs to consumers (e.g.,  impacts on prices and bills) should be included, as opposed to overall economic costs, as well as non-monetary costs.  The Group agreed that the Report should at least explain what the cost numbers are and what they are not.  Dr. Raab and Dr. Bernow explained that this would not be a simple task at this juncture to add customer costs for all the options, and that it might make more sense to wait until Phase II with the development of detailed program designs.  John Batey agreed to work up a short document with an explanation of consumer costs for certain measures for the Stakeholder Group to consider.  As for non-monetary costs, there have been estimates of the key environmental co-benefits in the Scoping Papers. 

There was some confusion about whether or not the next Stakeholder meeting date (6/13) was the same day as a statewide terrorist exercise.  DEM agreed to check out this possibility and get back to the Group if rescheduling was necessary.

The group then also agreed to a revision in Ground Rule 11 and the addition of a new Ground Rule, 12, to deal with the issue of Stakeholder endorsement.  The revised Ground Rules read:

11. The Group’s Framework Report at the end of the Phase I and Final Report at the end of Phase II will include all areas of consensus, and a description of the alternative approaches preferred by Group members in areas where consensus was not reached, if any.  For non-consensus issues, the Stakeholder Group members supporting each alternative approach will be listed under each alternative.  

[In this way, every participant will be able to endorse the report because it will be an accurate reflection of all of the discussions that were held including which items achieved consensus and which items did not.]

12. Stakeholder Group members will be listed in the Reports (with actual signatures--time and logistics permitting) along with their organizational affiliations.  Members should seek the endorsement of each Report from their respective organizations.

V.
Legislative Update

Ken Payne delivered a presentation on the status of legislative activity relevant to the RI GHG process.  He delineated three related focus areas for legislative activity in the near term:

1. Community Development;

2. Transportation (RIPTA this year, DOT next year); and

3. Public Utilities.

According to Mr. Payne, budgetary pressures will play a huge role in shaping the future of RIPTA and highway funds over the next year.  A consensus has emerged in the Legislature that the current transportation funding arrangements are not sustainable over the long term, and people are looking to alternatives.

Representative Eileen Norton spoke about her interest in Greenhouse Gas issues and her specific interest in fuel cells.

One Stakeholder asked about RPS bills currently in the House and Senate.  Mr. Payne observed that the challenge is to make RPS more sophisticated so that legislators don’t view it as pie in the sky idealism.  He also observed that feebates will get greater visibility as legislators focus more on RI’s transportation future.

Mr. Payne observed that there is an acknowledgement that global warming is a big issue, and there is also a sentiment that the growth patterns of the past should not be pushed ahead ad infinitum.  He also mentioned that rethinking urban forms is on the agenda.

Finally, he observed that people don’t like to be preached to, as in “you haven’t been living right and we’re going to tell you how to live better.” Individuals often want to be able to live their lives without being told how they have to live.  He thought this trait could conflict with the desire to proactively address GHG issues in the Legislature. 

Mr. Payne suggested that the ideal time to influence the legislature would be between April 15th and May 1st and that a status report on the RI GHG processes progress to date would be the best starting place.

The Stakeholder Group then agreed to publish a status report for the legislature, to put the work of the Group on the radar of Legislators.  The report would be short (3-4 pages), essentially presenting the process and the goals of the RI GHG process, the timing, its structure, and its progress to date.  

The Group agreed to say in the report that the Working Groups had come to consensus on most options, and that many of the options considered actually had negative costs (though this would have to be explained in a simple way).  The Group further agreed that the environmental and health co-benefits of many of these options should be noted in the report, that the report should be careful to define costs, and to make clear that collectively these options can decrease carbon emissions at little or negative cost.

The Group initially considered putting no option specifics into the report, but eventually everyone agreed that all of the options considered by the Working Groups should be compiled into tables ordered by potential carbon savings for each Working Group but with no prioritization.  The report will also include a list of all the Stakeholders, and provide the website address should individual legislators desire more detailed background information.

A clear priority was to make the report free of jargon, and to note that everything is still a work in progress.  The report would be sent to legislators and the governor, and Mr. Payne volunteered to circulate the document over his signature to all the Senators so that it would get the attention it deserves.  Representative Naughton also volunteered to forward the report to all the members of the House.

Dr. Raab agreed to prepare a draft of this report and to set up a way for all the Stakeholders to comment on it.

V.
Wrap Up / Next Meeting

To Do:

· Prepare meeting summary -- Raab

· Work up cost to consumer document – Batey

· Write and circulate for comments the draft report to the Legislature and Governor -- Raab

· Check next meeting date for possible conflict with possible statewide terrorist preparation day – DEM

· Provide modeling runs of different combination of options prior to next meeting -- Tellus
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