Maine Department of Environmental Protection

Maine Greenhouse Gas Action Plan Development Process

First Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Meeting

Wednesday, January 28, 2004

Maine Pulp and Paper Association, Augusta

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

Technical Consultant: Matt Ogonowski, CCAP

Energy and Solid Waste Working Group Meeting #1:  Meeting Summary

29 people attended this meeting that began at 9am and concluded about 4pm.

I.  Materials Distributed and Presented

Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda

b. Final Groundrules

c. Energy and Solid Waste Baseline and Inventory, CCAP

d. Energy and Solid Waste GHG Reduction options, CCAP
At the Meeting:

a. Process Overview Presentation, Raab Associates, Ltd.
b. Energy and Solid Waste Baseline and Inventory, CCAP (updated)
c. Energy and Solid Waste GHG Reduction Options, CCAP (updated)

All the documents and presentations can be accessed on the Maine GHG project website: http://maineghg.raabassociates.org/events.asp?type=eid&event=65
II. Welcome, Agenda Overview, Introductions

Malcolm Burson from DEP welcomed everyone to the first meeting of the Energy and Solid Waste Working Group.  Malcolm explained that DEP is looking for help on finalizing the inventory and baseline, and gave a brief overview of the process to date.  Jonathan Raab then went through the agenda for the day, followed by a round of brief introductions.  
III. Process Overview

Jonathan Raab then reviewed the Maine GHG development process, including purpose, charge, as well as the groundrules and responsibility of Working Group.  Click here to view the presentation.

IV. Energy and Solid Waste Inventory and Baseline 

Matt Ogonowski from CCAP then gave a presentation of the Energy and Solid Waste Baseline and Inventory.  The 1-15-04 presentation was updated on 1-27-04, and can be viewed on the website by clicking here.  Ogonowski had used the IPM model in the 1-15-04 presentation, but updated the E&SW baseline (slide 6) with NEMS model in many places on the 1-27-04 version.   

One Working Group member asked why CO2 emissions fell from 1990-1996, and then increased in 1997.  Matt responded that was because of Maine Yankee.  Another Working Group member added that lots of combined cycle plants came on line in late 90’s.  DEP added after the meeting that the closure of nuclear units at Millstone and Seabrook led to increased capacity utilization at Wyman Station, and was the likely cause of increased emissions in the late 1990’s.   Matt clarified that emissions were measured on a production (i.e., electricity produced by Maine in-state facilities regardless of where the electricity was ultimately consumed) and not a consumption (i.e., based on electricity consumed in Maine regardless of where it was produced) basis.

A member of the group asked what was included in the Electricity Inventory and Baseline, and Matt clarified that the Electricity Inventory and Baseline includes 100% of fuel consumed in Maine for electric power generation.

Suzanne Watson from NESCAUM clarified that the Waste Inventory and Baseline was populated with Maine landfill data, and includes municipal solid waste.  Suzanne added that she thought that waste combustion was also left in waste.  Mike said that emissions from Waste to Energy plants were separated into both the waste and energy sectors, but talked to Jenny Weeks at NESCAUM after the meeting who clarified that 100% of emissions from all Municipal Solid Waste-to-electricity plants was included in the waste sector, none in the electricity sector.

Another member of the group asked if paper products were included in Waste inventory.  DEP and NESCAUM will look into this.  Once the numbers are finalized, Mike Karagiannes of DEP offered to make more detailed assumptions available, perhaps posting to the website or creating a CD.   After the meeting, Mike Karagiannes of DEP added the following explanation:

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Waste Combustion

Combustion of municipal waste results in emissions of CO2 and N2O (U.S. EPA 2002b
). Organic material is converted into CO2 and water when it is burned. Only the emissions of CO2 from fossil sources are counted in greenhouse gas inventories. CO2 originating from burning of biogenic organic materials (provided that they are harvested on a sustainable basis) is regarded as closing the loop on the natural photosynthesis-respiration process, and thus is not counted as an anthropogenic source of greenhouse gas emissions. 

.   

Based on the assumptions agreed upon in this meeting, CCAP will run NEMS and provide a revised baseline.

There was some discussion comparing methodology, assumptions, advantages and disadvantages by tracking emissions on consumption versus production basis.  Some argued that it might be easier to measure and verify in-state emissions thru a production approach, while others pointed out that only by embracing a consumption approach would you get credit for policies and programs that included renewable energy installations beyond the Maine borders.  One Working Group member suggested measuring both production and consumption, and using the method which directs the DEP to make greater greenhouse gas reductions.
 A Working Group member suggested taking more time to carefully consider the many ramifications of choosing production vs. consumption.  Matt Ogonowski agreed to create a table describing the assumptions and policy implications of each method.   One member of the group said that in the Buildings and Facilities Working Group, members were split between production and consumption.  There was some discussion about whether Tellus should run NEMS with a production approach, a consumption approach using regional emissions, and a consumption approach using Maine emissions plus regional emissions only for imports.  The Group also discussed having CCAP put together a matrix comparing the various approaches and the ramifications of each.  At the end of the meeting, the Group decided to only do the matrix for now and hold off on doing the comparative model runs until prior to the 3rd meeting.  At the next meeting the Group would attempt to finalize the major assumptions to be modeled (consumption vs. production, natural gas forecast, etc.).   

One Working Group member pointed out that the NEPOOL region does not include one third of Maine which is part of the Canadian Maritime power pool.  Matt Ogonowski clarified that regional demand is allocated by population and Gross State Product by Tellus in the NEMS model. 

A few members of the group were not confident in the State Planning Office’s population forecast by town through 2015.  The group agreed that it needed consistent Maine population and economic forecast numbers.  Senator Hall formally requested that the PUC (perhaps in conjunction with the SPO) develop regional electricity demand and state specific data to forecast electricity demand.

After a discussion on biomass (slide #27), it became clear the group needed Maine specific biomass cost information, and the following steps were suggested:

· Look at sawmills (including wastewood and residue) 

· Talk to IEP members (David Wilby)

· Coordinate with Forestry Group

· Review and distribute new RPS proposal from the PUC (Senator Hall)

· Identify where on the biomass supply curve Maine and New England are.

The group then discussed the NEMS cost and performance slide (#28), and Working Group members asked for CO2 /kwh, and cost/kwh numbers., to help evaluate costs and benefits of RPS and other renewables.  Matt Ogonowski said CO2/kwh for some renewables will depend upon the assumptions made.  Another WG member said NEMS did not incorporate siting issues with wind, and that this should be taken into account.  One member of the group asked Ogonowski which geographic region the numbers were based on, and that New England would be the appropriate region.  Working Group members felt landfill gas and biomass typical sizes may be too high.  They also said combustion turbines seemed too small, and wind availability may be too high.  Matt said he would update this data and the group will provide feedback on the revised numbers.

Many Working Group members felt the natural gas price forecasts on slide 29 were not in accord with current rates, and should be higher.  One member asked to see other natural gas price forecasts, so that people can see the range of estimates.  Another suggested consulting with Calpine.  One suggested looking at forecasts with and without LNG.  The Group agreed that it wanted to see a run w/higher gas price forecast, and was not comfortable saying that the gas price currently shown should be considered the base case.

The group reviewed the Waste baseline and DEP said that industrial waste is included in inventory and baseline, in addition to municipal solid waste.    Matt was unsure whether or not sawmill residue or methane was included.  One Working Group member thought sawmill residue should be included.

DEP said that forestry debris and agriculture waste should be included in the Forestry and Agriculture Working Group’s inventory and baseline forecast.  One Working Group member mentioned that sawmill waste from Quebec sometimes comes back to Maine.  Another member mentioned in the NESCAUM model, exported waste counts, but imported waste doesn’t count.  Another Working Group member asked for more disaggregated waste numbers, so that members can see exactly what is included in the waste inventory and baseline.

V. Energy and Solid Waste GHG Reduction Options

Matt Ogonowski went through some initial assumptions and estimates of Energy and Solid Waste Greenhouse Gas Reduction priority options identified by stakeholders on 12/17/03.  Jonathan Raab asked the Working Group to a) confirm if these are the right options, and b) provide feedback on the option assumptions and analysis.  The assumption document can be viewed by clicking here.

1.1 RPS
The Working Group requested that Matt obtain the renewable supply curve for the region and for Maine to learn the costs of in state and regional renewables.  The Group also agreed that CCAP should model the soon-to-be-released Governor’s RPS proposal.  This proposal is expected to have 3 tiers – one for new renewables and a two-part existing renewables.  At the next meeting, the Group will suggest what other alternative RPS assumptions should be modeled.  A Working Group member also suggested re-examining the average regional CO2 emissions rate of 598.     One Working Group member suggested creating a subgroup to work out alternative RPS designs.  

1.2 Renewable Energy Public Benefit Fund / System Benefit Charge

One Working Group member said this option should only focus on SBC for new renewables, and strip out existing public benefits.  Another was unsure if SBC should be used for biomass at all, and suggested providing a model run without biomass.  Others said whether or not to include biomass depends on if biomass is carbon neutral.  The Group agreed that biomass assumptions need to be standardized across Working Groups and the sooner the better.  One said the state is developing standardized assumptions with ERC, DEP, and ME Forest Service.

One WG member thought the renewable premium looked high, and suggested CCAP look at the Maine renewable Energy Standard Offer. 

1.3 State Green Power Purchases

David Moscovitz pointed out the cost /metric ton was different than in 1.1 and 1.2, and said he would get together with Matt Ogonowski to discuss model methodology.  Another Working Group member suggested that this option needs to produce new renewables to save GHG, as all hydro capacity is being used in Maine.   Another Working Group member suggested talking to Beth Nagusky about the goals.  Biomass assumptions need to be standardized for this analysis as well.

1.5 Biomass Gasification and Co-firing
Working Group members wanted to know how much this option will cost, and which biomass sources are included.  Another asked if the technology was available to gasify wood waste.   Another Working Group member suggested the gasification of other material, perhaps potatoes, was also possible.  One member suggested Matt check with the Department of Conservation for feedstock estimates.  Another said that plant specific data would be useful.  DEP replied that plants don’t operate at a steady level, and recommended looking at a multi year trend.

1.6 Re-powering Old Plants
One member of the group asked that this option be clarified so that it only included coal and oil fired plants repowered to gas.  Another suggested that Matt check on the status of all the plants included in this analysis, as Mason I may be closed soon.  Members felt that this option may only be applicable to the Wyman 4 facility, and encouraged Matt to contact Al Wiley from Florida Power and Light to help get better data on this option.  There may also have been a recent study on repowering Wyman 4.  One working group member suggested that transmission barriers were a critical issue for repowering and would have to be part of any serious discussion of the subject.  

1.8  Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Incentive Policy 

In response to a question from the Working Group, Matt said he would check on the assumption of the sulfur content of fuel.  One Working Group member asked if the analysis was run with the assumption that natural gas was readily available everywhere in the state, which it’s not. .  .  Another said there is already a lot of CHP in Maine, and that LD671 DG bill in legislature focuses on small DG access to market issues.  One member suggested looking into “Powerparks” that use steam near centralized gas fired electric generation.  Some Working Group members asked for cost estimates on this option, while one representative said that this option was not feasible w/plants in Maine.  The Group requested getting cost information on CHP.

The DEP said it was in the process of drafting output based emissions standards for small DG and CHP.   After a brief discussion of whether CHP should be in Buildings, Facilities, and Manufacturing or in the E&SW group, the group decided to let the BF&M WG work on CHP and the E&SW Working Group will pick up where they leave off..

1.9 Regional Cap and Trade  

One Working Group member suggested looking at different levels of reduction based on the cost/ton of reduction.  Another said the methodology would need to be changed if emissions were measured on a consumption basis.  Some Working Group members suggested the group frame the primary options and analyze potential implications to Maine of a regional cap and trade.  Another suggested looking at a Maine only cap-and-trade.

1.10 Emission Standards

One Working Group member said this would only be practical under a production based emissions measurement.  Another asked what would be the cost, and suggested CCAP look at data from Massachusetts.  Another asked that the number of plants impacted be listed along with this analysis.  

1.12 Offsets

One Working Group member asked what the boundaries are to this option.   Another suggested looking at Oregon and Massachusetts which have offset requirements.  One member of the group said that if this option is mandated, Maine may not be able to get credit for the mandated offsets under the Kyoto Accord if it is ever adopted by the U.S. 
The Working Group did not have sufficient time to review all remaining options, so Matt Ogonowski moved on to summarize some of the remaining options, with some Working Group members providing feedback and input:

2.1 Convert Landfill Methane to Energy:  

One WG member suggested requiring landfills to collect and flare their gas.

1.14 Public Education

Mary Lou Gallup of Maine Power Options and Mike Karagiannes of DEP suggested Matt Ogonowski get data from the Green Schools program, and offered to provide contact information.

Working Group members suggested adding back the option of Net Metering (option 6.5 on p.6 of assumptions document), and look at incremental improvements.  Another member suggested adding Reducing Transmission Line Loss, option 6.4a on p.6 of the assumptions document.

VI. Next Steps / To Do’s

Matt Ogonowski, CCAP (unless otherwise noted):

· Supply curves for renewables in Maine and region 

· Get best Maine specific data and update all assumptions 

· Updating and fleshing out all options (including those not yet analyzed and the  new options identified by the Working Group members).

· Hold off on rerunning inventory and baseline until 3rd meeting to provide time to decide on production vs. consumption and finalize base case assumptions and sensitivities.

· Short memo and table on implications and methodology of production and consumption based inventory and baseline 

· Improve biomass cost data (slide 27):

· Look at sawmills (including wastewood and residue) 

· Coordinate with Forestry Group 

· Identify where on supply curve Maine and New England are 

· NEMS Cost and Performance (slide 28): Update data and the group will provide feedback on the revised numbers.  
· Natural Gas forecasts:  show other forecasts, especially higher ones  (Matt Ogonowski, Calpine)
· Provide disaggregated waste inventory and baseline, clarify what’s in and out 

· Revise State Green Power Purchase cost per metric ton (Matt Ogonowski and Dave Moscovitz, RAP)
· Talk to Beth Nagusky about goals of State Green Power Purchase 
· Status of Maine Plants for repowering option (Matt Ogonowski, talk to Al Wiley)

· Provide Matt Ogonowski with data / contact info on Green Schools program (Mary Lou Gallup of MPO and Mike Karagiannes of DEP).

· List of what data CCAP has and needs, and send email to Working Group to see if anyone in Working Group can supply it.  Get as much Maine specific data as possible (CCAP and All Working Group members)
All Working Group Members:

· Get best Maine specific data, and integrate into analysis (All Working Group members, CCAP)
· List of what data CCAP has and needs, and send email to Working Group to see if anyone in Working Group can supply it.  Get as much Maine specific data as possible. (CCAP and All Working Group members)
Others:

· Put all revised documents on website:  http://maineghg.raabassociates.org (Raab Associates, Ltd.)
· Meeting Summary (Raab Associates, Ltd.)
· Develop regional electricity demand and state specific data (Population, Gross State Product) to forecast electricity demand (PUC & SPO).
· Improve biomass cost data (slide 27):

· Talk to IEP members (David Wilby)
· Review and distribute new RPS proposal from the PUC (Senator Hall, Raab Associates)
· Natural gas forecasts:  show other forecasts, especially higher ones  (Matt Ogonowski, Calpine)
· Revise State Green Power Purchase cost per metric ton (Matt Ogonowski and Dave Moscovitz, RAP)
· Biomass assumptions need to be standardized (ERC, DEP, and ME Forest Service)
· Provide Matt Ogonowski with data / contact info on Green Schools program (Mary Lou Gallup of MPO and Mike Karagiannes of DEP).

· Try to ensure solid waste representative and generator representative (e.g., ??? and FPL respectively) attend March 2nd meeting (DEP)
· Make detailed inventory assumptions available, perhaps post to website / send CD.  (Mike Karagiannes)
Next meeting –DEP training room, March 2nd, 2004

Attendance List

	Affiliation
	First Name
	Last Name
	1/28/04

	Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments
	Carol 
	Fuller  
	X

	Calpine
	Donald
	Neal
	X

	Casella Waste Systems, Inc.
	Ted
	Reeves
	

	Coalition for Sensible Energy
	Pam
	Person
	X

	Dept. of Economic and Community Development
	Brian
	Dancause
	X

	Energy Research Center
	John
	Bastey
	X

	Environment Northeast
	Michael
	Stoddard
	X

	FPL Energy
	Allen
	Wiley
	

	Independent Energy Producers
	David
	Wilby
	X

	Interface Fabrics
	Dave
	Walker
	

	International Paper - Androscoggin Mill
	Chuck
	Kraske
	X

	Maine Center for Economic Policy
	Lisa
	Pohlmann
	X

	Maine DEP
	Jeff
	Crawford
	X

	Maine MEP
	Joan
	Saxe
	X

	Maine Oil Dealers Association
	Patti
	Aho
	X

	Maine Power Options
	Mary Lou
	Gallup
	X

	Maine State Senate
	Tom
	Sawyer
	

	Maine State Senate
	Christopher
	Hall
	X

	Natural Resources Council of Maine
	Sue
	Jones
	X

	NESCAUM
	Suzanne
	Watson
	X

	Physicians for Social Responsibility
	Paul
	Liebow
	X

	Pierce Atwood
	Dixon
	Pike
	

	Public Utility Commission
	Angela
	Monroe
	X

	Regulatory Assistance Project
	David
	Moskovitz
	X

	State Planning Office
	George 
	MacDonald
	X

	
	
	
	

	Facilitators / Technical Consultants
	
	 
	

	Raab Associates, Ltd.,
	Jonathan
	Raab
	X

	Raab Associates, Ltd.,
	Peter
	Wortsman
	X

	Center for Clean Air Policy
	Matt
	Ogonowski
	X

	DEP Staff
	
	 
	

	Maine DEP
	Malcolm
	Burson
	X

	Maine DEP
	Mike
	Karagiannes
	X

	Maine DEP
	Dave
	Burns
	X

	Others
	
	 
	

	Mitchell & Sudbay 
	Sharon
	Sudbay
	X

	Maine Oil Dealers Association
	Jamie
	Py
	X

	Chewonki Foundation
	Peter
	Arnold
	X


� For comparison to U.S. waste combustion methodology and estimates, refer to the Energy chapter of the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2000 (U.S. EPA 2002c) and the Waste chapter for all editions prior to 2001.
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