Maine Department of Environmental Protection

Maine Greenhouse Gas Action Plan Development Process

Second Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting:  Wednesday, December 17, 2003

Pine Tree State Arboretum, Augusta

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

Lead Technical Consultant: Tom Peterson, CCAP

Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting #2:  Meeting Summary

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

I.  Materials Distributed and Presented

Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda

b. Maine GHG Emissions: Preliminary Baselines, Methodology & Assumptions (CCAP)
c. CCAP Baseline Supporting Spreadsheet

d. Example of a GHG Reduction Option Description from CT Process (Appliance Standards and Transportation)

e. Criteria for Evaluating and Recommending Option Inclusion (CCAP)

f. Extensive list of Potential ME GHG options --with stars next to most popular options in other states or potentially high GHG reduction options for ME (CCAP)

g. Tentative Working Group Assignments (Maine DEP)

h. Science and Economic Policy Resource Panel List (Maine DEP)

At the Meeting:

1. NESCAUM Memo on Data Sources for Draft GHG Inventory Emissions

2. NESCAUM Presentation on Maine GHG Inventory 1990-2000 (Presented by DEP)

3. Table of Emissions from Fossil Fuel Combustion in Maine

4. Summary of GHG Emissions by Sector in Maine

5. Working Group Schedule and Lead Technical Consultants / Facilitators

All the documents and presentations can be accessed on the Maine GHG project website: http://maineghg.raabassociates.org/events.asp
.      

II. Welcome, Agenda Overview, Meeting Summary Review

Malcolm Burson from DEP welcomed everyone to the second meeting of the Stakeholder Advisory Group.  Jonathan Raab then went through the agenda for the day, followed by a round of brief introductions.  Dr. Raab said that Ann Thayer had suggested the following addition (in red) to the original text at the bottom of page five of the 11/6/03 meeting summary:

Another stakeholder thought there should be an attempt to correlate CO2 reduction with economic activity, so that reducing state economic activity does not become the solution.  Perhaps the group can both back-track and forecast CO2 / unit of economic indicator (e.g., Gross State Product).  In response to a concern of potential options having an adverse effect on Maine business, it was suggested that some options could be conditional based on other states in the region adopting similar programs.   It was also suggested that certain sectors be measured on a unit product basis.

III. Inventory Update 

Mike Karagiannes then distributed a memo and presentation from Jennifer Weeks at NESCAUM presented updated draft Maine GHG inventory data, sources, for 1990 and 2000.

Click here to read the memo, and here to see the presentation.

Mike mentioned that NESCAUM assumed that biomass facilities released net zero net CO2 gas emissions, to which some stakeholders disagreed, and it was suggested that this issue be investigated further.

One member of the Stakeholder Advisory Group suggested it would be helpful to have a glossary of acronyms.  Mike Karagiannes replied he is currently developing a glossary.  

Others said they would like to see more references and citations backing up the data presented.  It was asked whether the term “limestone” under Industrial Production Processes in the NESCAUM memo meant “lime”, and not “limestone”.    Mike Karagiannes did not know the answer but would find out from NESCAUM.

It was also stated that new land use/forestry information will be available in January, and DEP expects emissions from changes in land use to level off.    To this, one stakeholder emphasized the importance of looking at how forests went from a carbon sink to a source.  However, some stakeholders heard data stating forests never became a source of CO2 emissions.  Kevin MacDonald from DEP added that there is no infrastructure set up to collect emissions information directly in the Forestry and Land Use sector.

One Stakeholder asked why the 1995 data has been substituted with new data.  Mike Karagiannes replied that other NE states are using this tool with updated data.  Another asked how greenhouse gas emissions could have increased at the same time that the amount of forested land in the state had increased.  It was felt by many that the landuse and forestry trends need further exploration and to be better understood.

It was then asked if the emissions from land use changes in southern Maine were included in the Forestry and Land Use sector, but Tom Peterson replied that changes due to development and transport patterns would fall in the transport sector.  Forestry and Land Use changes are strictly based on biomass related changes from changes in land use and land cover.

Another stakeholder suggested looking at the impact of “black carbon”, and how it could be included in the transportation sector.  It was offered that in the Connecticut plan, the inventory, and baseline were shown with and without black carbon.

Russell Libby of MOFGA suggested that he had more accurate inventory data in the Agriculture sector, and said he would send it to Mike Karagiannes.  Ann Thayer said she would send better data on process emissions from the cement manufacturing sector.  Another stakeholder said better data is needed on HFCs and PFCs.  Mike then asked the stakeholders to send DEP better source specific data if they have it, as DEP is using the best data that it can find.   

In the Transportation sector, one member of the group suggested checking in-state data against federal data.  It was said that in-state VMT and registration data by vehicle class is available from DOT.  It was asked why the NESCAUM memo used fuel consumption instead of fuel sales, suggesting it would be helpful having information on how fuel consumption information is calculated.  

Another stakeholder said it would be helpful to see total and per capita greenhouse gas emissions for New England to put Maine in perspective.  Mike Karagiannes agreed to create a CD or a reference document to explain how the inventory was derived, including the Oil spike in 94-95, and how wood burning was dealt with.

Someone else suggested the new Energy Report from the Energy Resource Council be added to the Maine GHG project website 

IV. Initial Maine Greenhouse Gas Baselines and NEG/ECP Targets 

Tom Peterson from CCAP then walked the group through the initial baselines CCAP has put together to get group started.  Click here to see CCAP’s presentation on the baseline and methods.

One stakeholder asked why the 1990 and 2000 numbers were different from NESCAUM’s, and Peterson replied that CCAP had used numbers from NESCAUM’s November 6th presentation rather than the revised data recently circulated by NESCAUM.  He pointed out that although the index year GHG emissions changed, the slope would remain the essentially the same. 

The Stakeholder Advisory Group then reviewed the baseline assumptions in each section, and raised several issues.

Agriculture Baseline Assumptions:

One member of the group suggested looking at state based data through the Department of Agriculture.  Others said that that Maine is losing Dairy industry, and the agriculture baseline could then slope downward more steeply.  Others disagreed on the fate of the dairy industry.

Another asked about the effects of an increased growing season from urban heat islands, and Tom Peterson replied that a study found the increased season has decreased productivity.

Forestry Baseline Assumptions:

It was suggested that land ownership trend and resulting management practices may not continue.  CCAP said they will look into this assumption.  

One stakeholder felt that sustainable forest management practices might be accelerating rather than being assumed as constant, as the State of State report in January 2002 reported that 7 of 19 MM acres are in sustainable practice.  It was also said that many conservation easements have resulted in changed ownership, but are still managed in a sustainable way.

Some members of the group were confused why the trend line shows increasing emissions from forests, even though sustainable forestry practices, mill closings, and overall forest acres are increasing too.  It was asked if mortality rates and thinner plantings outweigh these factors.  CCAP suggested they would double check their assumptions and share them with the group.  

Transportation Baseline Assumptions:

One stakeholder asked if, during the 1980-2000 period, VMT increased by 90%, and fuel use increased by 55%, why are greenhouse gases from this sector not growing faster?  There was some discussion on this point, and CCAP agreed to revisit the assumptions. 

Another suggested that the Maine economy is very different than MA and CT, so VMT should be normalized with State GDP.  It was also said that Maine DOT numbers should be used for VMT figures.

Electricity and Waste Baseline Assumptions:

There was some discussion on whether the consumption or the production of electricity should be the basis for measuring GHG emissions from this sector.  It was stated that this baseline reflects the total consumption of electricity in Maine.  including  emissions from electricity imported into Maine  to satisfy Maine demand.
.  Some stakeholders felt that if electricity generated out of state were included, that would be inconsistent with measurement of other sectors, since indirect and embedded CO2 is not considered elsewhere.  Others felt that measuring consumption makes sense, as solutions are consumption related, and electricity is somewhat different given the regional power pool and tracking system.  

It was also pointed out that Maine should be consistent with other New England states.  

Tom Peterson clarified that the solid waste baseline included CO2 from solid waste combustion and methane from landfill decomposition.  Emissions from solid waste burned to produce electricity are captured in the waste sector.  Electricity generated from CHP would be counted in the electricity numbers, but the steam generated would be included in Industrial/Commercial/Residential section.

It was also asked how the waste burned but sold to the electricity grid (e.g., MA) would be handled. In states such as Connecticut, emissions related to the sale of electricity to other states is included in the state inventory. 
Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Baseline Assumptions (Buildings, Facilities, and Manufacturing Processes):

One member of the group asked how residential wood heat is included and handled, and Tom Peterson replied it should be included in residential fuel use.  Stakeholders also had differing opinions on whether biomass should be assumed to be GHG neutral.

It was also suggested that population growth estimates and economic forecasts be transparent and checked against Maine forecasts (Note: this impacts all sectors of analysis).

One member of the group was unsure whether to include black carbon, and suggested that the consultants educate the Stakeholder Advisory Group on the issue.

It was also recommended that double counting of CO2 emissions from wood burning and biomass be avoided between the RCI and Forestry sectors.  
Suggested Voluntary Workshop to Discuss Cross Cutting Issues

After lunch, Commissioner Gallagher explained the inventory and baseline numbers were still a work in progress, and DEP will rely on the stakeholders to help strengthen them.  The Commissioner went on to say that DEP has focused on Maine specific solutions, following an iterative process, where numbers will not be finalized until the end of the process.  She then suggested a voluntary workshop for people interested in the cross cutting issues (e.g., relevant to more than one working group) between the first and second WG meeting.  

The stakeholders agreed with the idea of a voluntary workshop, and brainstormed a list of unresolved data and process issues which cut across multiple sectors.  This list expanded during the remainder of the afternoon:

· Population and economic forecasts 

· Should biomass emissions be considered GHG neutral?

· CHP/ incinerating waste

· Consumption vs. production counting.

· Electricity sector currently treated differently than other sectors

· Are baselines being calculated with the right discount rate?  CCAP used 6.7 based on EIA’s discount rate.

· Black Carbon – how should it be included, if at all?. (Note: mostly in TLU, some in Res/Commercial/Industrial)

· Consider reflecting uncertainty, perhaps with ranged baseline/forecasts

· Cost and savings for new technologies, and new programs

· Should regional /federal programs be analyzed and potentially included in the plan?

· Are emissions standards (e.g., carbon cap and trade system) precluded by Legislature not including such a system in the final GHG legislation?

· Commercially unproven technologies

V. Ultimate Criteria for Recommending Option Inclusion in Final Plan

Tom Peterson went thru his primary and secondary criteria for assessing and prioritizing GHG measures. Click here to view the document.

It was suggested that the analysis of the primary criteria based on actions actually evaluated be differentiated from more speculative estimates.  Under primary criteria, a stakeholder suggested that CFCs and black carbon be added to GHG impact.   Several stakeholders suggested measuring long-term benefits/impacts of options.   One stakeholder mentioned that the proposed definition of cost effectiveness may stifle innovation, since it doesn’t properly credit new technologies, with falling costs over time.  Tom Peterson reiterated that the primary objective for now is focusing on technologies and programs that will bring substantial GHG reduction benefits by 2020.

For clarification, Tom noted that baseline and forecast is used interchangeably, while inventory looks backwards.  He added that the GHG impact is only quantified in relevant target years, 2010 and 2020, but is annualized for other years.

VI. Extensive list of potential GHG reduction options for ME

Tom Peterson reviewed an extensive list of potential GHG reduction options, by sector, for Maine.   Options that were popular choices in other states, or potentially high Maine GHG reduction options, or both were denoted with a *  by CCAP.  

Jonathan Raab then asked the Stakeholder group to review the list of starred (*) options and comment whether any options should be added or subtracted to the list of priority options for each Working Group.  Dr. Raab note that the technical consultants will perform initial primary criteria calculations and fuller descriptions for as many starred options as possible before the first Working Group meetings.  Each Working Group will then decide which options to analyze further and which to drop, as well as suggesting additional options not included in the first round of analysis. 

Click here to view the list of options, with updated symbols and comments from stakeholders.

The following additional notation was made to denote suggestions from stakeholders:

· *?  For *’d options to which at least one member of the Stakeholder Advisory Group expressed uncertainty about it being important in Maine

· *! For options not previously marked with a *, which at least one member of the Stakeholder Advisory Group thought should be a priority

· Some additional comments from stakeholders are highlighted in the list, made below or both

Agriculture/Forestry Working Group:

Manure digesters –some stakeholders said Maine may not have enough concentrated lots to pursue this option with existing technology.  

The Group remained concerned about the forestry inventory and baseline.   DEP said forest inventory previously updated every 5 years, but is now updated annually; however, the translation to GHG emissions is not totally straightforward.  It was suggested that updated state numbers be incorporated into the analysis, and that this Working Group may need to spend more time on the baseline and inventory issues than the other Working Groups.

The Working Group should also explore mitigation options and can utilize local experts, such as Alec Giffen, who has done some work here.  A stakeholder also suggested that forestry research be added as an option.  

Electricity and Solid Waste Working Group:

One stakeholder suggested the Working Group review the following studies:

· ERC Energy Plan

· PUC report on Distributed Generation

· PUC RPS study (final out end of December)

· Annual report on Efficiency Maine (on PUC website)

Comments from the Buildings, Facilities, and Manufacturing (RCI), as well as the Transportation and Land Use Working Groups can be found in the extensive list of options document.  Click here to view document (same link as above).

It was suggested that if data is readily available, analysis should be done, even if some feel an option is politically infeasible.  If data is difficult to collect, it only makes sense to review these options if they seem “doable” in Maine.  

VII. Launching the Working Groups

Malcolm Burson of DEP then presented two pages showing the dates of the first two Working Group meetings for each of the four Working Groups.   He also presented the lead facilitators and technical consultants for each group.  Click here to view the document.  

Malcolm then presented tentative Working Group assignments.  Click here to view.  Burson said DEP was aiming to keep eachgroup below 30 people, to keep it manageable.  It was suggested that it be made clear who each Working Group member is representing (firm, client, individual, etc.,)   The stakeholders didn’t make any suggested changes to either the membership, facilitation/consultant teams, or the schedule at the meeting, but Malcolm asked Stakeholders to email him with any suggested changes by Friday, December 19th.

The list of the Technical and Economic Resource Panel was also shared with the group.  Click here to view the list.

DEP said that the next Stakeholder Advisory Group meeting would likely be in March or April, after the first two meetings of the Working Groups.

XI. Next Steps / To Do’s

Questions / Areas of Uncertainty on Inventory (NESCAUM/DEP)
· Investigate Biomass assumption = 0 GHG emissions further (Mike Karagiannes / NESCAUM)
· Find out if “limestone” in NESCAUM memo meant “lime”, and not “limestone”.    (Mike Karagiannes / NESCAUM) 

· Explain how greenhouse gas emissions could have increased at the same time that the amount of forested land in the state appeared to increase?  (CCAP/NESCAUM)
· How should black carbon be included in the Inventory and Baseline? (NESCAUM/CCAP)

· Send Mike Karagiannes at DEP with better Agriculture data (Russell Libby) 

· Send Mike Karagiannes at DEP with better process emissions data from cement manufacturing sector (Ann Thayer) 

· Send more accurate Inventory data to Mike Karagiannes at DEP (all stakeholders)

· Check federal VMT and vehicle class data against Maine DOT figures (Mike Karagiannes/ NESCAUM) 
· .  Provide information on how fuel consumption is calculated (Mike Karagiannes/NESCAUM).

· Calculate total and per capita greenhouse gas emissions for New England to put Maine in perspective  (Mike Karagiannes/NESCAUM)
· Create reference document /CD ROM to show how inventory was arrived at and make background data transparent, including oil spike in 94-95, how wood burning was dealt with, etc.,   (Mike Karagiannes/NESCAUM)
Questions / Areas of Uncertainty on Baselines (CCAP)
· Update baseline based on latest NESCAUM inventory data (CCAP)
· Consider revising agriculture baseline with Maine Dept. of Agriculture data (CCAP)
· Check assumption that forest management practices will continue (CCAP)
· Explain why forestry trend line increases with increased sustainable forestry and increased forests, and double check soil carbon assumptions.  (CCAP)
· Transportation--Check VMT growth assumptions using Maine DOT data. (CCAP)
· Clarify how the waste burned but sold to MA as electricity would be handled (CCAP)
· State population and other growth and economy indicator estimates clearly and check against Maine forecasts (CCAP)
· Educate SAG on clack carbon issues, in order to decide how to include it in baseline 

· Clarify how double counting of CO2 emissions from wood burning and biomass is avoided between the RCI and Forestry sectors (CCAP)  

Other To do’s

· Contact Alec Giffen to explore Forestry Mitigation options (CCAP/DEP)
· Further delineate each of the starred options including analyzing their potential carbon savings and cost-effectiveness (CCAP)
· Consider adding Forestry Research under Forestry Options (DEP/CCAP)
· Develop a glossary of acronyms on Inventory issues  (Mike Karagiannes) 

· Post Connecticut GHG plan (out January 5th) on the Maine Greenhouse Gas website (Raab Associates)
· Post updated versions of Criteria for Recommending Option Inclusion and Potential GHG Mitigation Option list on Maine Greenhouse Gas website (Raab Associates) 

· Address all Cross-cutting issues (CCAP/DEP/NESCAUM)
· Schedule and announce optional Workshop for Stakeholder Advisory Group to review assumptions and analysis of inventory and baseline  (DEP)
·  Meeting Summary (Raab Associates, Ltd.,)

Attendance List

	Affiliation
	Name
	11/6/03
	12/17/03

	American Lung Association of Maine
	Norm Anderson
	X
	

	Chewonki Foundation
	Peter Arnold
	X
	X

	Coalition for Sensible Energy
	Pam Person
	X
	X

	Department of Agriculture
	Ned Porter
	X
	

	Department of Conservation
	Alec Giffen (alternate)
	 
	

	Department of Conservation
	Donald Mansius
	X
	

	Department of Economic and Community Development
	Brian Dancause
	X
	X

	Department of Environmental Protection
	Dawn Gallagher, Commissioner
	X
	X

	Department of Environmental Protection
	James Brooks (alternate)
	X
	X

	Department of Human Services / Bureau of Health
	Andy Smith, (alternate)
	X
	

	Department of Human Services / Bureau of Health
	Phil Haines 
	 
	X

	Department of Transportation
	Duane Scott (alternate)
	X
	X

	Department of Transportation
	Greg Nadeau
	 
	X(PM)

	Dragon Products
	Ann Thayer
	X
	X

	Energy Independence and Security
	Beth Nagusky
	X
	X

	Environment Northeast
	Michael Stoddard
	X
	X

	FPL Energy
	Allen Wiley
	X
	X

	Independent Energy Consumers
	Tony Buxton
	 
	

	Independent Energy Producers
	David Wilby
	X
	X

	Interface Fabrics Group
	Wendy Porter
	 
	

	Interface Fabrics Group
	Shannon Cox
	
	X

	J.D. Irving, Limited
	Bill Borland    
	X
	X

	Legislative Representative
	Ted Koffman (Representative)
	X
	

	Legislative Senator
	Christopher Hall (Senator)
	X
	X

	Legislative Senator
	Tom Sawyer (Senator)
	 
	

	Maine Automobile Dealers Assoc., Inc.
	Tom Brown
	
	

	Maine Automobile Dealers Assoc., Inc.
	Virginia Davis (alternate)
	X (PM)
	X

	Maine Better Transportation Association
	Maria Fuentes
	X (PM)
	X

	Maine Center for Economic Policy
	Lisa Pohlmann
	X
	X

	Maine Chamber & Business Alliance
	Christopher Hall
	X
	X

	Maine Council of Churches
	Andy Burt
	X
	X

	Maine Farm Bureau Association
	Jon Olson
	 
	

	Maine Global Climate Change
	Robert W. Kates, Ph.D.
	X
	

	Maine Municipal Association
	Jeff Austin
	X (PM)
	

	Maine Oil Dealers Association
	Jamie Py
	X
	X

	Maine Oil Dealers Association
	Pattie Aho (Alternate)
	X
	X

	Maine Public Health Association
	Saskia Janes
	X
	

	Maine Pulp & Paper Association 
	John Williams
	X
	

	Maine Pulp & Paper Association
	Michael Barden
	X
	X

	MOFGA
	Russell Libby
	X
	

	Muskie School of Public Service
	Karl Braithwaite, Dean
	 
	X

	Natural Resources Council of Maine
	Sue Jones
	X
	X

	Public Utilities Commission
	Tom Welch, Commissioner
	X
	X

	Representative
	Bob Daigle (Representative)
	 
	X

	The Nature Conservancy
	Kate Dempsey
	X
	X

	University of Maine
	Janet Waldron
	X
	X

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Affiliation
	Name
	11/6/03
	12/17/03

	Facilitators / Technical Consultants
	 
	 
	

	Raab Associates, Ltd.,
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X

	Raab Associates, Ltd.,
	Peter Wortsman
	X
	X

	Center for Clean Air Policy
	Tom Peterson
	X
	X

	Muskie School - USM
	Jack Kartez
	
	X

	DEP Staff
	 
	 
	

	DEP
	Malcolm Burson
	X
	X

	DEP
	Mike Karagiannes
	X
	X

	DEP
	Don Anderson
	X
	

	DEP
	Kevin MacDonald
	
	X

	DEP
	Lynne Cayting
	
	X

	Others
	 
	 
	

	Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers
	Greg Dana
	
	X

	Eastern Fine Paper
	Neil Brackley
	
	X

	ENSR Corporation
	Dick Rozene
	
	X

	Exxon/Mobil
	Dan Gordon
	X (AM)
	

	International Paper
	Chuck Kraske
	
	X

	Maine Turnpike Authority
	Conrad Welzel
	
	X

	New England Petroleum Council
	John Quinn
	
	X

	Pierce Atwood
	Dixon Pike
	X (PM)
	X(AM)

	Tatiana Brailovskaya
	Environmental Advisor to Senator Hall
	X (PM)
	

	University of NH
	George Hurtt
	X
	


� Subsequent to the meeting, CCAP clarified that it had in fact calculated the baseline based on the production of electricity within Maine rather than on a consumption basis.  This issue will need to be pursued further at both the Working Group and Stakeholder Advisory Group levels.
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