Maine Department of Environmental Protection

Maine Greenhouse Gas Action Plan Development Process

Fourth Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting:  Wednesday, June 30th, 2004

DEP Response Room, Augusta

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

Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting #4:  Meeting Summary

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

I.  Materials Distributed and Presented  

Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda

b. Consolidated Baseline, Targets, and Summary of Potential GHG Savings from Options
c. Energy and Solid Waste Memo to Stakeholder Advisory Group

d. Building and Facilities Memo to Stakeholder Advisory Group

e. Transportation and Land Use Memo to Stakeholder Advisory Group

f. Agriculture and Forestry Memo to Stakeholder Advisory Group

At the Meeting:

1. Tables of Options by Sector

2. Energy Alternative Table of Options, Commissioner Tom Welch, PUC
All the documents and presentations can be accessed on the Maine GHG project website:  http://maineghg.raabassociates.org 
II. Welcome, Agenda Overview, Introductions

Commissioner Gallagher opened the meeting by thanking everyone for their diligent work throughout the process.

Jonathan Raab then stated that the purpose for the day is to review consensus items from the Working Groups, and see if the Stakeholders have any concerns about supporting those options in principle.  On options where the Working Groups did not reach consensus, the Stakeholders will spend some time to see if concerns can be assuaged, but if not, the outstanding concerns and alternative paths will be noted in the meeting summary for DEP.  DEP will take this meeting summary and all four Working Group reports and develop a draft plan for Maine.   Dr. Raab went on to say that DEP will convene a fifth Stakeholder meeting in late September, to review the draft plan with the Stakeholder Advisory Group.  DEP will then submit the final plan to the Legislature.  

Jonathan reviewed the agenda for the day and the meeting participants briefly introduced themselves.  

III. Consolidated Baseline, Targets, and Summary of Potential GHG Savings from Options

Jonathan Raab then reviewed charts of the GHG emissions from the baseline, legislative targets, consensus and non-consensus options both in a consolidated form and for each sector.  Click here to view the presentation.  Comments from one or more Stakeholders are below:

Forestry

Some Stakeholders were confused about the difference between the emissions from the 15 year forestry sequence and the 95 year forestry sequence.  Tom Peterson explained there was a biological issue in allowing for a period of time for trees to grow.   He also said there was an accounting issue as the annual benefits of the forestry options greatly increased after 2020.  In response to Stakeholder questions about whether benefits accruing beyond 2020 were included in the 95 year analysis, Tom replied the 95 year analysis included the average annual GHG benefits for the 95 year period  through 2100, divided by 15 years to produce levelized annual savings from 2005-2020.  

One stakeholder suggested others refer to appendix 4 (p. 98-102) of the Agriculture and Forestry Working Group Memo to the Stakeholder Advisory Group to understand this methodology in more detail.

Another Stakeholder asked if the forestry cost benefit methodologies were consistent with other Working Groups.  Matt Ogonowski replied they were not exactly consistent in part because the NEMS model is not considered accurate after 2025.   One Stakeholder said this may result in slightly undercounting carbon benefits from energy efficiency measures installed near the end of each period.

A Stakeholder suggested that it be made clear in the explanation to guide public policy what it means to achieve the objectives in 2010 and 2020.  It could mean that reductions have been achieved, or it could mean that actions have been taken so that targets will eventually be reached.  

Energy and Solid Waste (E&SW) and Buildings, Facilities, and Manufacturing (BFM):

One Stakeholder asked if the BFM baseline had Energy and Solid Waste (E&SW) measures in it.  Matt responded by saying all of the savings from the BFM electricity-related energy efficiency options were moved to the E&SW baseline.

Another Stakeholder asked what the difference was between direct and indirect emissions in the BFM chart.  Matt replied that direct emission reductions are from fuel use on site (included in BFM), while indirect emission reductions are from reduced electricity use, and occur off site (included in the E&SW).  The dotted line in the BFM chart includes reductions offered from the BFM Working Group to the E&SW Working Group.  Matt also noted that all indirect emission reduction options were consensus options in the Working Group.

One Stakeholder pointed out that 1990 E&SW baseline figure could move as the region may reach a consensus on a uniform but different baseline methodology. A stakeholder was concerned that Maine would be penalized for decommissioning Maine Yankee, and suggested the PUC and regional efforts count Maine’s efforts in a fair way.

IV. Address by Governor Baldacci

During the morning, Governor Baldacci joined the meeting and briefly addressed the group.  He thanked DEP Commissioner Gallagher for her leadership and the Stakeholders for their efforts, and added he is proud of Maine’s work in this area.   The Governor stressed that the environment and health are an integral part of the economy.  He added that Maine is more than ever committed to reduce its carbon emissions.  Governor Baldacci emphasized that sustainable practices present an important opportunity to Maine businesses and residents, and that he is counting on DEP and the Stakeholder Group to make Maine’s the best greenhouse gas reduction plan in the country.  Governor Baldacci closed by echoing the Commissioner’s reminder that the options recommended by the Stakeholder Group are to be adopted in principle, and it will be up to DEP to submit them in the final plan.

V. Working Group Option Review

Jonathan Raab then reviewed the decision making ground rules for Stakeholders (reviewed originally during the first Stakeholder meeting) and the DEP threshold for recommending options to DEP. 

Decision-making Ground rules

10. The primary task of the Stakeholder Advisory Group will be to prepare recommendations for DEP’s consideration consistent with the Purpose and Charge of the process. 

11. The goal of the process will be to make major substantive recommendations including a set of individual GHG policy actions by consensus of the Stakeholder Advisory Group (excluding Ex-Officio representatives), where consensus shall mean that everyone is at least willing to live with a decision and chooses not to dissent.  

12. The Group’s final Report to DEP at the end of the process will include all areas of consensus, and a description of the alternative policy designs and implementation approaches preferred by Group members in areas where consensus was not reached, if any.  For non-consensus issues, the Stakeholder Advisory Group members supporting each alternative approach will be listed under each alternative.   

13. If unable to consent on a particular recommendation or decision, a representative will be expected to explain why and to try and offer a positive alternative.  Representatives are responsible for voicing their objections and concerns, and silence or absence will be considered consent.

14. Stakeholder Advisory Group members will be listed in the Report along with their organizational affiliations.  Members should seek the endorsement from their respective organizations.

DEP has set the following threshold for recommending option inclusion in the plan:

“If an option appears sufficiently promising for inclusion in the Plan (to the Legislature), understanding that the level of details necessary for a fully implementable policy measure, or program will likely need to be hashed out in the appropriate forum at a later date.”

The group then reviewed the options put forward by each Working Group.   Click here to view the tables of consensus, non consensus, and non-quantified options for all Working Groups.

One Stakeholder suggested that the report not include option names, but instead state exactly what each option would do (e.g., increase LFG burning in ME with details in backup section, and not say pursuing an SBC).  Another Stakeholder was concerned that making generic recommendations would leave DEP to do a lot more work.   Another suggested that the Stakeholders set a goal, and allow DEP to set the implementation mechanisms.  

Commissioner Gallagher said that it’s important that concerns around specific options be spelled out clearly to DEP.  

1. Energy and Solid Waste 

Commissioner Tom Welch of the PUC restructured the E&SW options in a table separating technologies from policies and handed it out.  Click here to view the table.  Commissioner Welch suggested this structure more clearly outlines where the overlaps in emission reductions lie, so as to avoid double counting.  He also noted that the numbers were rough estimates only and that any difference between his chart and CCAP’s is that he didn’t have the numbers to estimate wind potential. 

After some discussion and a suggestion to create a goal statement for the sector, the Stakeholders agreed to the following goal statement for the electricity sector: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions related to electricity consumption in Maine by approximately its pro rata share through:

· Promoting renewable resources – at least 5% new incremental renewables in 2010 and 10% in 2020 (including wind, solar, etc.)

· Increasing energy efficiency; and

· Reducing emissions at power plants;

· Tools that may be used include:

· RPS

· Renewable SBC

· Regional Carbon Cap and Trade Programs

· Energy Efficiency Programs and Policies (SBC, CHP policies, etc.,)

Commissioner Gallagher then asked that no option come off the table unless there is something inherently wrong with it.   She added that if Stakeholders can not support an option, they need to give the reason(s) why.

The Stakeholders reviewed the tables of 10 consensus recommended options, 2 non consensus, and 8 non-quantified options from the E&SW Working Group.  The Stakeholders supported all of the consensus options put forward by the E&SW Working Group, with the exception of 1.1, Renewable Portfolio Standards where a few Stakeholders said they could support the goals but not necessarily the RPS mechanism itself.  

Specifically, the Industrial Energy Consumers did not support an RPS, but rather supported a goal to increase renewable generation, with an RPS being identified as a mechanism to achieve the goal.   MODA and MADA said they were not sufficiently familiar with the RPS to support or not support it as a viable mechanism at this time, but could support the increased renewable goal embodied in the description.

Jim Brooks clarified that the design and modeling for this option assumes the existing RPS stays in place and this policy would be incremental.  

E&SW Consensus Recommended Options

The Stakeholders all supported the other 9 consensus recommendations from the E&SW Working Group, ; however, one or more Stakeholders made the following comments and additions:

Electricity Options:

1.2 System Benefit Charge for Renewables

Some Stakeholders suggested that the SBC may not necessary if it is redundant with the RPS, but no one disagreed with the Working Group recommendations to estimate the range of GHG savings and cost of saved carbon for using the SBC to support an RPS or to support emerging renewables not covered by the RPS.

1.5a   Biomass Generation

NRCM pointed out that biomass is not currently clearly defined, and suggested biomass fuel be clearly defined so as to include clean biomass only (e.g., wooden debris). 

1.8 Combined Heat and Power Incentive Policy

Interface Fabrics Group encouraged DEP to consider CHP also at electric generating plant applications.  Another Stakeholder suggested that the narrative from BFM CHP should be included in E&SW CHP policy.

1.9 Regional Cap and Trade (RGGI)

Dean Karl Braithewaite of the Policy advisory panel said the effectiveness of a Regional Cap and Trade would depend on specific details, monitoring and verification.  The Maine PUC suggested the incremental costs and benefits of a Regional Cap and Trade be compared with energy efficiency measures Maine can do on its own, to learn the net effect of a Regional Cap and Trade.

BFM Energy Efficiency Measures

The Maine Automobile Dealers Association asked that the 21 measures from BFM (and accompanying analysis by CCAP) be made available to the Stakeholders.

Waste Management Options:

The stakeholders did not have any additional comments to make to the following 3 Working Group consensus recommendations and supported their inclusion:

2.1  Convert Landfill Methane to Energy

2.3  Recycling / Source Reduction

2.2  Waste to Energy

E&SW Non Consensus Options

For the 2 options that the E&SW Working Group did not reach consensus, some time was spent testing if their concerns could be mitigated.  

1.10 Emission Standards
1.11 Offset Requirements

After some discussion, all Stakeholders except two, agreed that Emission Standards and Offset Requirements should be included in the plan if they are not duplicative with RGGI, or if RGGI does not happen.

The Maine Automobile Dealers Association and the Maine Oil Dealers Association could not support these two options without more information.

The Coalition for Sensible Energy asked that the numbers be re-analyzed so that Emission Standards and Offset Requirements are incremental to RGGI.  Environment Northeast asked that emissions standards be better defined.

E&SW Options Not Quantified

	Electricity and Waste Sector 

	Options not Quantified

	EW 1
	Electricity Generation
	Reason not Included

	1.4
	Carbon Capture and Sequestration
	Technology not commercially viable at present, but flagged for monitoring and possible future pursuit

	1.5b
	Biomass Gasification
	Technology not commercially viable at present, but flagged for monitoring and possible future pursuit

	1.6
	Repowering Old Plants
	Originally selected for evaluation and consideration by Stakeholder Group or Working Group, but evaluated and dropped by the Working Group

	1.7
	Hydrogen
	Technology not commercially viable at present, but flagged for monitoring and possible future pursuit

	1.11
	Interconnection Rules and Transmission Barriers
	Cost estimates were not readily available

	1.13
	Registry
	Cost estimates were not readily available

	1.14
	Public Education
	Referred to Education Working Group

	1.15
	Hydroelectric Power Development
	Technology flagged for monitoring and possible future pursuit


The Stakeholders then reviewed the above table of E&SW Options Not Quantified, and had no comments or changes to the Working Group recommendations on the following options:

1.4    Carbon Capture and Sequestration

1.5b   Biomass Gasification

1.6     Repowering Old Plants

1.7     Hydrogen

1.14   Public Education

For the remaining E&SW Options Not Quantified, one or more Stakeholders had additional comments:

1.11 Interconnection Rules and Transmission Barriers

Interface Fabrics Group suggested that transmission issues be flagged and thought through in more detail to help encourage more renewable power in Maine, and that this option be included to help implement the RPS.  Interface also suggested that the transmission option be described in more detail.

1.13   Registry

Interface Fabrics suggested this option be flagged for further study.

1.15   Hydroelectric Power Development

Interface Fabric maintained that this option would help encourage more renewable power in ME, and should be included in plan to implement an RPS.  

Many Stakeholders suggested that any non quantified options due to data not being available be re-classified as flagged for further study.

2. Buildings, Facilities, and Manufacturing Facilities

BF&M Consensus Recommended Options 

The Stakeholders then reviewed the table of 17 quantified consensus recommendation options from the Buildings, Facilities, and Manufacturing sector.  

One Stakeholder asked if there is currently a state goal for energy efficiency in buildings, facilities, and manufacturing.  Beth Nagusky of Energy Independence and Security replied that there was a goal in state buildings but not for the overall BFM sector.

Several Stakeholders proposed that the State should look at setting goals in each of the sectors for energy efficiency to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
One Stakeholder asked why the total carbon savings from electricity on the BFM consensus table was larger than the BFM savings transferred to the E&SW sector (434 in 2010 and 731 in 2020 on BFM table vs. 317 and 422 on the E&SW table). Matt said he will check the assumptions for these indirect measures against assumptions used in the electricity modeling.   Later in the meeting, he clarified that the electricity-related GHG savings for each BFM measure (those in the BFM table) were originally estimated offline through spreadsheet analysis, while the final aggregate estimates included in the E&SW sector and the consolidated baseline were taken from the NEMS modeling results.  Since NEMS does not provide estimates for each measure individually, the offline estimates were included in the final BFM table for illustrative purposes.

One Stakeholder suggested that the title of the second column in the BF&M consensus table be changed to “Estimated Savings (Fossil Fuel and Industrial Process Emissions).”

Another Stakeholder asked if the Working Group looked at supply sources of various fuels to get a sense of what options Maine has if it wants to promote one source over another (oil, gas, or electricity).  Michael Stoddard replied that ENE compared natural gas and oil in a study which is in the appendix of the BFM Working Group report, but that the Working Group did not reach agreement on recommending fuel switching as an option.

The Stakeholders were then asked if they could support the 17 consensus recommendations from the BF&M Working Group, and nobody said they could not.   However, one or more Stakeholders made the following comments and suggestions:

2.6:  Efficient Use of Oil and Gas:  Home Heating

The Coalition for Sensible Energy suggested that propane should be added to the measure if it provides further greenhouse gas reduction potential. 

One Stakeholder asked what the underlying assumption to the greenhouse gas reduction estimates was.  For example, in option 3.8 (Improve the Electrical Efficiency in the Commercial and Institutional sectors), was it harnessing all cost effective energy efficiency options?   Tony Buxton replied that the Working Group based their assumptions on Tellus and other studies, looking at cost effective measures (positive life cycle cost) incremental to an SBC.  Jonathan Raab suggested that because only measures with a positive life cycle cost were included in the analysis, other low cost measures with a negative life cycle cost could be considered to increase greenhouse gas reductions from energy efficiency at comparable costs per saved ton as in other sectors.  Tellus may have artificially capped GHG savings from energy efficiency.  Maine Global Climate Change stated that energy efficiency also has lots of other co-benefits that need to be recognized.

BF&M Consensus Recommended Options Not Quantified
BF&M Consensus Recommended Options Not Quantified
[image: image1.wmf]Measure (Sector)

Reason Not Quantified

2

Residential buildings

2.7

Fuel Switching

Recommended for further study

3

Commercial and Institutional Buildings

3.5

Load Management Techniques

Data not readily available

4

Industry

4.5

Industrial Ecology/Eco-Park (I)

Data not readily available

5

Comprehensive

5.8

REC Purchase Program

Data not readily available

5.11

Natural Gas Leak Reduction Program

Recommended for further study

5.12

Substitution of High GWP Gases

Data not readily available/Future Technology

5.13

Negotiated Agreements

Data not readily available

5.14

Encourage Combined Heat and Power

Quantified by the Electricity Working Group

See Notes


The Stakeholders then reviewed the above table of BF&M Options Not Quantified, and had no comments or changes to the Working Group recommendations on the following options:

2.7   
Fuel Switching

5.11
Natural Gas Leak Reduction Program

5.14
Encourage Combined Heat and Power

For the remaining BF&M options not quantified, one or more Stakeholders had additional comments or suggestions:

3.5  Load Management Techniques

Interface Fabrics recommended that load management techniques be pursued for further study.  

Since all not quantified BF&M options were agreed to by consensus, Interface suggested, and others agreed that “data not available” on the above table should be changed to “recommended for further study”.    Interface added that particular attention be paid to load management and CHP.

BF&M Non Consensus Option

For the 1 BF&M Non Consensus Option where the BF&M Working Group did not reach consensus, some time was spent testing if their concerns could be mitigated.  Additional comments and concerns from one or more Stakeholders on the non consensus options are noted below:

5.5  Increase Public Expenditures for Fossil Fuel Efficiency Measures
The Maine Oil Dealers Association stated it was concerned that public expenditures were not delineated into specific measures trying to be achieved.  MODA was also unclear what the mechanism would be for achieving reductions.

Interface Fabrics said they could support the measure if the title changed to, “Enhance Fossil Fuel Efficiency Measures”, with the funding subject to debate.  Interface suggested that all applicable sectors be included.

Environment Northeast, who was on the Working Group, said this measure provided the funding for some other options, and was not sure what the incremental greenhouse gas savings is associated with.  Matt replied that he thinks its purely thermal savings from increased energy efficiency from natural gas and oil.  Matt said he would look into this further.

Another Stakeholder pointed out that on page 51 of the BFM Working Group report it says where the money comes from, but doesn’t say how it will be spent. 

One Stakeholder recommended that money be spent on fossil fuel efficiency, and stated the issue is determining what the best way to raise funds for oil and gas energy efficiency in Maine. Another asked the relationship between the savings in BFM 2.6 (Efficient use of Oil and Gas) and 5.5.  Matt said he would look into the modeling assumptions

BF&M Options Referred to Another Working Group

[image: image2.wmf]Measures Combined with Other Measures or Referred to Another Working Group

2.2

Training and Enforcement of Residential 

Building Codes (BFM 2.1)

Included in BFM 2.1

2.4

Energy Efficiency Mortgages (BFM 2.2)

Included in BFM 2.2

2.5

Education to Homeowners (Residential)

Referred to Education WG

3.1

Energy Standards for New 

Construction/Renovations

Quantified and included in baseline

3.4

Shared Savings Program for Government 

Agencies (BFM 3.3)

Included in BFM 3.3

5.1

Government Agency Requirement and Goals 

(BFM 3.3, 3.8)

Included in BFM 3.3, 3.8

5.3

Public Education (Comprehensive)

Referred to Education WG

5.4

Incentives for Green Power Purchases

Referred to Electricity WG


The Stakeholders then reviewed the above table of BF&M options referred to another Working Group, and had no comments or changes to the Working Group recommendations on any of the above options, except 5.4, Incentives for Green Power Purchases.

5.4 Incentives for Green Power Purchases

Maine Global Climate Change pointed out that option 5.4 was not listed in the E&SW list of options, and suggested it be added back to the E&SW list of non quantified options for analysis and further study.  MGCC then presented two potential scenarios for this option:

1. Provide incentives for people to purchase green power (above and beyond RPS)

2. Establish an alternative to the standard offer, a green energy option.  This should be as simple as possible for customers, perhaps just a check on the bill.

VI. Transportation and Land Use

T&LU Consensus Recommended Options

After reviewing the T&LU Table of Consensus Recommended Options, the Stakeholders were asked if they could support the 14 consensus recommendations from the T&LU Working Group, and nobody said they could not.   

T&LU Non Consensus Options

After reviewing the T&LU Table of Non Consensus Options, the group reviewed each option, discussed their concerns, and made additional suggestions.  Concerns and suggestions from one or more Stakeholders are listed below:

1.1a   Implement Tailpipe GHG Emissions Standards

NRCM urged the Stakeholder Group to support this option because of large potential GHG reductions, and cost effectiveness.   NRCM said the draft CARB proposal would reduce passenger vehicle GHG emission rates (grams/mile) by about 30% by 2014.  NRCM added that the LEV program in ME will be at risk if this measure is not adopted, and that 27% of the national market has already adopted these standards.  

CSE suggested that the savings of this program are higher than originally estimated due to higher gas prices.  Steve Winkelman said that the most recent California report suggests the cost effectiveness of this measure is (–140)/ton CO2 reflecting higher gas prices.  

The Maine Lung Association said it strongly supports this option as Maine has the highest asthma rate in the US, and options should not be considered from silo perspectives.

The Maine Auto Dealers Association said they could not support this option, as the manufacturers will sue, leading to a timely and drawn out process.  MADA added that it is unreasonable for Maine to join, and there will be a significant impact for Maine if it goes alone.  MADA also said that CA-LEV and tailpipe emissions don’t have to be done together.  MADA also said they could potentially consider this option at a later time, but not at the moment.  

Interface Fabrics strongly supported this option due to its cost effectiveness and large GHG reduction potential.  Interface added that this option should not be taken off the table due to a threat of legal action.  

DOT added that a trigger would alleviate concerns on market issues.

Jonathan Raab then asked the group if everyone could support the implementation of tailpipe GHG emissions standards if a trigger is added so that Maine would only implement if a certain number of other states in the region/country did so as well.

All the Stakeholders agreed the proposal with an appropriate “trigger”, except for the Maine Auto Dealers Association.  The Maine Oil Dealers Association stated that they would need to see the final regulations in California before they could support this option, but could potentially define an acceptable trigger at that point.

The Resource Panelist from the Muskie School of Public Service added that the auto industry is always tough to come along, but they eventually will, and if the DEP doesn’t pursue this option, it will make the plan flawed, given the large opportunity to reduce greenhouse gasses.

1.1b:  Add ZEV Mandate to LEV II Standards

NRCM supported this option as it was a sure way to get hybrids on the road, and it’s only 1,500 vehicles.

MADA was concerned that this forces hybrids on the lots, but doesn’t force people to buy them.

Council of Churches and CSE were skeptical of the MADA concern that people won’t buy hybrids, as there are long wait lists for hybrids, and more are needed on the lot to improve public awareness.

MODA added that they could support the goal of more hybrid cars on the road, but other ways to encourage more hybrid cars are preferable to this option.

The Industrial Energy Consumers Group suggested it is better to eliminate obstacles to people buying hybrid cars.  The IECG added that more hybrids won’t be put on the road if manufacturers are not on board.  IECG was also concerned that if this policy drives people to buy a car in New Hampshire, more cars will sit on lots in Maine.

Interface Fabrics suggested an alternative policy to get hybrids on road:  Set a hybrid vehicle goal, and allow MODA, MADA, and others figure out how to get there.  Interface added that Honda will not sell its SU LEV vehicle outside of California.  

Florida Power and Light asked why there were no carbon savings or cost effectiveness estimates for the ZEV Mandate.  Steve Winkelman replied no figures were calculated because there was no agreement on the assumptions.  He added that the numbers will be small in the short term due to small number of vehicles, but if ZEV vehicles reach 10% of the market by 2020, the impact will be significant.

NRCM suggested that a hybrid sales goal will jumpstart the market for hybrids.  NRCM also said that Toyota has 40 people on its wait list for up to 18 months, and some dealers are raising prices because supply is greater than demand.   The representative from NRCM added that this measure would give Maine precedent on getting hybrid vehicles and get them to consumers faster.  

The Maine Lung Association asked if the Working Group looked at where demand trends and projections for hybrid sales and registrations in the state, and suggested this should be studied.

Other Stakeholders suggested that the goal could be achieved through rebates, changing excise taxes, registration fees, or other methods.  

Jonathan Raab summarized the Stakeholders desire for setting a goal of increasing the proportion of hybrid vehicles in Maine (and consider higher level goals of GHG reduction targets for the sector), and that there were a variety of options for pursuing the goal including: education, incentives (registration fees, excise tax, feebates), and regulation (ZEV).  The Stakeholders agreed on the goal of setting a target and using a variety of approaches to reach the goal. MODA and MADA said they could support the goal, but not the ZEV mandate.

The Coalition for Sensible Energy asked DEP to further analyze TLU 1.1a (Implement Tailpipe GHG Emissions Standards) and 1.1b (Add ZEV Mandate to LEV II Standards) and come up with a goal that will get to a significant % reduction in tailpipe emissions in 2010, in order to solicit responsibility from the transportation sector.

The representative from Maine Global Climate Change asked what the carbon savings per vehicle was with this option, and Steve responded that it increased efficiency 25%-50%, and that he can look at a California study for a more exact estimate.

1.3b:  GHG Feebates

MADA viewed this option as a tax, discriminating against people who need trucks as part of their work, such as plumbers, electricians, etc.  The representative from MADA added that fees of $2000-$4000 will drive people to buy cars in New Hampshire, and it is the wrong political climate to introduce a tax.

NRCM said that this option was creating a market program to induce consumers to buy higher efficiency vehicles.  NRCM added that some light duty truck hybrids are coming out in next few years.

Environment Northeast said that commercial vehicles could be exempted to address the needs of people who need trucks as part of their work.  ENE added that the feebate can be assessed at the point of registration, so there would be no incentive to buy vehicles out of state.

MODA added that some plumbers, electricians, and others don’t register their vehicles as commercial and that vans and trucks will pay higher excise taxes.

The Coalition for Sustainable Energy (CSE) suggested that this option be combined with other pollution prevention programs.

The representative from the IECG said this option is “politically nuts”, since Maine is a driving state.  

One member of the audience said that more detail about how it will be implemented is needed, and the program needs to be well thought through and planned out before implementation.  

2.4d  Pay as You Drive Insurance

The representative from the PUC asked why the carbon savings are so large in 2020.  Steve responded that a 50% response rate is assumed in the later years, but it’s much lower at beginning.  

MADA was skeptical of the high carbon savings estimates in 2020 for a voluntary, self selecting program.  MADA added it can not support this option because it does not have the expertise to evaluate it, and there is no support from the insurance industry.  MADA further suggested that risk is more determined by where you drive, not how much you drive.

In response to a question on how the program would work, NRCM explained that miles are correlated to risk, and this option would strengthen the correlation between risk and insurance premium cost, making insurance more affordable to everyone.    The representative from NRCM added that a number of insurance companies are testing this program now: GMAC, USAA, and the state of Oregon is implementing a similar program and achieving results.  

The representative from the Department of Agriculture was concerned how it will affect people who live in rural areas and need to drive long distances.

2.4f   Location Efficient Mortgage (LEM)

This option was moved to the Buildings, Facilities and Manufacturing Group.

3.1 Set a Low GHG Fuel Standard

After some discussion, Jonathan Raab asked Stakeholders, “If this option was adopted regionally, could they support a low GHG fuel standard?” and nobody said they could not. 

The Coalition for Sensible Energy said they supported federal renewable fuel standards, and nobody disagreed. 

However, there was a difference of opinion if this was implemented only in Maine, and there were disagreements on the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of ethanol.  MODA raised some supply concerns if this option was implemented in state only, and NRCM added that exemptions are often given for higher GHG emitting fuels if there are supply issues on boutique fuels.

3.2 Low GHG Fuel for State Fleets

The DOT said they had a biodiesel pilot test and this option was more interesting at regional level.

8.1 Clean Diesel, black Carbon
Stakeholders who were also part of the Working Group explained that there was consensus from the Working Group on this item, but they were split on how to implement it.  

Members of the TLU Working Group explained that there was disagreement on how to achieve the projected carbon savings, rather than numbers themselves which was viewed more as a goal.  CSE added that the savings are big because of incentives, and if incentives are reduced, the carbon savings and costs would decrease.  

ENE suggested this option be moved to consensus if the numbers are changed to “illustrative”, and it may make sense to put in a range.  The Stakeholders agreed with these suggestions.

Other:

MADA suggested adding an option of increasing the weight limit on highways to the list of non-consensus options.

VII. 
Forestry and Agriculture

Agriculture

Agriculture Consensus Recommended Options

After reviewing the Agriculture table of consensus recommended options, the Stakeholders were asked if they could support the 6 Agriculture consensus recommendations from the Agriculture and Forestry Working Group, and nobody said they could not.   

One Stakeholder asked if the cost numbers for Farmland Protection and Locally Grown Produce will be available, and Tom Peterson said Russ Libby will provide the data and the cost numbers should be ready soon.  Tom went on to say the Farmland Protection cost of saved carbon numbers will likely range from positive to negative, where the range for Local Produce is from low to the middle of the range of other options. 

When asked what the mechanism was to increase Local Grown Produce, Tom explained the option is a goal based on a percentage of total food sales, and there is currently no inventory of existing market share of local grown food in Maine for a baseline.  The Department of Agriculture said the goal of 10% of every food dollar was derived from an Iowa study.  Tom added that the Working Group wanted to increase to this to 15% by 2020.

Florida Power and Light suggested it could be difficult to measure spending on local produce, to which Tom responded the data is collected from a household survey conducted by the Bureau of Health. 

Forestry

Jonathan Raab announced that the final Forestry Working Group meeting will be July 29th at NRCM, and all Stakeholders are invited to attend to discuss the other options in the Forestry sector.

Jack Kartez, the facilitator of the Agriculture and Forestry Working Group said he will send an email to Stakeholders referencing the technical document of the Working Group and the meeting summary from last meeting.  

The representative from JD Irving asked if infestation and forest fires are factored in thru 2100.  Tom Peterson replied that the analysis uses average tree growth assumptions, taking into account average ecological risks, but not assuming above average risk.  Tom added that spruce budworm infestation is in the baseline for the forest system inventory of the state.

Increased Stocking With Fast Growing Trees

One Stakeholder suggested fast growing trees such as spruce and firs should be added to the option of Increased Stocking with Fast Growing Trees. 

The representative from the Maine Pulp and Paper Association wasn’t sure if the Working Group reached consensus on the Increased Stocking of Fast Growing Trees.   Tom Peterson clarified that this option would fill in gaps to move from 30% to 50% stands where there is not a need to reduce competition.  Jack Kartez confirmed the Working Group came to consensus on this option, and this was documented in the meeting summary.

There was some discussion on using herbicides on hard wood growth, but many didn’t think this was a good idea.  

The representative from the Nature Conservancy said that the implementation of this option should ensure no net harm to biodiversity, and no introduction of invasive species.   The representative from TNC added that this was missing in the meeting summary, but Jack Kartez said it was placed in the Working Group’s technical document, rather than in the option summary.  

The representative from the Coalition for Sustainable Energy asked why pine trees were not added to this option, as they provide better for marketability and more GHG sequestration.  The Working Group recommended spruce fir restocking as the most preferred species to reestablish this forest system on native sites.

FORCARB Modeling

Tom then explained some of the new forestry modeling work done by the Agriculture and Forestry Working Group.  Tom said that now Maine can better manage its forest with an effective tool based on Maine data.  

The representative from CSE asked if the new data set changed emissions between the soils in appendix 4, page 98-102 of the A&F Working Group report to Stakeholders.  Tom Peterson said he will check and update.  

Jonathan Raab then asked the Stakeholders for feedback on the 15 year vs. 100 year (with more savings in 2010 and 2020) modeling option:

· The representative from the PUC said it’s essential to show 100 year picture to the legislature, but do not want to misrepresent what results will be achieved by 2020.  Present both sets of data, and describe why each is presented.  It’s confusing to say you are meeting 2020 target when savings doesn’t take place until 2030, 2050.  There are large gains to be made, but require an investment of carbon in the air during the next 15 years.  The PUC representative further added that Maine has more forest than the rest of New England and should be a leader in generating long term carbon savings, even if real benefits occur after 2020.

· The representative from ENE agrees with the PUC in showing both options.  The ENE representative then asked, do we do the same thing for biomass and energy?

· The representative from JD Irving Ltd., clarified that the 100 year analysis includes the average annual carbon savings from 2005-2020, so most long-term savings are not included.

· The NRCM representative suggested clarification here will be helpful to the Regional Cap and Trade process in creating rules and structure for verifying biological sequestration for offsets.

· The Maine Global Climate Change representative said the methodology of capturing (or not capturing) savings beyond 2020 should be consistent with other options, such as energy efficiency, power plant improvements, etc.,

· The Energy Independence and Security representative agreed that there is a need to capture savings over the life of the measure, and should be consistent with energy efficiency and other sectors.  

· For the option releasing emissions in the early years, the representative from TNC has concerns with their associated harvesting practices 

Biomass 

Jim Brooks of DEP said that DEP has assumed for now that biomass is carbon neutral over the long-run to allow for the options to be modeled but is continuing to discuss this issue with others and will draft a memo before the next Stakeholder Advisory Group meeting (but after July 29th) on how it proposes to deal with biomass assumptions.  The DEP will then solicit feedback on this memo.   The representative from the Independent Energy Producers asked that the Resource Panel weighs in on this.

Jim Brooks added that DEP is preparing a memo on biomass assumptions.   The representative from ENE suggested that the issue of biomass neutrality not be discussed at the next Forestry Working Group meeting, as it could detract from time needed to discuss the remaining options.

VIII. Education WG

Malcolm Burson of DEP said the Education and Public Awareness Working Group has met twice since the last Stakeholder Advisory Group meeting.  The Working Group will take the list emerging from today’s meeting and review mitigation options and evaluate them with respect to the education and public awareness component of each.  For example, if DEP recommends a given option, the Working Group will identify the issues that need to be addressed in the Legislature and with the public.  

VI. Additional Stakeholder Concerns, Considerations, and Recommendations

The Stakeholder Advisory Group was asked if they had any further concerns, considerations, or recommendations to DEP, and the following list of comments was generated by one or more Stakeholders and projected on a screen at the front of the room:

1. Include in report to Legislature existing GHG reduction programs and policies.

a. Pull out baseline assumptions for existing programs

b. Other existing programs and policies not included in baseline

2. Be clear that numbers associated with specific programs and policies are gross estimates and will need to be updated consistent with evolving and then final program and policy designs.  

a. Perhaps round off and/or show a range.

b. Highlight key assumptions

3. In report to Legislature discuss co-benefits (e.g., reductions in other air pollutants, public health) associated with measures (especially energy efficiency, transportation).

4. Make negative externalities / trade-offs / unintended consequences of options clear

5. Include Legislature’s Health and Human Services Committee in target audience.

6. Create tracking and evaluation approaches for all measures

7. If we can’t capture pro-rata shares on BFM and TLU, where are we going to get carbon savings from?

8. Other Potential Options to Consider:

a. Rail freight/passenger (also include in 1 above)

b. Marine freight

c. Offsets for non-electricity GHG 

d. Flag programs with long term effects (e.g., building codes)

e. Streamlining siting of GHG reducing transmission, distribution, and generation sources

9. Consider distributional impacts

10. Focus on areas of agreement and outcomes

11. Compare and contrast other state plans (and add other State GHG plans to website if not already there)

One Stakeholder also suggested that no sector by sector obligations be set out in the plan, especially since Maine should do options that make sense over all, not necessarily the top options in each sector.  

DEP closed the meeting by saying they were intent at the moment to compile the report to the  Legislature, with expectation of calling the group back together, likely in last 2 weeks of September.  In the meantime, DEP welcomes comments and additional options, which can be sent to Malcolm Burson at Malcolm.C.Burson@maine.gov and copied to Peter Wortsman at:  peter@raabassociates.org.

XI. Next Steps / To Do’s

· Distribute analysis on 21 BFM Energy Efficiency Measures moved to E&SW Working Group (Matt Ogonowski, CCAP)
· Check what GHG savings is associated with in BFM option 5.5.  (Matt Ogonowski, CCAP)
· Check the modeling assumptions on the relationship between the savings in BFM 2.6 (Efficient use of Oil and Gas) and 5.5.  (Matt Ogonowski, CCAP)
· Add BFM option 5.4 (Green Power) to E&SW options for further analysis

· Review CA study on ZEV Mandate for a carbon savings cost effectiveness estimates of TLU 1.1b ZEV Mandate to LEV II Standards (Steve Winkelman, CCAP).
· Move TLU 2.4f, Location Efficient Mortgages to the BFM group for further study
· Add option of increasing the weight limit on highways to the list of non-consensus TLU options.

· Add any TLU options not discussed to a list for further study (DEP)
· Change TLU 8.1 Clean Diesel/Black Carbon from non-consensus to consensus

· Check whether tables in Appendix 4 of Agriculture and Forestry Report to Stakeholder Group are accurate (Tom Peterson)
· Put links on website to other State GHG plans (RI, CT, NY, MA) (Raab Associates, Ltd.)
· Submit additional comments and options to Malcolm Burson at: Malcolm.C.Burson@maine.gov and copy Peter Wortsman at: peter@raabassociates.org
· Review Meeting Summary (All Stakeholders)
· Meeting Summary (Raab Associates, Ltd.)
· Draft Report to Legislature (DEP)
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