Maine Department of Environmental Protection

Maine Greenhouse Gas Action Plan Development Process

Fifth Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting:  Wednesday, September 29th, 2004

DEP Response Room, Augusta

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

Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting #5:  Meeting Summary

44 people attended this meeting that began at about 9:30am and concluded about 3 pm.

I.  Materials Distributed and Presented  

Prior to Meeting:

a. Agenda

b. Draft Maine Climate Action Plan (Part 1)

c. Draft Detailed Option Descriptions (Part 2)

d. List of Non Quantified Options

e. RPS Option Description

f. Agriculture Land Protection Option Description

At the Meeting:

1. GHG Options by Type of Implementation Chart

2. The Governor’s Carbon Challenge

All the documents and presentations can be accessed on the Maine GHG project website:  http://maineghg.raabassociates.org 
II. Welcome, Agenda Overview, Introductions

Jonathan Raab welcomed the group and stated that the purpose for the day is to review DEP’s Draft Plan to the Legislature and provide feedback to the DEP to improve the Final Report, chiefly in two areas:  1) ensure Stakeholder concerns are accurately captured, and 2) help DEP package the overall Plan.  

Malcolm Burson of Maine DEP added that DEP is open to suggestions to improve the framing of the options to make the Plan as accessible as possible to the Legislature.  Malcolm added that two good copies of the Final Report will be delivered to the Legislature on October 15th, with a printed version to follow to other legislators.  The Department will discuss with Stakeholders at a later point the best way to make the Report available to the broader public.

Meeting participants then introduced themselves.    

III. Review of Draft GHG Plan

Overall Packaging / Executive Summary

The group reviewed the overall packaging of the Plan, and provided DEP feedback on the introduction, executive summary, etc.,

The following suggestions and comments were expressed by one or more Stakeholders on the overall packaging of the Report to the Legislature (Any DEP or facilitator responses are indented, following the relevant question):

General Comments:

· Executive Summary is not an Executive Summary, but more of an introduction / overview

· Where will the non quantified options go?

· Malcolm Burson replied that non quantified options will follow the description of the 55 quantified options.

· My concern is that the Plan is so long that legislators won’t get through it.  Consider putting key points up front to grab legislators’ attention, maybe with a shorter Executive Summary.

· Add some charts showing percent of contribution by sector, and what percent of proposed reductions are coming from each sector.  For instance, in table 1, 43% of emissions are from the transportation sector, but a much smaller percentage of planned reductions are from this sector.  A disproportionate share coming from different sectors, and it’s important to let the Legislature know that some sectors are paying a heavier price.  Several stakeholders think legislators will want to know this information.  

· Malcolm Burson added that behind page 12, there will be a section added with a generalized discussion of options within each sector.

· Break out emission reductions versus offsets.

· Was there any thought given to any notation differentiating consensus with non consensus options?  

· Malcolm replied that by labeling those differences prominently up front, they become an easy target, and we need all the options to make legislative targets.  Mike added that DEP tried to capture concerns where they existed.  

· Jonathan Raab added that the degree of consensus around each option is stated in the Working Group Reports in the appendices and description of each option in the body of the Report, but that consensus was tested in a slightly different way in each Working Group.  

· Several Stakeholders still felt that consensus options should be made apparent in the front of the Report.

· Add that CA Air Resources Board passed stricter tailpipe emissions in the Plan.

· Add a discussion of progress Reports so that Plan is continually updated based on new information.  Should add in upfront section what DEP expects and desires from stakeholders for ongoing comment.

· Consider a glossary of acronyms and terms.

· Consider changing ranking of table 1 from carbon savings to priority of implementation or cost effectiveness.

· Mike Karagiannes added that cost should not be the only driver, but perhaps the two tables can be put closer together, or a third table added.

· Include actual impacts that climate change is already having in Maine in the Report.

· In tables, use consistent labeling of options, and include option# (e.g., TLU #3.2), so people can cross reference.

· Use words (e.g., high, medium, low for savings and positive and negative for costs), instead of symbols for a comparative ranking of options.

· On non quantified options, pull the GHG registry and feature in a separate section on necessary supporting infrastructure.

· Add a paragraph how regional /national / international programs affect options, and how Maine could potentially piggy back on them.

· Make one consolidated report.

· In response to a Stakeholder suggesting that DEP customize the report to the Legislature in a transmission letter, Commissioner Gallagher said that there is no requirement for a transmission letter, but that it is better to put things in the Report, as the cover letter may get separated.

· Malcolm Burson added that the audience of the Report is first and foremost the Legislature, and it is up to the Stakeholders to disseminate and communicate to the wider public, once the Plan is released.

· Put website reference up front:   http://maineghg.raaabassociates.org
Modeling / Data Assumptions:

· There was concern with some of the underlying modeling, and suggest DEP acknowledge lack of precision.  Also, note that prior to implementing a measure, update modeling with most current assumptions available.

· Update natural gas forecasts over time

· Emphasize that estimates are a best guess / first cut.

· Malcolm replied that given the legislative mandate, we need to act on imperfect data and assumptions

· Clarify which data sources need to be updated or reviewed in more detail, and reach out to other agencies for help in data estimation and collection.

Co-benefits:

· Consider adding a chart showing co-benefits of each option, and emphasize this in executive summary.

· On page 21, highlight other reasons beyond “leadership” for the Legislature to implement the Plan (e.g., co-benefits).  Legislators don’t necessarily like to be leaders.

· Perhaps qualitatively talk about other co-benefits, and add co-benefits (e.g., health) to table 2.

Cost Effectiveness Comments:

· Cost estimates are more uncertain than emission reduction estimates.

· Isn’t there a statutory mandate to bring forward cost effective options?

· Mike Karagiannes said all options are needed to make the targets, but the Legislature will likely take the most cost effective options forward first.

· Put cost effectiveness section up front.  

· Sometimes not clear if savings are a real savings or a cost shifting (e.g., Tailpipe standards.)  If consumers need to spend money elsewhere, this should be included.

· Can you provide an overall cost number for the entire Plan?

· Do cost savings include upfront costs?  Why high cost/low carbon CNG included?

· Mike and Malcolm said upfront costs are included.  Mike suggested that the CNG option is included due to the availability of federal grant funding.

· Put disclaimer up front what DEP was able to do in terms of cost.  Don’t think any avoided health care cost was included.

· In table one, how would cost change for option 1 and 7 if RGGI is implemented?  Perhaps footnote that cost number would be more or less depending on if RGGI happens.  Clarify that offsets and emissions standards cost effectiveness is based on a Maine stand along program.

· In many regulatory decisions, costs often fall as time passes and new technology developed.

Implementation Strategy:

· Add some language in intro about potential implementation strategy –explain how derived by education and outreach group.  Or drop it, or put in notes below option.  OR write cross cutting piece.

· Don’t lose content

· Some discussion, agreed on up front explanation.

In response to a Stakeholder request, Jim Brooks gave an update on the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), saying that it’s still in discussion stage, and neither Maine nor the other RGGI states have finalized their commitments.  A draft model rule is expected to be developed by April/May 2005.

One Stakeholder thanked the DEP for their hard work and expressed appreciation for involving stakeholders in this process.

IV. Review of Option Summaries

After a short break, the group reviewed the option summaries, and provided feedback for the DEP.  

General comments on the options lay out from one or more Stakeholders:

· To indicate levels of carbon savings, DEP should use high medium, low, vs. CC, C, and  -C.   More words instead of symbols would be more clear.

· Add a bar chart to show carbon saved by a given option, and a cumulative bar chart to show contribution of that option.   Perhaps show bar charts and cumulative effects in the table.

· Put modeling assumptions in one page option descriptions

· Include non quantified options under the option descriptions to which they are supporting.

· Interconnection and transmission barriers need to be overcome to support biomass and other renewable generation.
· Add to descriptions of all forestry options explaining that there is an emerging market for offsets both in region and internationally.  

· Implementation and outreach considerations were not vetted with either Stakeholder Advisory Group or Working Group members, and this should be stated in a note in the front.

Comments from one or more Stakeholders appear after each option (if no comments were made, “none” is noted below the option):

Option 1:  Offset Requirements

· May also provide a means in addition to cap and trade program to meet their cap.

· Most Stakeholders thought that adding a footnote to identify which offset categories are being considered, and that the numbers could change would be a good idea.

· If limited to electric sector, include on non quantified list offsets for other sectors.

· This option could require legislation.

Option 2:  Tailpipe GHG Emissions Standards

· Update based on recent CA activity

· Clarify trigger language

· DEP suggested saying, “one of the alternatives explored at the SAG meeting was using a trigger”, instead of making it sound like the only way to implement it.  Many Stakeholders agreed to this suggestion.

Option 3:  Regional Cap and Trade (RGGI)

· Cross reference interaction with option 1 and 7 (emission standards and offset requirements)

· Clarify modeling as RGGI is implemented

Option 4:  Clean Diesel Technologies to Reduce Black Carbon

· None

Option 5:  Renewable Energy System Benefit Charge  (SBC)

· Caveat that total reduction is broader than SBC

· Same collection of renewable energy sources should be put together to avoid overlap with RPS.  Similar to 1 and 7, clarify what you are talking about.

· Take out Efficiency Maine (it just does DSM) and Energy Efficiency.  

· Put in assumed SBC level (.0005¢/kwh).

Option 6:  Setting a Low GHG Fuel Standard:

· Jim Brooks of DEP added this would likely be part of a larger regional effort.

Option 7:  ESW 1.10  Emission Standards

· Add:  For modeling purposes, emission standards were assumed at 900 lbs/MWh.
· This doesn’t resolve production vs. consumption issue.  
· Add note on bottom:  an emissions standards could be placed on generators or customer, either directly or through competitive supplier.  
· State how modeling was done, and that numbers would change if implemented differently (i.e., with and without RGGI).
Option 8, 18:  Biomass Generation

· Don’t double count
· How will the issue of Biomass neutrality be incorporated?  
· Jim Brooks of DEP said the issue of biomass neutrality is still not finalized.
· Commissioner Gallagher added that DEP intends to implement the Plan over a two year period
· State that biomass is not inherently carbon neutral.  Fuels used affect carbon emissions.
· Delete last line that biomass would replace fossil units.
· State that this will only work on a consumption basis.

· Need to address transmission and interconnection issues to realize this option

Option 9, 27:  Landfill Methane Management
· Need to address transmission and interconnection issues to realize this option 

Option 10:  Increased Stocking with Fast Growing Trees

· State calculations developed after final Forestry Working Group meeting.
· Explain methodology of levelization concept (58 years of benefits spread evenly from 2005-2020).
· Add a foot note explaining the provision for no exotic trees, and the types of trees to be used.
Option 11:  Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS)

· Move 5(10% from Working Group description into policy description
· Add reference to PUC report (Angela will email Malcolm existing legislation)
· Comment on eligibility of tier 2, “new renewables”.    Clearly define renewables.
Option 12:  BFM Energy Efficiency

· Correct comparative ranking

· Not a policy, delete this option and re-integrate electricity savings into individual BFM options to show true carbon savings of each option, or cross reference other options.
· Mike Karagiannes suggested enhancing other option descriptions with option 12.  

· A good breakout will be helpful as this will be done by different pieces of legislation.  Appliance standards and building codes are going to the Legislature again now.

Option 13:  Pay as You Drive Insurance

· Cost figure for cost per unit saved will be added later, and inform Stakeholders as it’s developed.
Option 14:  Forestland Protection

· Under co-benefits add habitat protection
· This option is on the ballot
· Need a bigger caveat on levelization for Forestry
Option 15:  Increase Recycling / Source Reduction

· Reduce need for virgin materials, also reduce need for petroleum derived materials, are co-benefits, not part of the policy/program.
Option 16:  Early Commercial Thinning

· 10-1000 acres.
· FIP and SIP are dead
· Make cost per unit consistent with Table 1
· One Stakeholder commented that numbers for carbon savings are not what Forestry group last saw and don’t make sense.  Changes made since then should be explained.
· Cost will be positive not negative unless you will get marketable wood out of it.
· One Stakeholder added that part of idea was to develop a market for the wood products.  Perhaps add this to the note on the bottom.
Option 17:  Slowing VMT Growth

· Steve Linnell submitted comments via email
Option 19:  Improve Electrical Efficiency in Commercial and Institutional Buildings

· Make clear that this is incremental to current SBC program.
· Watch double counting between 19, 22, 23, 29, and 37
Option 20:  More Regular Light Forestry Harvests

· Concerned that some folks may take this as a green light to harvest on public lands currently unharvested.  Only include land which is currently “actively managed”.

· Don Mansius will send clarification language on anticipating dead trees.
· The observer from the Maine Forest Products Council expressed concern for certain silvicultural practices recommended in this Plan, and suggested DEP not be too prescriptive.
· On going research by the Maine Forest Service and Environment Northeast should be acknowledged.

Option 21:  Biomass Electricity Feedstocks

· Importing biomass from Canada now

· Seeing increasing demand for biomass in market, and there could be a shortage in the near future. 

Option 22:  Promote Electrical Efficiency Measures for Manufacturing in Maine

· All carbon savings from this program are captured here (so don’t add anything from #12).  

Option 23:  Fossil Fuel Energy Efficiency Measures 

· none

Option 24:  Low GHG Fuel for State Fleets

· none

Option 25:  Expanded Use of Wood Products

· Why is cost negative?

· One member of the group said Tom Peterson said cost is from land stewardship and harvest planning by landowners

Option 26:  Energy Efficiency Appliance Standards

· PUC reported to Legislature on cost effectiveness and suggested Efficiency Maine develop an implementation strategy.

Option 28:  Active Softwood Increase

· Some literature disputing whether softwood actually increases soil sequestration values. 

· Note should be added to reflect Working Group difference of opinion on this.

Option 29:  Increase Public Expenditures for Electrical Efficiency Measures

· None

Option 30:  Improved Residential Building Energy Codes

· The PUC put out a rule that will go to the Legislature this year.  Out in draft form one month ago (on PUC website).  Should add to comment.

Option 31:  Voluntary Partnerships and Recognition Programs

· none

Option 32:  Adopt Advanced Technology Component of LEV II Standards

· Implementation / outreach considerations 1-3 should be in commentary below option, vs. in this section.

Option 33:  Support Purchase of Locally Grown Produce

· none

Option 34:  State Green Power Purchases

· none

Option 35:  Efficient Use of Oil and Gas:  Home Heating

· If weatherization supposed to be there, add it. DOE analysis shows if weatherization is done, it can reduce Maine oil use by 20%.  If weatherization should be included, carbon saved figure seems low.

Option 36:  Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Incentive Policy

· Interconnection standards and back up rates need to be in place for this option.

Option 37:  Improve Enforcement of Commercial Energy Codes

· none

Option 38:  Solar Water Heat Rebate

· There are no existing state rebates for solar hot water.  Clarify existing policy description.

Option 39:  Build Up of Soil Organic Carbon

· none

Option 40:  Green Campus Initiatives

· none

Option 41:  Encourage Anti-Idling Measures

· none

Option 42:  Voluntary Green Building Design Standards

· none

Option 43:  Waste to Energy

· DEP recognizes not likely to be implemented

Option 44:  Agricultural Land Protection

· No funding for Lands for Maine Futures

Option 45:  Implement the Most Cost-Effective Energy Savings in State Buildings

· none

Option 46:  GHG Feebates

· One Stakeholder suggested the Feebate could be an order of magnitude larger than what was modeled by CCAP, based on a recent study called, “Winning the Oil Endgame”, by the Rocky Mountain Institute, as well as programs modeled in other states (e.g., RI).  Depending on program design, this option could be much more aggressive in reducing carbon emissions.

Option 47:  Procurement Preference for Concrete Containing Slag

· none

Option 48:  Promote Energy Efficient Buildings

· none

Option 49:  Portland Cement Specifications

· none

Option 50:  Reduce HFC Leaks from Refrigeration

· none

Option 51:  Organic Farming

· none

Option 52:  Maine Bio-diesel

· Explain how different than farm vehicle program.

Option 53:  Low-GHG Fuel Infrastructure (CNG, LPG)

· Explain CNG cost assumptions more clearly

Option 54:  Nutrient Management

· Add water benefit as a co-benefit

Option 55:  Solar Photovoltaic Buy Down Program

· A new implementation vehicle is needed, as it can not be added to an existing PUC program.

V. Non Quantified Options

One or more Stakeholders had the following comments on the non quantified options:

· Superconductors for transmission and distribution should be added as an option.

· One Stakeholder suggested and others agreed to pull out ESW 1.11, 1.13, 1.14 as they are necessary mechanisms to support other options.  BFM 4.6 (Negotiated Agreements) should be added to part of public education.

· BFM 4.6, 5.4, and 5.8 are an easy way to get publicity and get businesses engaged.

· TLU 2.4c and Highway Weight Limits were dropped because of too much division in the Working Group, not due to time constraints

· One Stakeholder suggested increasing weight limits on I-95 to reduce VMT of heavy diesel vehicles.

· TLU group did not discuss rail or freight (including ships).  They both should be added to the list of options for further study, along with the IRAC rail freight option. 

· The Forestry Working Group discussed F 8.0, Increasing the Age of Forest Stands at length, but there was too much division, so it was added to the non quantified/ further study list.

· There is no overarching protocol for data collection across state agencies.  State agencies should coordinate how they collect data so they can more easily share it.  Better data is needed in general.

VI. Feedback on Greenhouse Gases and the Problem of Global Climate Change

One or more Stakeholders had the following feedback for DEP on the section on Greenhouse Gases and the Problem of Global Climate Change:

· Add impacts to Maine due to climate change, and improve rationale why Maine should implement the Plan.  

· Include cost of inaction to resource based economy.  

· Good graphics from IPCC / EPA websites are available to explain Global Climate Change

· Include in Report health and quality of life benefits.

· Should be written at level of the public

VII. Next Steps for Maine’s Greenhouse Gas Plan

Malcolm Burson handed out and explained a table of GHG Options by Type of Implementation, laying out the path each of the options identified in the Plan will take to be implemented.

One or more Stakeholders provided DEP with feedback on next steps:

· The Maine Legislature can’t solve all our problems.  Actions need to be communicated beyond the Legislature and beyond Maine.

· Malcolm’s table of “GHG Options by Type of Implementation” should be included in the Plan
· Make a footnote under voluntary actions that market drivers are assumed to help make them happen
Commissioner Gallagher then laid out DEP’s current thinking on DEP’s priorities as follows:

I) Start with implementation of options with high carbon savings, low cost, where no legislative action is needed

II) Hold a public forum between November and January to hear additional public comments

III) Start developing legislation (where needed) on low cost, high carbon savings options.

IV) Start rulemaking proceedings where required.

V) Implement other options under the umbrella of the administration of the Plan.

The Commissioner added that the Plan is required to go to the Natural Resources Committee, but will also be sent to other committees (e.g., ACF, Transportation, Utilities and Energy).  DEP expects the Plan to be implemented over a two year period, and DEP may bring together a Working Group for some of the more complex issues next summer.  She added that continued Stakeholder input is welcomed.  

One Stakeholder asked how DEP will handle this plan out of state (e.g., NEG-ECP), and the Commissioner stated how DEP will likely promote the Plan, both inside and outside of Maine:

· Several Governors were reluctant to do anything this fall.  Governor Baldacci will bring Maine’s Plan to the NEG ECP.  

· We will also push the Plan as part of the Ozone Transport Commission, as there are lots of co-benefits, especially in transportation.

· Next August, the ECOS meeting is in Maine, and DEP will use the opportunity to educate other commissioners on Maine’s Greenhouse Gas Plan.

· Governor Baldacci has been asked to join the National Governor’s Association Natural Resource Committee

· The Plan will be promoted among other States in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative.

· DEP plans to announce Plan at a press conference with stakeholders who could endorse it.

The Commissioner also raised a concerned that the Legislature may ask for more public input on the Plan, and wanted to ensure one or more pubic forums were held early on.

One or more Stakeholders provided the following feedback on a public forum:

· DEP staff will need to work hard to educate public

· Hold meetings to inform targeted groups of the general public and make it relevant to each target group (bite sized pieces).

· Encourage DEP going to editorial boards

· Commissioner Gallagher replied DEP will ask the newspapers to do a 4-5 part series on the Plan.

· Consider public forums as an opportunity for education and outreach than input.

VIII. Governor’s Carbon Challenge

Governor’s Carbon Challenge:

Malcolm then handed out an explanation and sign up form for the Governor’s Carbon Challenge, a Maine Voluntary Carbon Emission Reduction Program, and said that four to five major corporations have already signed up.   Commissioner Gallagher added that several organizations have not only pledged emission reductions, but are also developing emissions baselines.

Chris Hall from Maine Chamber of Commerce added that the Chamber is already supporting and promoting this program.

One Stakeholder added that if the business community coordinates their actions, they can get much better price on RECs than buying them individually.

Wendy Porter of Interface Fabrics said that North Carolina State University performs energy audits and provides tools to help other organizations do the audits themselves.  This provides a huge benefit to businesses in the state.  She suggested this could be copied in Maine.  Wendy said she would send Beth Nagusky the contact information on this program.

In closing, Commissioner Gallagher thanked Malcolm Burson and Mike Karagiannes for their work in putting together the Plan, and the Stakeholders for their input and involvement throughout the process.

IX. To Do’s

· Meeting Summary (Raab Associates, Ltd.,)
· Send additional comments on the Plan to Malcolm Burson at Malcolm.C.Burson@maine.gov  (All Stakeholders)
· Send Malcolm Burson information on residential building codes and PUC energy efficiency programs in general (Angela Munroe, PUC)
· Review Stakeholder Comments, edit, and Submit Plan (DEP)

· Send information on NC State’s Energy Audit program to Beth Nagusky (Wendy Porter, Interface Fabrics)
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