DRAFT


Climate Change Advisory Committee Meeting
MEETING MINUTES
July 17, 2009
10:00 A.M. – 5:35 P.M.

RCSOB, Room 105 

The meeting of the Climate Change Advisory Committee (CCAC) was called to order at 10:05 A.M. on July 17th, 2009 by Sarah Hetznecker, Chair.
The following members were present:

Richard Allan, Robert J. Barkanic, Laureen Boles, Terry Bossert, David Cannon, Dan Desmond, George Ellis, Fred Harnack, Sarah Hetznecker (Chair), Jan Jarrett, Paul Opiyo, John Quigley, Ron Ramsey, Paul Roth, Representative Greg Vitali, Wayne Williams, Ed Yankovich. 
The following members were absent:

Peter Alyanakian, James Cawley (Ex Officio), George Cornelius (Ex Officio), Representative Camille “Bud” George, Al Magnotta, Vivian Loftness, Nathan Willcox. 
The following alternates were present:

No alternates were present.
Proxy Votes:

Sarah Hetznecker for Peter Alyanakian and Representative Camille “Bud” George; Dave Cannon for Vivian Loftness; Terry Bossert for Al Magnotta; Ron Ramsey for Nathan Willcox; Jan Jarrett for Representative Greg Vitali.
DEP staff and guests present were:

Dr. William Martin (Facilitator), Kelly Heffner (DEP), Joe Sherrick (DEP), Kim Hoover (DEP), Chris Trostle (DEP), Ayanna King (DEP), Jessica Hill (DEP Intern), Lindsey Harteis (PDA), Danielle Spilla (PennDOT), Randy Strait (CCS), Kelly Rogers (Greenlee Partners), Tarek Selim (Penn Environmental and Remediation), Stephanie Wissman (PA Chamber), Elizabeth Hensil (PA Association of Realtors), Rolf Hanson (API), Pat Henderson (Senate of PA), John Slade (All4Inc), Harold Henbaum (University College London), Grant Gulibon (PA Builders Association), Pat Witmer (PCIC), Mark Hammond (Drinker and Biddle). 
INTRODUCTIONS: 

CCAC members and appropriate DEP staff introduced themselves to the group. Ms. Hetznecker also asked those in the audience to introduce themselves to the group.
ACTION ITEMS:
· Ms. Hetznecker requested motions to approve CCAC meeting minutes from the June 29 meeting.  A motion was made by Mr. Cannon and seconded by Mr. Williams to approve the minutes with several corrections noted by Mr. Cannon and Mr. Roth.  The motion passed unanimously. 

· Ms. Hetznecker requested motions to approve CCAC meeting minutes from the July 13 Webinar conference call.  A motion was made by Mr. Cannon and seconded by Mr. Opiyo to approve the minutes as provided.  The motion passed unanimously. Later in the meeting, Mr. Strait clarified his response to a question by Mr. Ellis, and the meeting minutes were corrected. 
REVIEW OF VOTING PROCESS

Mr. Sherrick discussed the voting process by the committee today for final recommendations of work plans.  He said comments from the meeting will be a written public record. The voting record will also be a public record.
There was discussion about comments and qualifiers to the work plans.  
· Mr. Cannon suggested that members submit their written comments.  
· Mr. Ramsey said amendments or potential changes should be discussed during the meeting.  
· Mr. Bossert said there was agreement for qualifiers to the work plans during July 13 conference call.  
· Ms. Hetznecker said she would not vote for substantive changes to the work plans.  
· Mr. Yancovich suggested following the committee’s by-laws.  
Mr. Sherrick replied these details are not addressed in the by-laws. Quantifications are final and the work plans will not be re-analyzed.  

The committee agreed with Mr. Cannon that there would be opportunity for discussion on all work plans prior to voting. 
PUBLIC COMMENT
1. Mark Hammond from Drinker, Biddle and Reath representing Pennsylvania Waste Industry Association handed out a proposed revision to Waste 6 work plan.  An explanation of the revision was previously distributed by email to the subcommittee.  He asked the committee to address his comments and revision during the upcoming discussion of Waste 6.

2. Grant Gulibon representing Pennsylvania Builders Association handed out general comments and specific comments on work plans.  He said the net effect of Transportation and Land Use work plans would be disproportionately felt by new growth and development. These policies would reduce business activities, including new home construction, and slow development.  Under the Residential and Commercial sector, Mr. Gulibon suggests referencing qualified competing programs other than LEED, or no single program should be specified. 

David Cannon edits 7-27-2009 (in red)
Ron Ramsey edits 7-28-09 (in green)

Written comments from Mr. Cawley, Mr. Willcox and Ms. Loftness are attached.

WORK PLAN DISCUSSION AND FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS:
Agriculture and Forestry
Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Agriculture 1 through 5 forward for discussion. A motion was made by Mr. Cannon and seconded by Mr. Quigley.  
The committee made the following comments:

· Mr. Ramsey said the language in Agriculture 2 should be reviewed pertaining to row crops and biomass feedstock. He said it is extremely important to ensure that biomass feedstocks for cellulosic bioenergy use in PA are produced in an ecologically sustainable manner. Suggest that as the State continues its efforts to step up production of second-generation biofuels, we look to the work of initiatives such as the Council on Sustainable Biomass Production, which is working on a set of voluntary biomass-to-biofuel sustainability principles and standards for cellulosic feedstocks.  When available, these standards should help guide and inform future work on this plan and the related biofuel plans in the Transportation and Residential sections. 
· Mr. Cannon commented that Ms. Loftness suggests more aggressive goals for Agriculture 4 and 5. 

The motion was approved by roll call vote. 

Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Forestry 1 through 9 forward for discussion.

The committee made the following comments:

· Mr. Barkanic will abstain on voting for Forestry 2 because he did not evaluate it.

· Mr. Cannon has concerns with Forestry 1, 3, 4 and 7 regarding reliability with right-of-way tree trimming and danger tree removal.  Mr. Barkanic and Mr. Williams agree with Mr. Cannon on these comments.

· Mr. Ellis commented on Forestry 2.  There is no implementation for the work plan, so he will not be able to vote for it.

· Mr. Roth said there are carbon savings in utilization of wood as a construction material.  Pennsylvania has participated in a multi-year project as a participant of a consortium.

· Mr. Ramsey said detailed implementation scenarios were not fully discussed in the Forestry 2 work plan.

· Mr. Harnack said this work plan would arbitrarily reduce the use of steel.

· Mr. Bossert said there is growing use of waste-derived materials used to replace wood.  In goals of work plan, the mandate language is vague.

· Mr. Cannon commented that Ms. Loftness has provided written comments, which are attached to the minutes, expressing generic concern with work plans presenting the LEED standard.
· Mr. Cannon advised DEP to consider game commission lands in Forestry 5.

· Mr. Cannon said cost numbers seem lower for electricity in Forestry 8 than have been seen by Allegheny Energy in exploring this option and DEP should carefully review costs and update if necessary.

· Mr. Barkanic asked if Forestry 5 is for private lands only.  Mr. Roth replied it applies to all lands within the Commonwealth and encourages sustainability.

· Mr. Bossert made a comment that he is voting as an individual and volunteer and not as a lawyer on behalf of clients.

· Mr. Ellis asked if land acquisition is under eminent domain in Forestry 3.  Mr. Quigley replied DCNR enters into partnerships with willing buyers and sellers.

Mr. Barkanic asked if there is a ban on land purchase.  Mr. Quigley replied no.   He does not know of any cases of eminent domain for purposes of land conservation which is funded by Growing Greener 2.  Mr. Barkanic appreciates the discussion because it helps inform his voting.  
· Mr. Ramsey said biomass needs to be accomplished in an environmentally sustainable manner in Forestry 8 and 9.   He suggests the use of harvesting guidelines, such as those developed by DCNR, to protect forest health and assure availability of multiple forest values and uses.
· Ms. Hetznecker agreed.

· Mr. Ramsey clarified that abstention is an option for committee voting.

A motion was made by Mr. Quigley and seconded by Mr. Ramsey for a block vote by roll call to recommend Forestry 1 and Forestry 3 through 9.  The motion was approved.  A motion was made by Mr. Quigley and seconded by Ms. Hetznecker to recommend Forestry 2.  The motion was approved by roll call vote.

Industry and Waste

Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Industry 1 through 3 forward for discussion. 

A motion was made by Mr. Ellis and seconded by Mr. Cannon to recommend Industry 1.  The motion was approved by roll call vote.  
The committee made the following comments:

· Mr. Ellis has concern with the Implementation Steps for Industry 2.  He has not had the full economic analysis for the work plan.

A motion was made by Mr. Ellis and seconded by Mr. Cannon to remove bullets 3, 4 and 5 on page 18 of the work plan. 

· Ms. Jarrett suggested changing the word “require” to “encourage” on bullets 3 and 4.  Mr. Ellis withdrew his motion.

A motion was made by Mr. Ellis and seconded by Ms. Jarrett to change the word “require” to “encourage” for bullets 3 and 4 and delete bullet 5 in Implementation Steps for Industry 2.

· Ms. Boles said this is a substantive change in language from active to a bit more passive.

The motion to recommend Industry 2 with amended language was approved by roll call vote.

A motion was made by Mr. Bossert, seconded by Mr. Desmond to recommend Industry3.

· Mr. Barkanic does not understand the burden of reporting to the PUC in the second bullet of Implementation Steps on page 26.

The motion was approved by roll call vote.

Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Waste 1 through 6 forward for discussion. 

A motion was made by Mr. Bossert, seconded by Ms. Jarrett to recommend Waste 1.

The committee made the following comments:

· Mr. Cannon said that bullets 3 and 8 on page 10 use the word “require.”

· Mr. Barkanic shares the view and asked for further information from the public.  Mr. Hammond responded by saying DEP policy requires the actions listed in bullet 3:  “require all active and recently closed landfills containing greater than 1 million tons of disposed waste to install gas collection systems.”  

A motion was made by Mr. Barkanic to substitute “encourage” for “require” for bullet 8 in Implementation Steps for Waste 1. 

The motion to recommend Waste 1 with amended language was approved.

The committee discussed Waste 2, 4 and 5 with the following comments:

· Mr. Barkanic asked about the language in Implementation Steps number 3 on page 22 to require recycling programs “with smaller populations than the 5,000 in the current Act.”  Ms. Hoover replied recycling is currently not mandated by Act 101 for those smaller, rural populations.

· Mr. Allan further stated that DEP gives recycling grants to rural populations when partnered with larger municipalities for improved economies of scale. 

· Mr. Bossert said that more recycling can be accomplished.  His vote would not endorse a disposal ban.

A motion was made by Mr. Ellis, seconded by Mr. Williams to recommend a block vote for Waste 2, 4 and 5.  The motion was approved by roll call vote.

The committee discussed Waste 3 with the following comments: 

· Mr. Bossert said the subcommittee did not recommend Waste 3 because the original work plan was modified to move parts to other work plans and there was not adequate data to quantify.

A motion was made by Mr. Cannon, seconded by Mr. Ellis to not recommend Waste 3.  The motion was approved.

The committee discussed Waste 6 with the following comments:

· Mr. Desmond asked if atmospheric incineration or plasma gasification pilot plants that are new technologies are excluded from the work plan. 

· Mr. Bossert replied no.  Members of the subcommittee view Waste 6 as an expansion of existing facilities with current technology.

· Mr. Desmond explained there are other technologies with economic opportunities and environmental improvements that should not be eliminated from consideration.

A motion was made by Mr. Bossert, seconded by Mr. Williams to move Waste 6 forward for discussion.

· Mr. Ellis said the revised work plan is a more accurate reflection of the subcommittee, as noted by Mr. Magnotta at the last CCAC meeting.

A motion was made by Ms. Jarrett, seconded by Mr. Ellis to accept the revised work plan submitted by Mr. Hammond and remove the last bullet on page 5 under Implementation Steps, “make WTE a Tier 1 renewable source under the renewable energy portfolio standard,” and remove the last bullet on page 6 under Potential Overlap, “AEPS Tier 1 (@8%, 15%, 20%) Work Plans.”  The motion to recommend Waste 6 with amended language was approved.

Residential and Commercial

Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Residential and Commercial (RC) 1 through 4 forward for discussion. The motion was made by Ms. Boles, seconded by Mr. Williams.

The committee’s comments include the following:

· Ms. Boles acknowledged Mr. Gulibon’s public comments.

· Mr. Cannon said there are a lot of good nuggets, but many costly command and control requirements are immersed in these work plans, for example green homes.

· Mr. Bossert noted that Energy Star is mentioned often and there are other competing certifications that are not mentioned.  Green Strings concept is found in a number of places throughout work plans.

· Ms. Jarrett said the chair of the subcommittee is not here to answer questions.

· Mr. Ellis said prioritization is needed and there is so much information.

· Ms. Jarrett made the qualification that the committee would need to work with DEP staff to prioritize work plans.

Ms. Heffner from DEP Policy Office said DEP would bring that message to Ms. Loftness. She suggested the committee identify what it wants modified.  The committee has discussed Green Strings, multiple program certifications and too many requirements.

· Ms. Jarrett said prioritization of measures is needed also.

Alison Bailie from CCS said the Possible Vehicles listed in work plans were pulled together from combining other work plans.

· Ms. Boles said Ms. Loftness worked on RC 1 through 4 and experts had input into the work plans.

Mr. Barkanic made a motion to acknowledge the potential of high performance building standards in RC 1 through 4 and recommend DEP convene a separate stakeholder group, including building experts, to develop high performance building standards. Mr. Ellis seconded the motion.

· Ms. Hetznecker said the Possible Vehicles language is the most restrictive.

· Mr. Desmond suggested moving forward work plans RC 5 through 16.

· Ms. Hetznecker said she prefers to keep the process with the subcommittee and suggested removing Possible Vehicles language.

Mr. Strait from CCS said putting RC 1 through 4 on hold would not affect the quantification for other work plans.  Ms. Hefner said the motion does not put high performance building standards on any time line.

· Mr. Roth said RC 5 through 13 flows into RC 1 through 4, so voting won’t affect the quantification.

· Mr. Barkanic explained the stakeholder group would be convening outside the time line of Act 70. He withdrew his earlier motion and made a new motion to remove Possible Vehicles section and discuss Implementation Steps.  Ms. Hetznecker seconded the motion.  After discussing the length of time needed for the committee to come to a consensus, Ms. Hetznecker withdrew her second.

· Ms. Hetznecker suggested amending RC 1 through 4 to state a summary of goals and recommend a stakeholder group to explore the merits of developing high performance building standards for state and local government, schools, commercial (private) and homes (residential) buildings as replacement language for RC 1 through 4. 

Mr. Williams made a motion, seconded by Mr. Opiyo to recommend RC 1 through 4, as amended.  The motion was approved by roll call vote.

· Mr. Ramsey said he would have preferred the committee allow the language to stay in the work plans and give the subcommittee a brief period of time to address the questions raised and bring revised text for these work plans back to the CCAC for approval.
Ms. Hetznecker made a motion, seconded by Mr. Allan to recommend RC 5, 9, 10, 11 and 13.  The motion was approved by a block vote.

· Mr. Cannon said he does not agree with the state appliance standards in RC 10.

Mr. Bossert made a motion, seconded by Mr. Cannon to recommend RC 14, 15 and 16.  The motion was approved by a block vote.

Ms. Hetznecker made a motion, seconded by Mr. Desmond to recommend RC 6.  

· Mr. Cannon said the economics are not fully assessed and there are going to be unknown costs for this command and control mandate.

· Mr. Desmond said lighting efficiency is the easiest to implement.

Ms. Hetznecker made a motion, seconded by Mr. Bossert, to replace “requirements would be set” to “implementation steps could be considered” under Goals on page 23. Mr. Allan made a motion, seconded by Mr. Williams to recommend RC 6 as amended. The motion was voted and approved.

Mr. Desmond made a motion, seconded by Mr. Williams to recommend RC 7.

· Mr. Harnack said structural needs under the work plan would reduce the need for steel.

· Mr. Desmond said green roofs would rest on a solid structure.

· Mr. Barkanic said the plan would impose additional costs as mandatory measure.

· Mr. Cannon has problem with the mandates and potential costs.

Greg Powell from CCS explained the plan has a mix of three considerations, which are light colored roofs, green roofs and solar photovoltaic roofs.

The motion to recommend RC 7 was voted and approved.

Mr. Wayne made a motion, seconded by Mr. Desmond, to move RC 8 forward for discussion.

· Mr. Bossert said it is more appropriate to have national standards.

Mr. Powell explained certain appliances that do not have national standards could have standards set by Pennsylvania.

· Mr. Cannon objected to government mandates and command and control programs.

The motion to recommend RC 8 was voted and approved.

Ms. Boles made a motion, seconded by Mr. Desmond, to consider RC 12.

· Mr. Bossert compared RC 12 with Electricity sector work plans covering Act 129.  RC 12 is focused on education and work force training.

· Ms. Jarrett said the education campaigns are an add-on to Act 129.

· Mr. Williams is not sure of the Finance section.  

The committee discussed the 10 million metric tons CO2e annual 2020 GHG reductions for RC 12.  There was concern over the high number of tons and questions arose with comparing with the Electricity sector results.  Ms. Bailie with CCS said there were a different set of reductions compared to Act 129.

· Mr. Ellis is unsure of what RC 12 recommends.  He said there is a lack of information.

Mr. Ellis made a motion, seconded by Mr. Desmond that, due to a lack of information, the committee does not recommend RC 12.  The motion passed by roll call vote.

Electricity Generation, Transmission and Distribution

Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Electricity Generation, Transmission and Distribution (EGTD) 1 through 12 forward for discussion. There was no need to vote or recommend Electricity 1 and 4 because there is existing law (recent action).  The motion was made by Mr. Williams, seconded by Mr. Allan to recommend EGTD 2 and 3 as a block vote.  

· Mr. Cannon objected to any expansion of Act 129-style requirements until Act 129 was fully implemented and the state could gauge the effectiveness and cost of expanding those requirements to PA ratepayers. 
The motion was approved. 

The motion was made by Mr. Bossert, seconded by Ms. Hetznecker to consider EGTD 5.

· Mr. Ellis said the focus is on carbon capture and sequestration, including retrofit of existing coal plants.  Mr. Barkanic agreed.

Ms. Jarrett made the motion, seconded by Mr. Allan, to remove references to House Bill 80 and keep all assumptions as amendments and recommend EGTD 5.  The motion was voted and approved.

A motion was made by Mr. Desmond, seconded by Ms. Jarrett, to move EGTD 6 forward for discussion.

· Mr. Desmond said the plan uses a flat average approach.

· Mr. Cannon stated that such an efficiency requirement would not work for subcritical generation which could not bear the capital costs and such improvements would have already been made for supercritical facilities to the extent they would not trigger New Source Review. Mr. Barkanic agreed.

· Mr. Cannon and Ellis stated the economics were unrealistic due to New Source Review which would be triggered by essentially all the efficiency examples in the work plan under DEP’s current interpretation of the NSR rules.

· Mr. Williams read comments from PUC Chairman Cawley, which are attached to the minutes.  
· Mr. Cannon commented that Ms. Loftness noted the standard seems low. 

· Mr. Barkanic said there is an error in 2020 cost effectiveness number.

The committee voted and approved EGTD 6.

A motion was made by Mr. Allan, seconded by Mr. Harnack to recommend EGTD 7.  The motion was voted and approved. 

EGTD 8 is not applicable.  The work plan was developed for comparative analysis.

A motion was made by Mr. Ellis, seconded by Mr. Allan to recommend EGTD 9.  The motion was voted and approved.

A motion was made by Mr. Barkanic, seconded by Mr. Ellis, to move EGTD 10 forward.

· Mr. Barkanic noted the subcommittee made an assessment in the work plan recommendation summary, number 4, as follows: The EGTD did decide to recommend DEP further analyze and review this work plan even though it does not yet seem ready for DEP action going forward.  A number of members suggested this could be reviewed in three years as part of the periodic DEP review of its nascent action plan.

There was additional explanation/discussion of this work plan, including reference to subcommittee concerns and clarification that the subcommittee's intent was for this to be considered only as a study item, and that it did not contain implementation steps by the State.  
A motion was made by Mr. Cannon, seconded by Ms. Jarrett, to recommend EGTD 10 subject to the assessment noted by Mr. Barkanic. The motion was voted and approved.

A motion was made by Mr. Cannon, seconded by Mr. Williams, to recommend EGTD11 The motion was voted and approved.

A motion was made by Mr. Cannon, seconded by Ms. Hetznecker, to recommend EGTD12. The committee suggested DEP look at potential for transmission and distribution losses as part of the greenhouse gas review. There was discussion highlighting that CCAC members did not have text for this work plan available for review.
· Mr. Ramsey sought assurance that the scope did not include proposals for new transmission corridors.
· Mr. Cannon said that new transmission lines were not part of this work plan. He said new transmission lines should have been included.
The motion was voted and approved.

Transportation and Land Use

Ms. Hetznecker requested a motion to move Transportation and Land Use (TLU) 1 through 11 forward for discussion. There was no need to vote or recommend TLU 1 and 4 because there is existing law (recent action).  The motion was made by Mr. Ellis, seconded by Mr. Harnack to move TLU 2 forward for consideration.  

· Mr. Bossert commented that state and regional standards are problematic.

· Mr. Cannon said infrastructure may be a concern and that fuel standards should be federal.

· Mr. Desmond said well more than half of the distributors have already installed infrastructure for ethanol; biodiesel is different.

· Mr. Barkanic said his vote is not for Act 78.

The committee voted and approved TLU 2.

A motion was made by Mr. Desmond, seconded by Ms. Boles, to move TLU 3 forward for consideration.

· Mr. Cannon said federal standards make more sense.  Low rolling resistance tires are market driven.

· Mr. Barkanic said socioeconomic issues were identified but may not be reflected in the analysis.

The committee voted and approved TLU 3.

A motion was made by Mr. Harnack, seconded by Ms. Hetznecker, to move TLU 5 forward for consideration.

· Mr. Bossert has a problem with pay-as-you-drive insurance because it has disadvantages for rural residences.  He would vote yes without this measure.

· Mr. Ellis and Mr. Yankovich agree.

· Mr. Cannon objected to extensive mandates and said standards should be voluntary.

The committee voted and approved TLU 5.

A motion was made by Ms. Jarrett, seconded by Mr. Ramsey, to move TLU 6 forward for consideration.

· Mr. Bossert doesn’t understand the costs associated with using existing transportation system.

· Mr. Ellis said it seems like rationale to fund Act 44.

· Mr. Ramsey commented that investing in public transportation system is what this work plan is all about.

· Mr. Cannon stated that the costs per ton CO2e are excessive.

The committee voted and approved TLU 6.

A motion was made by Ms. Boles, seconded by Mr. Harnack, to move TLU 7 forward for consideration.

· Mr. Cannon asked why there is no cost effectiveness. 

Barb Kaiser said it varies based on local public policy action.  The subcommittee did not try to define the requirements, as it is not appropriate for the purposes of quantification.

· Mr. Bossert said yes, but because possible measures are to be considered.

· Mr. Barkanic asked the impact from online shopping.

Jim Wilson from CCS said the impact is unknown.

· Mr. Ellis asked when recommendations will be considered for implementation.

· Ms. Hetznecker said possible new measures are the implementation steps.

The committee voted and approved TLU 7.

A motion was made by Mr. Williams, seconded by Ms. Boles, to move TLU 8 forward for consideration.

· Mr. Barkanic asked how the industry was involved in the discussion.

Jim Wilson from CCS said American Trucking Institute and there was outreach to rail. 

The committee voted and approved TLU 8.

A motion was made by Mr. Allan, seconded by Mr. Harnack to move TLU 9 forward for consideration.

· Mr. Ellis had a concern about federal climate change credits for this plan.

The committee voted and approved TLU 9.

A motion was made by Ms. Boles, seconded by Mr. Cannon, for block vote to consider TLU 10 and 11.

· Mr. Cannon expressed huge uncertainties inherent in the work plans but conceptually the plans are important, just not feasible for a more focused climate change effort.

· Mr. Barkanic recommends further study by DEP due to lack of details regarding costs and implementation.

· Mr. Bossert said costs are unknown but doing this in absence of meaningful land use is ineffective.

Danielle Spilla from PennDOT said the subcommittee struggled because the issue is so huge but needed to have this given serious consideration.

· Mr. Allan said it warrants further study.

A motion was made by Ms. Boles, seconded by Mr. Cannon, to recommend that TLU 10 and 11 needs further study but move forward with a recommendation.  Mr. Barkanic clarified further study should be done by DEP.  Mr. Cannon withdrew his second and Ms. Boles withdrew her motion. A motion was made by Mr. Ramsey, seconded by Ms. Jarrett, to recommend TLU 10 and 11. The committee voted and approved the motion.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:35 PM.

_____________________________________________________________________
Comments provided by Mr. Cawley to Mr. Williams

July 16, 2009
With regard to Plans 6 and 10 of the electricity plan, PUC Chairman Cawley supports efforts to improve the efficiency of existing baseload coal and nuclear plants, noting, however, that generators already have the proper market-based economic incentives to do so.  These plans should not, therefore, dictate certain requirements, but instead focus on removing barriers to these upgrades. 

With regard to the energy efficiency plans – Plans 2 and 3 – we would support both, with a preference for the more aggressive energy efficiency goals, since these efforts are generally the most cost effective means of mitigating carbon – and have profound and long lasting impacts which result in lower energy prices.  We continue to support the Total Resource Cost Test approach to ensuring that rate payer benefits exceed costs of any programs – consistent with Act 129. 
_______________________________________________________________________
Comments provided by Mr. Willcox to Mr. Ramsey

July 14, 2009

Electricity 5:

House Bill 80 advances carbon capture and sequestration in a way that could encourage the construction of new coal-fired power plants, before we know that a viable sequestration network will be ready to accept the pollution from these plants.  This could create a net increase in global warming pollution from power plants in Pennsylvania.  The liability language in House Bill 80 is also flawed in my opinion, as it would shift liability from the entities responsible for creating the pollution to the operators of the sequestration site.
Electricity 10:

Increasing the amount of nuclear power generated in Pennsylvania--either through uprates or through new plants--is an unwise move in my opinion, given that a) nuclear power creates waste that remains dangerous for tens of thousands of years, and b) it is an incredibly expensive technology that sucks up dollars that could be spent developing and expanding more cost-effective and safer energy options.
Waste 6:

This work plan suggests that addding MSW to Tier 1 of the state's AEPS should be considered as a way of promoting MSW.  Tier 1 should be limited to truly clean and renewable energy resources, which MSW is not.
______________________________________________________________________

Comments provided by Ms. Loftness to Mr. Cannon

 July 15, 2009

Agriculture

1 yes

2 yes

3 yes

4 yes, but more aggressive goals 2% now.

5 yes, but more aggressive goals needed… also avoided conversion/ stop sprawl?

Forestry

1 yes

2 yes, strike the anti LEED text, not the cause of reduced wood use (see note below)

3 yes, Penn’s forests deserves a statewide commitment.

4 yes, expansion of forests and riparian buffers in this sizeable state will also ensure tighter land use, lower storm damage

5 yes

6 yes, though sustainable harvesting standards will be key

7 yes

8 yes, though waste wood products only net energy benefit? Pollution issues?

9 yes, though net energy must be studied, and pollution

Strike all reference to LEED in this action plan, unless it is to encourage PA forests to pursue FSC certification.  LEED is a voluntary standard that encourages green buildings – new and renovations – to increase their use of wood products if they have guaranteed chain of custody (no clear cutting for example), as defined at present by the FSC (this list will be expanded with the cooperation of FSI and others).  PA has FSC products and should actively increase the number of forests that meet these sustainability standards to increase our export market especially for projects within a 500 mile radius.  With one credit out of 100 related to wood, LEED in no way affects the use of non FSC wood products, indeed there are additional credits that can be pursued for locally sourced materials and products that all wood products would meet.  Because of LEED and a growing understanding of the manufacturing and transportation energy costs of other materials than wood, green designers have a growing interest in the use of locally grown wood as structural and finish materials – this should be encouraged through State incentives.  In short, LEED is not the problem, it is the driver for growth in wood product demand, and should be supported as such. 

Electricity front page 12 numbers do not match 9 actual numbered workplans, used texted workplans! How to reconcile???

1 yes

2 yes

3 yes... if I understand 1, 2, 3 work together with different time periods?

4 yes

5 yes, the efficiency improvements are very important, however, the carbon sequestration unproven and potentially a secondary environmental hazard, so alternatives should be allowed (algae production, industrial greenhouses). 

6 yes, is 5% increased efficiency truly state of the art? Seems low…

7 yes

8 missing?

9 yes, overlaps with RC #9, also consider combined heating, cooling, and power.

10 yes, updating existing plants important overall

Waste

1 yes

2 yes

3 yes, but this should include packaging rules, product sizing choices, solid waste charges that encourage waste product reuse – ways to reduce solid waste as well.

4 yes, this should encourage water conserving fixtures, grey water use, rain water capture…see RC -13

5 yes, see Stuttgart organic waste power plant

6 yes

Industry

1 yes

2 yes

3 yes, more detail by industry… biggest growth industries? Data centers…

RC

1 yes (in this set we need LEED plus Energy Star to meet all environmental goals with third party verification).

2 yes

3 yes

4 yes

5 yes

6 yes

7 yes

8 yes

9 yes

10 yes

11 yes DSM-Oil title

12 yes

13 yes

14 yes, merge with 16, we could quantify this.

15 yes – fund scholarships, curriculum and lab education for a sustainable built environment

16  above

TLU

1 yes

2 yes, merge with ag biofuel

3 yes

4 yes

5 yes

6 yes

7 yes

8 yes

9 yes

10 yes

11 yes
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