CCAC  COMMENTS  FOR  ACTION  PLAN  

1. Terry Bossert –  September 10, 2009

      I did want to pass on one of the comments I have regarding the draft Action Plan.  In my view the summary of Waste 2 on page 93 is not an accurate reflection of the Work Plan approved by the CCAC.  While the Department is free to propose whatever actions it wishes, the summary on page 93 is not what 21 members voted to approve.  As you know there was great reluctance in the sub-committee to have any disposal ban in the work plan.  Only after the Department pushed strongly for some reference to a ban was the work plan revised to add, as the very last implementation step, a "legislative package for consideration" that included several aspects the last of which was a ban, see page 414.  Yet the Department's summary makes the disposal ban a key recommendation and suggests that it would be implemented through revisions to waste regulations not legislation.   I think this section should be revised, but of course that is only "advisory." 

2. Albert Magnotta – September 14, 2009

      Upon review of the language noted by Mr. Bossert, I am in total agreement with his comments.  It is not the intent of the Work Plan approved to ban materials by regulation.
3. Ronald Ramsey – September 11, 2009
      Thanks again to you and the entire DEP team for all your hard work pulling the draft plan together.  In quickly reviewing the document, I noticed several important elements which seem to have been overlooked.  I fully understand the time and content constraints involved here, but feel strongly that the following issues need to be addressed in order for the plan to fully reflect our work to date.  I don't believe that I'm introducing any new subjects or niggling about details, just trying to capture several critical points which were the subject of considerable discussion during the process.

 

(1) Ecological Sustainability in Agriculture/Forestry Work Plans.  During the Ag/Forestry subcommittee's deliberations, there was extensive discussion regarding the importance of minimizing unintended environmental impacts and assuring ecological sustainability when implementing these recommendations.  In fact, these considerations were fundamental to the methodology and decision making employed in the work plans.  Unfortunately, these concerns lack prominent mention in the draft action plan.   Other than a passing reference in the Forestry chapter to sustainability being "considered," there seems to be little or no attention given to these issues.  I'm guessing that this is simply an artifact of the subcommittee process, which understandably emphasized quantification of the work plans, rather than fleshing out language dealing with implementation steps--including relevant constraints and conditions.  Nevertheless, at several key points along the way, the subcommittee members made a concerted effort to clearly call out these issues (e.g., in the Qualitative Assessments for the Work Plan Recommendation Summaries, as part of the Benefits/Co-Benefits and Policy Recommendations, and at the CCAC meeting on July 17).  Given the subcommittee's attention to these points, I feel strongly that the action plan should include text that clearly underscores these concerns--perhaps incorporating language previously suggested by the subcommittee, as follows:

· Agriculture 2 (Next-generation biofuels).  From the Ag/Forestry Benefits/Co-Benefits and Policy Recommendations:  "Any public investments or other incentives for biofuel production include specific requirements/conditions to assure that the harvesting and processing of feedstocks are accomplished in an ecologically sustainable manner."  And from my comments at the 7/17 CCAC meeting: "...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." 
· Forestry 8 (Wood to Electricity) and Forestry 9 (Biomass Thermal Energy).  From the Qualitative Assessments for the Work Plan Recommendation Summaries:  "We need to ensure that the harvesting of wood biomass for this and F-9 is done in an ecologically sustainable manner, and that we account for availability of timber resources for other purposes, both of which are addressed through the discounts applied to the total availability figure."  From the Ag/Forestry Benefits/Co-Benefits and Policy Recommendations:  "Any public investments or other incentives for biomass electricity/thermal projects should include  specific requirements/conditions to assure that the harvesting and processing of feedstocks are accomplished in an ecologically sustainable manner."  And from my comments at the 7/17 CCAC meeting:  "...biomass [harvesting] needs to be accomplished in an environmentally sustainable manner in Forestry 8 and 9." and "...suggests the use of [biomass] harvesting guidelines, such as those developed by DCNR, to protect forest health and assure availability of multiple forest values and uses."  
(2) Reference to adaptation.  As you know, the subject of climate change adaptation has been raised and discussed several times by members of the Committee.  At the February 27 CCAC meeting, the full committee unanimously approved a motion calling for the action plan to include a recommendation to the Governor and the State Legislature that the State must address adaptation.  If I recall correctly, there also was discussion at that meeting about the possibility of convening a process similar to this one (following completion of the action plan) to identify and recommend climate adaptation strategies for ecosystems, wildlife and human communities.  I easily might have missed it, but don't think I saw a reference to the adaptation recommendations in the draft plan. If it isn't already in there somewhere, I am hopeful that this provision will be added to the document.   

4.  John Quigley  -  September 11, 2009

     
     Important points. I second.
5.  Wayne Williams – September 11, 2009

      Here are some proposed edits to the draft:

(1)
Figure 4.1, page 45 – Figure of 105.4 MMtCO2e for 2020 (page 44) is shown below 100 on graph.

(2)
Page 46, Line 8 and Other Pages – The word department should be capitalized.

(3)
Page 47, Line 3 – The word standards should be capitalized.

(4)
Page 47, Electricity 1 – To be consistent, the third bullet should read “… of 4.5% of the highest 100 hours of historical demand for the period June 1, 2007, through May 31, 2008.”  Also, EE&C Plans must be acted on by October 29, 2009, not October 30.

(5)
Bottom of page 47, last sentence, and top of page 48 – Renewable resources are not “must run” resources, as properly indicated in the second sentence on page 48.  Nuclear generators falls in the must run category, but are not considered renewable resources.

(6)
Page 48, second full paragraph – Reference is made to Appendix F for assumptions, but I think they mean Appendix E on page 129.  Also, the sentence ends in a comma.

(7)
Page 48, last paragraph, second sentence – Remove the word “that.”

(8)
Page 50, second sentence – Remove the first “are.”

(9)
Page 52, second bullet – Appendix E, not F.

(10)Page 57, E 12, second sentence – “It recommends that DEP look at potential increases in 
 efficiency which reduce transmission and distribution losses.”

(11)General – Following Appendix E are Appendices A through D, and then Appendix F. Confusing.

6. Vivian Loftness – September 11, 2009

     I have two major requests for today’s teleconference.

     First, I have consistently argued that electricity needs to be assigned to its end use sector, just as gas and oil are assigned.  Without this, there is a distorted view of who is responsible for taking ghg actions between buildings, industry, transportation – the big end use sectors.  Buildings are not 14% of the GHG emissions. They are 37%.  This is a huge difference and totally lost in the pie charts that continue to be used from the Impacts assessment report.  To assume that air conditioning and lighting are an electricity sector problem is very misleading.  We have generated accurate charts from the feds and PA for use (see attached charts and references).

     ES-14 Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990–2007
PA GHG inventory

     This would replace ex summary figure 4 and figures 1-1 and 1-2 and should probably be in chapter 5 as well.

     Second, we made an error in RC-4 on the thresholds for carbon reductions required for 2015, 2020 and 2030.  We have mapped these recommendations in a graph that we would suggest using in Chapter 5.  Finally, we created a chart of co2 savings potential of the RC workplans, and noticed that DSM-electricity may need to be added again to RC (good thing), since it is now in Table 5-1? I have other text corrections that I assume can go directly to DEP?
