	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 NA

	Work Plan Name
	 Overview – General Comments - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 Electricity GTD Subcommittee

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1) The members of the EGTD Subcommittee have devoted a significant amount of time and effort to the review of these work plans but a recurrent theme was the short review time before conference calls. Although the draft work plans themselves have been available for many months, the CCS assumptions, analyses and cost calculations have not. Materials rarely were distributed until the day before and often the day of the calls. In at least a couple of instances materials arrived by email during the call itself. This does not render the work plans and their analyses less worthwhile, but it does qualify the thoroughness with which members were able to review each successive collection of additions or changes.

2) Some members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plans in this and other subcommittees reach conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed. Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.
3) Due to conflicting schedules and job demands, the subcommittee frequently met with only a small number of members. This delayed information exchange and the overall process. In fact, in the final conference call to move the work plans forward (June 23, 2009), only 5 of the 13 members were able to participate. Technically, a subcommittee quorum did not exist June 23, 2009. Accordingly, some subcommittee members may have additional comments when the full committee deliberates. 
4) DEP/CCS appear to have redrafted some of the work plans (see version distributed June 26, 2009) so what is in the system as the final version is not necessarily the same language as reviewed, discussed and approved by the EGTD on June 23, 2009. The subcommittee has not had time to determine if these changes are cosmetic or substantive.
5) Initial efforts by diverse members of the subcommittee to score the work plans were unsuccessful and during the June 23 call, members agreed to discuss and vote on the work plans without scoring. We had earlier learned that this was the process selected by the Industry and Waste subcommittee which shares several members with EGTD.

6) On the June 23 call, the participating members of the subcommittee voted to forward work plans 1,2,3,4,5,6,7 and 9 to the full committee. Any dissenting or abstaining votes as well as any qualifiers, comments or concerns are outlined in the following work plan-specific documents. Forwarding these plans to the full committee does not suggest 100% consensus on the language, assumptions and recommendations by EGTD members but significant effort was made to reach as much consensus as possible given the diverse group and challenges in getting full participation.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	NA
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 NA
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 1

	Work Plan Name
	 Act 129 of 2008 (HB 2200) - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1) As this is existing law, there is technically no need to vote or recommend. Its estimated GHG reductions are built into the assumptions. The EGTD was generally very supportive of and committed to the opportunities in conservation and demand for increased energy efficiency.

2) Many members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plan reaches conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed (i.e. displaced MW = displaced miners and generation employees). Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction (i.e. impacts of global change in PA) as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 NA
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29,2009

	
	NO
	NA 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 2

	Work Plan Name
	 Reduced Load Growth - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. The EGTD was generally very supportive of and committed to the opportunities in conservation and demand for increased energy efficiency.

2. Many members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plan reaches conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed (i.e. displaced MW = displaced miners and generation employees). Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction (i.e. impacts of global change in PA) as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 X
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 3

	Work Plan Name
	 Stabilized Load Growth - Draft

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	3. The EGTD was generally very supportive of and committed to the opportunities in conservation and demand for increased energy efficiency.

4. Many members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plan reaches conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed (i.e. displaced MW = displaced miners and generation employees). Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction (i.e. impacts of global change in PA) as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.



	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 X
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 4

	Work Plan Name
	 Alternative Energy Portfolio (Act 213 of 2004) Tier I Standard - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	3) As this is existing law, there is technically no need to vote or recommend.

4) In the final conference call June 23, 2009, 2 of the 5 members present (no subcommittee quorum) objected to the following language in the implementation steps: “Legislation continues to be drafted that would require additional increases in the amount of alternative energy. Pennsylvania has the lowest percentage requirements of any surrounding state renewable portfolio standards. Because the geographic scope from which projects may be considered eligible (Illinois to North Carolina) for Act 213 compliance is much broader than was originally intended, and in order to ensure that more renewable energy and associated new jobs are created in PA, the requirements of the AEPS could be increased.” Their concern was the implied suggestion the subcommittee supported the expansion of the AEPS requirements. Because this work plan discusses existing law they viewed this as unnecessary editorializing. On a voice vote of 3-2 the subcommittee elected to retain the language.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 NA
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29,2009

	
	NO
	 NA
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 5

	Work Plan Name
	 House Bill 80 (Print #1000): Carbon Capture and Sequestration in 2014 - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. The EGTD was generally supportive of the prospects for carbon capture and sequestration (CC&S) given its potential for utilization of PA coal resources and potential contribution to PA’s economy.

2. A number of utility EGTD members expressed concern that the deadlines in the bill are overly aggressive and do not account for the limitations of engineering, planning, financing, permitting and construction, especially for a technology not yet operative at a scaled up level for a supercritical coal-fired power plant. 

3. At least one member voted against the work plan concerned that construction of a plant coupled with failure of CC&S would leave the Commonwealth with another major source of GHG. Other members countered that such a new, more efficient plant, even with a failure or delay of CC&S, would be more efficient than older plants it might replace with respect to tons of CO2 per MWh.

4. Many members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plan reaches conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed (i.e. displaced MW = displaced miners and generation employees). Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction (i.e. impacts of global change in PA) as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	 NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 X
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 6

	Work Plan Name
	 Improve Coal-Fired Power Plant Efficiency by 5% - DRAFT


	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. The EGTD was supportive of efforts to improve the efficiency of existing coal-fired power plants and saw such initiatives as feasible subject to the New Source Review (NSR) discussion below.

2. Utility members of the EGTD believe based on their experience and pending litigation the projects listed as efficiency improvement opportunities would generally be viewed by DEP, USEPA and others as triggering  NSR under the federal Clean Air Act. The utility members pointed out this position has and would dramatically and fundamentally alter the “cost effectiveness” and economics of the work plan. NSR triggers would implicate a host of other, significant emissions control modifications that would potentially render the efficiency costs insignificant. Accordingly, they view this work plan as impracticable absent some resolution of the NSR issue. The issue is not the feasibility of the work plan recommendations, but that DEP itself contends such projects require significant capital expenditure beyond the costs of the efficiency project.

3. Many members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plan reaches conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed (i.e. displaced MW = displaced miners and generation employees). Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction (i.e. impacts of global change in PA) as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA 

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 X
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 7

	Work Plan Name
	 Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) Emission Reductions From the Electric Power Industry - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	 1. While the EGTD was supportive of SF6 reductions, because of a) the small amount of CO2 equivalents that could be reduced, b) the long term trend downwards of SF6 releases and c) ongoing industry and USEPA efforts to further reduce losses, we view this as a work plan of limited value or potential. However it is forwarded to warrant future review and updating.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	 NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 X
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 8

	Work Plan Name
	 Promote Combined Heat and Power (CHP) - DRAFT


	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. This is an added work plan that was not in the original DEP portfolio and was reviewed in response to a public comment.

2. The EGTD voted against including this work plan for a number of reasons: a) RGGI is several years into its process and given the time it took RGGI states to develop, promulgate and implement regulations, it would be infeasible for PA to join, b) RGGI essentially sets targets and does not identify the sources of reduction and thus is duplicative of the efforts of the CCAC, c) RGGI would have more costly effects on PA as a coal-rich energy exporter, d) RGGI would be unlikely to gain any political support for the above and other reasons, and e) RGGI would introduce a state-specific cap and trade in the face of pending federal cap and trade legislation.

3. The data and CCS analysis on RGGI is, however, a useful addition to the DEP’s climate change library so the EGTD recommends the work plan be viewed as an appendix or attachment by DEP so as not to lose the data and analysis.

4. A number of members expressed concern that a Maryland economic study was cited for how RGGI might affect Pennsylvania ratepayers, although in view of the vote against the work plan, this concern becomes moot for the time being. Those members would, however, caution DEP about relying on non-PA assessments and extrapolating to Pennsylvania with respect to energy costs and economic impact.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	X
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 9

	Work Plan Name
	 Promote Combined Heat and Power (CHP) - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. The EGTD was generally supportive of this work plan and its potential to make the energy chain more efficient.  However, there is significant concern about the many barriers which are alluded to in the work plan. Its potential may be more remote than suggested notwithstanding its attraction. The major issue here is the very broad assumptions and scenarios that underlie these CO2 reductions and costs. The many barriers (legal, technical, economic, political, geographical) would have to be further assessed.

2. Many members of the subcommittee expressed concern that the work plan reaches conclusions with respect to “cost effectiveness” yet DEP’s macroeconomic analysis will not be completed until the end of 2009. Accordingly, several members wanted to express their concern that the economic assumptions and cost effectiveness figure may be suspect because they have not been subject to rigorous economic review and analysis with all costs and impacts addressed (i.e. displaced MW = displaced miners and generation employees). Other members expressed concern that any macroeconomic analysis address costs of inaction (i.e. impacts of global change in PA) as well as savings that might occur from GHG emissions reductions.


	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 X
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 10

	Work Plan Name
	 Nuclear Capacity - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. This work plan incorporates both existing facility uprates, some of which, if not all, are already in progress as well as new nuclear capacity. 

2. With respect to existing plant uprates, the EGTD generally supported increase in capacity for existing facilities, but a number of members believed they did not have enough information on life cycle costs to move forward (e.g., waste stream management and costs). One member voted against the work plan being opposed to any new nuclear capacity, but the EGTD decision to not recommend moots this concern for the time being. In any event, some members pointed out, the listed projects are already in motion.

3. With respect to new capacity, a number of members believed there was inadequate data or discussion to warrant moving forward especially given the plan complexity, technical uncertainties and relation to national and state energy policy.

4. 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.

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	 NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	X 
	


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 11

	Work Plan Name
	 Performance Standards for New Generation - DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	1. Because of the complexity and technical uncertainties in this work plan, it was withdrawn from CCS analysis and the EGTD elected to include it as a non-quantified, policy recommendation for further review by DEP.

2. Some members pointed out that some versions of proposed federal legislation contain such performance standards.

3. Proposed language drafted by the EGTD Chair and DEP was distributed to the subcommittee on June 24, 2009 and comments are now coming in.

4. Subject to EGTD approval, that statement would read:

A Greenhouse Gas Performance Standard for New Power Plants work plan is a potential policy measure to ensure that newly added fossil fuel-fired electric generating capacity would be consistent with the efforts of the Commonwealth to establish and maintain a climate change action plan.  It would involve detailed technical and economic assessments potentially leading to a standard that would provide an equitable working environment for all sectors of Pennsylvania's economy, and that would balance the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions with the capability of meeting future energy demand within the Commonwealth.  Such a performance standard could conceivably set standards unachievable by existing or proposed coal-fired generation and only possible through carbon capture and sequestration. (CCS) CCS is not currently commercially available at the scale required nor are there other technologies on the immediate horizon that could significantly reduce CO2 emissions.  Generators could possibly meet the overall greenhouse gas reduction standards through the purchase of an equivalent volume of Certified Emissions Reductions, but this would also involve a detailed analysis of the available market and how it could be structurally related to a performance standard. Accordingly, the subcommittee recommends that if DEP wishes to include such a work plan/standard, it be promoted as a non-quantifiable policy initiative in the Climate Change Action Plan.


	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	 NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 NA
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009


	Work Plan Recommendation Summary

	

	General Information

	Work Plan No.
	 12

	Work Plan Name
	 Improve the Transmission & Distribution System – DRAFT

	Subcommittee
	 EGTD

	Qualitative Assessment

	The qualitative assessment is used to capture information and considerations not accounted for in the scoring criteria.

	

	5. Because of the complexity, technical uncertainties and relation to national and state energy policy in this work plan, it was withdrawn from CCS analysis and the EGTD elected to include it as a non-quantified, policy recommendation for further review by DEP.



	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	Measure of Cost Effectiveness ($/tCO2e):
	NA

	Average Total Score:
	NA

	Subcommittee Recommendation to the CCAC                                                          

	

	 
	YES
	 NA
	Date of Recommendation:

June 29, 2009

	
	NO
	NA
	


