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Forrestal Building, Room7H-034

1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Reference
:  Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Reductions, and Carbon Sequestration, 67 Fed. Reg.30370 (May 6, 2002)

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Department of Energy’s (“DOE”) Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Program (“VRGGP”). Covanta Energy Corporation (“Covanta”) owns and/or operates a variety of renewable energy facilities including waste to energy (“WTE”), landfill gas systems and hydroelectric facilities.

The following comments are organized to initially address Section III.D – Technical Issues because issues raised in this section are central to a better understanding of our comments on Section III.C – Institutional Issues regarding WTE.

Section III.D Technical Issues

Covanta proposes that the current DOE 1605(b) approach used by the Integrated Waste Services Association (IWSA) to report GHG emission reductions is the appropriate method for calculating past, present and future GHG credits. This approach appropriately recognizes that WTE reduces GHG emissions two ways; 1) combustion diverts MSW from landfills where the trash would otherwise produce methane as it decomposes, and 2) electric energy from MSW combustion displaces electricity generated by fossil fuel fired power generators and their associated GHG emissions. 

III.C Time Frame of Data Reported

Covanta proposes that the first year of operations at a WTE facility that reduces GHG should establish the time frame when generation of transferable credits commences. This proposal is based on the basis that there are sufficient operating records that document facility operations for each year of operations. As an example, a WTE facility is required by permit to keep records of MSW processed for a calendar year and the amount of electricity produced and sold is also recorded. Selection of a date to coincide with the initiation of the GHG Registry does not necessarily provide for an accurate accounting of facilities with GHG reduction capabilities. Therefore, a more flexible approach is proposed that would provide for a more accurate accounting as long as a certain minimum reporting standard is met.

III.C Level of Reporting

Covanta proposes that reporting under the VGRRP should include emissions avoidance as well as direct emission reduction projects. 

In regards to the specific questions posed in the Notice of Intent; 

1. Scope of reports. Reports should be limited to the operation associated with generation of the credits or if appropriate, several operations should be simultaneously considered if they are all associated with the same SIC code. A certain de minimus level should also be assigned to avoid unproductive efforts to track down insignificant operations.

2. Emissions by site, affiliate or subsidiary. Emissions should be limited to the site associated with the generation of the transferable credits. A simple report that is limited to the “point of generation or credit” is easily understood and more easily managed from an accounting perspective if there is a change in ownership of the site. By keeping the credits to a site, the process would become similar to the generation of Emission Reduction Credits used as offsets in the New Source Review process.

3. An emission reduction, emissions avoidance or carbon sequestration project. All projects associated with GHG generation, reduction or used of credits should be considered for one report.

III.C Indirect Emissions

Covanta proposes that indirect emissions reductions from decreased electrical use should be reported and treated as transferable credits. 

If the DOE determines that a life cycle analysis is necessary for the determination of GHG ERCs, Covanta would propose that the decision support tool (herein referred to as the MSW-DST) developed through a cooperative effort between the EPA’s Office of Research and Development (EPA/ORD) and RTI International would be the appropriate methodology. Both the current DOE and MSW-DST calculation methodologies recognize that WTE reduces GHG emissions two ways; 1) combustion diverts MSW from landfills where the trash would otherwise produce methane as it decomposes, and 2) electric energy from MSW combustion displaces electricity generated by fossil fuel fired power generators and their associated GHG emissions. Covanta reserves the ability to offer more detailed input on a lifecycle analysis should the DOE decide to pursue this option.

III.C Avoided Emissions

The Notice of Inquiry and Request for Comment includes an example of an avoided emission as “ electricity generation from renewable energy sources”. Covanta agrees with this example and proposes that it should apply to any renewable energy source including WTE, landfill gas recovery systems and biomass combustion facilities. The electricity generated by these facilities effectively reduces the amount of electricity generated by fossil fuel facilities. The electrical production at WTE facilities provides for a reduction in GHG emissions that should generate transferable credits.

Another example of an avoided emission that should be considered is the avoidance of a secondary pollutant. As an example, when municipal solid waste (“MSW”) is disposed of at a landfill, the waste eventually decomposes to yield methane, carbon dioxide and other trace constituents whereas if MSW is combusted, the only resultant GHG is carbon dioxide. The methane generated by a landfill has a much greater greenhouse gas warming factor – in fact, CH4 has a CO2 equivalence of 21. This means that one pound of CH4 is equivalent to 21 pounds of CO2 when considering how if affects greenhouse warming. If a facility manages to avoid this secondary pollutant, the avoided GHG should be recognized as a transferable credit with the quantity of credits being proportional to the CO2 equivalence.

III.C Baseline

There are two different baseline scenarios to be considered when considering an existing facility. The first baseline is used to determine the quantity of GHG credits. The second  baseline is to determine when a facility first commenced generation of the credits.

Covanta proposes that the first baseline for WTE and landfill gas facilities should be 1974. 1974 is referenced because it is the oldest available data for MSW practices and it provides for a clear comparison of how current MSW management technologies reduce greenhouse gases. The 1974 reference would also provides GHG reduction results that are consistent with the current DOE calculation methodology because the calculations contrast a “no control” scenario with a “control” scenario where the “control” would be either a WTE facility or landfill gas collection facility. 

A different baseline period, such as the 1987-1990 time frame of the VRGGP general Guidelines, is not appropriate for WTE because WTE GHG emission reductions are avoided emissions and not direct reductions. As mentioned above, WTE provides for the real reduction of GHG emissions by two mechanisms; 1) avoidance of CH4 and CO2 from landfills, and 2) avoidance of CO2 from fossil fuel fired power plants. While the CO2 avoided from a fossil fuel power plant can be done on a contemporaneous basis, the landfill emissions occur over an approximate 50 to 100 year period. Both recognized calculation methods (DOE’s 1605 (b) and EPA’s MSW-DST) recognize this and calculate GHG reductions attributable to WTE on a contemporaneous basis by comparing the long-term emissions that would have occurred from a landfill. By selecting a baseline period of 1987-1990, this would not fully recognize the avoided GHG emissions provided by WTE facilities that operated before this baseline period.

The second baseline should be the first full year of facility operations where there are adequate records to demonstrate the amount of MSW processed and electricity produced and sold.

III.C Transferable Credits.

Covanta proposes that the GHG Registry should assign ownership of GHG emission reduction credits to the owner and/or operator of a renewable energy facility. Credits should be transferable on an international basis. 

GHG emission reduction credits should not be assigned to an entity that is delivers MSW to a WTE facility of a landfill or an entity purchasing electricity from a renewable energy facility. The transporter of MSW and purchaser of electricity did not have a role in the development of the renewable project, its associated risks or the generation of the GHG ERCs and they may not be involved with the project long-term. The situation becomes especially complicated when considering the role of electricity brokers/distributors that are continuously adjusting their portfolio for different reasons.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me direct at 973-882-7236.

Sincerely,

Brian Bahor, QEP

Vice President, Environmental Permitting

Covanta Projects, Inc.

