



February 17, 2004

U.S. Department of Energy 

Submitted Via Internet

Dear Sir or Madam:

RE:  Revised General Guidelines for the Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Emission Reductions Under Section 1605(b) of the National Energy Policy Act.

The Integrated Waste Service Association (IWSA) is pleased to offer the following comments in response to the above-referenced U.S. Department of Energy General Guidelines for Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  IWSA is the national trade group for the waste-to-energy industry, as well as cities and communities across the country that rely upon waste-to-energy disposal and energy generation.  IWSA Board Members include American Ref-Fuel Company, Covanta Energy Group, Montenay Power Corporation, and Wheelabrator Technologies Inc, as well as 50 other organizations and municipalities involved with waste-to-energy technology.  

Unlike the 1605(b) reporting method previously in use, the proposed Guidelines issued by the U.S. Department of Energy appear to disavow any method that would account for the significant, quantifiable avoided emissions from waste-to-energy technology.  It appears that decision-makers lumped together all industries and activities that may claim avoided emissions, determined that it is too difficult to account for such emissions, and dismissed any discussion of the matter.  In doing so, the U.S. government ignores tangible savings that would not have been realized but for the operation of waste-to-energy facilities. 

Waste-to-Energy Offers Significant Greenhouse Gas Emissions Savings

The waste-to-energy industry offers two important benefits to its customers – environmentally safe solid waste management and disposal, as well as the generation of clean electric power.  Waste-to-energy facilities produce clean, renewable energy through the combustion of municipal solid waste in specially designed power plants equipped with the most modern pollution control equipment to clean emissions.  Trash volume is reduced by 90% and the remaining residue is regularly tested and consistently meets strict EPA standards allowing reuse or disposal in landfills.  There are 98 waste-to-energy plants operating in 29 states managing about 13 percent of America’s trash, or about 97,000 tons each day.  Waste-to-energy facilities generate about 2,250 megawatts of electricity to meet the power needs of nearly 2.3 million homes, and the facilities serve the trash disposal needs of more than 36 million people.  The $10 billion waste-to-energy industry employs more than 6,000 American workers with annual wages in excess of $400 million.

The growing use of waste-to-energy as a method to dispose of trash and generate power has greatly reduced environmental impacts of municipal solid waste management, including emissions of greenhouse gases.  The IWSA recently submitted its sixth 1605(b) report. 

Waste-to-Energy Greenhouse Gas Emissions Savings Have Been Quantified

Independent analysis documents clear and convincing reductions in greenhouse gases into the atmosphere as a result of modern waste management practices, particularly the use of waste-to-energy technology.  I have enclosed a copy of this life-cycle analysis, entitled The Impact of Municipal Solid Waste Management on Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the United States.”   The article documents that significant contribution made by waste-to-energy in reducing the amount of greenhouse gases that otherwise would be released into our atmosphere in the absence of the technology.  Waste-to-energy technology reduces more than forty million metric tons of greenhouse gases in the form of carbon dioxide equivalents that otherwise would be released into the atmosphere on an annual basis, according to this analysis developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Integrated Waste Services Association (IWSA) using EPA’s Decision Support Tool program.  
America’s waste-to-energy facilities dispose of trash, and are an alternative to land disposal that releases methane – a potent greenhouse gas – as trash decomposes.  Waste-to-energy also produces electricity, lessening reliance on fossil fuel power plants that release carbon dioxide, another greenhouse gas, into the atmosphere when coal is burned.  Operation of waste-to-energy plants avoid the release of methane that otherwise would be emitted when trash decomposes, and the release of CO2 that would be emitted from generating electricity from fossil fuels.  

In addition to the analysis using EPA’s Decision Support Tool, and eight years of reporting by the IWSA to the U.S. Department of Energy, some companies have performed a detailed, project analysis of a facility’s contribution to solving the threat of global warming.  For example, a 1500-ton-per-day waste-to-energy facility in the Northeast provided researchers with information regarding alternative landfill disposal, plant emissions, trash composition and other plant-specific data that was analyzed using the EPA Decision Support Tool computer modeling to determine that about 300,000 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions are avoided annually because of one plant’s operations.

The Municipal Solid Waste Sector Must Have A Place To Report In The Guidelines


Municipal solid waste management is an issue of global significance, greatly impacting the release of greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global climate change.  According to the latest U.S. Environmental Protection Agency inventory of greenhouse gas emissions, the waste management sector represents about 4% of total U.S. anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions.  It therefore is essential that DOE address the importance of technologies such as waste-to-energy, and the facilities’ contribution to reducing greenhouse gas emissions that otherwise would result from the unavoidable need to dispose of trash.

The IWSA has reported for the past eight years to the U.S. DOE Voluntary Reporting program, and worked with officials to accurately reflect the significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions due to waste-to-energy operations.  The previous 1605(b) program defines greenhouse gas reductions attributable to waste-to-energy as those stemming from the avoidance of landfilling waste (and resulting methane production) and generation of electricity (and resulting carbon dioxide emissions from power plants.)  Using this formula, DOE was able to quantify the amount of greenhouse gases that would have been released if trash had not been used as fuel in a waste-to-energy plant.


The proposed DOE 1605(b) approach is incorrect because it refuses to admit that greenhouse gas reductions from waste-to-energy operations may be realized within the context of overall solid waste management practices.  IWSA urges DOE to take credit for waste-to-energy reductions, and further urge DOE’s acceptance of the EPA life-cycle approach and the underlying computer model used to calculate reductions.  For more information, I would suggest contact Susan Thorneloe at U.S. EPA Air Pollution Prevention and Control Division, Office of Research and Development in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.  (919) 541- 2709.     


The EPA analysis correctly calculates greenhouse gas reductions based on each ton of trash used as fuel in a waste-to-energy facility.  In this manner, the issue of calculating a baseline or reference case is simplified.  Credits can be calculated on the amount of trash (tonnage) managed by the facility.  The amount of trash managed and electricity generated at any given facility is well known based on operating records.  For each ton, a greenhouse gas credit is calculated and assigned to the facility.   In the alternative, a baseline can be established based on existing plant capacity for the year in which the credits are assigned.  The EPA calculated greenhouse gas reductions based on a 1974 baseline – a time when America’s disposal methods were largely comprised of landfilling without recovery.  This baseline year allowed the fair and full impact of modern waste management practices to take credit for greenhouse gas reductions attributable to modern technology.

Provisions of Concern


In particular, we find troubling the following positions reflected in the revisions to the Guidelines:

Registration of credits after 2002

The proposed Guidelines indicate registration of credits will likely only be allowed after the year 2002.  A large number of entities have taken on a great quantity of projects and have lowered their greenhouse gas emissions voluntarily.  The Guidance, if it disavows prior efforts to lower greenhouse gases, will in effect be penalized for being proactive.  The U.S. Department of Energy should continue to look for ways to provide tangible benefits for those entities that have been working with them over the past years since the voluntary reporting was started.

Existing policy should stand:  Biomass should include municipal solid waste

Section 300.6(b)(2) of the Guidance contains a definition of sorts for biomass or biomass-based fuels.  This definition is counter to more than twenty years of U.S. DOE policy that holds that municipal solid waste is a source of biomass and should be included in the same manner as landfill gas, wood waste ethanol and charcoal are listed. 

Independent verification should be completed by knowledgeable independent parties or use of existing, accepted protocol

If independent third party verification of greenhouse gas emissions savings are required by the Guidance, the reviewing party should be a fully qualified party.  Some discussion was raised at the January meeting in Washington, D.C., that certification should be completed by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants or American National Standards Institute and Registrar Accreditation Board or a person holding a PE or similar license.  While some such individuals might be fully qualified, certainly not all would be and not all in all areas applicable to this program.  Verification should be completed by truly knowledgeable parties that might include the U.S. DOE, the U.S. EPA, academic or applicable agencies or their contractors.  The U.S. DOE and the U.S. EPA and certain other groups have been instrumental in developing the reporting methodology itself and advancing the science behind it.  Independent verification should not be tied to a certain title but rather open to those knowledgeable in this area and specific reporting source.

IWSA would recommend that the Guidelines encourage, but not mandate independent verification of emissions and emissions reductions and credits.  If an entity uses a protocol adopted by the U.S. DOE or the U.S. EPA, then the only independent verification required by the Guidelines should be verification that the U.S. DOE or U.S. EPA protocol was followed.  In an independent third party uses acceptable protocol, than the additional step of verification should not be required.

Reporting must account for direct and indirect savings

The U.S. DOE is proposing that emissions intensity or the measure of greenhouse gas emissions per unit of output is the best way and perhaps the only way to measure greenhouse gas reductions.  In many areas such as the utility industry this may be the easiest and best way to report.  A low efficiency coal-fired boiler may be shutdown and replaced with a natural gas unit or projects may be completed to increase its efficiency per kWh produced.  However, industries that are less fuel intensive or electricity intensive reporting may be developed based on per unit of output.  

As stated above, waste-to-energy reduces greenhouse gas emissions in two ways, both indirectly.  Electricity is generated which reduces the marginal electrical production from utility plants in the region.  Waste-to-energy can’t fuel switch – as it defeats the reason for operation as well as erases the greenhouse gas savings.  Indirect emissions reductions are obtained by preventing methane emissions from landfills.  Both reductions are needed to demonstrate a net benefit and neither source of reductions is predominately larger than the other.  

Perhaps some efficiency improvements could be completed to increase the kWh per ton of trash processed by a particular facility, but it is likely that these types of opportunities will be very limited.  A facility might actually be inclined to reduce electrical efficiency if there is available municipal solid waste processing capacity.  It is important to remember that the electrical output may not change, but the methane reduction would be increased if plant operations allowed for greater throughput of solid waste.  Waste-to-energy is unique.  A change to operations may reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions resulting from fuel throughput by avoiding greater methane emissions release in landfills.  At the same time, plant CO2 emissions may increase slightly if based solely on energy generation per ton of throughput.  Greenhouse gas emission savings at waste-to-energy plants do not occur in the same manner as reductions generally occur in industry or for utilities.

The U.S. DOE indicates that one of their goals is to broaden opportunities to report.  Provisions should carefully be reviewed to make sure every effort is done to fulfill this goal.  Unfortunately, the proposed Guidelines appear to be a substantial narrowing of reporting capability.  Even the current reporting methodology is difficult for waste-to-energy to use.  For instance, it doesn’t recognize that actions take today by a waste-to-energy facility will continue to pay dividends into the future due to the methane reductions that will occur.  

Planting a tree today causes little if any CO2 reductions today.  The hope is the tree will grow and in the process reduce CO2 in the future.  The current reporting does not fully allow for these future reductions.  The tree might be cut down.  The future projections might be overstated.  This risk of overstating future emissions does not hold true for waste-to-energy.  When a ton of trash is combusted and generates electricity, that ton has forever avoided disposal in a landfill.  The methane emission reductions will occur in the future.  Those indirect methane reductions have been banked and cannot be taken away.  The current reporting does not fully allow reporting in this manner.  It would be beneficial to make the new guidelines flexible enough to allow for this situation.

Trade associations should be eligible to report

IWSA submits that it is beneficial to allow trade groups to report for their members, particularly smaller associations that can provide detailed information regarding the projects or companies for whom they report.  

Avoided emissions should reflect the efforts of more sources than the electricity sector

The proposed Guidelines include a definition for avoided emissions and indicate that avoided emissions are the result of a measured increase in net sales of energy generated by low- or no- emission technologies.  This definition should be expanded to address more than just electricity.  The definition should include other indirect greenhouse gas emissions changes such as reduction of methane release.  Combustion of municipal solid waste at waste-to-energy facilities not only results in avoided emissions from electrical production but also from methane gas generation reductions that would have occurred if the municipal solid waste combusted had been sent to a landfill.

Regional marginal electrical output is a good basis 
We applaud the use of the regional marginal electrical output as the basis for determining displaced electrical production for greenhouse gas emissions calculations.  Hydroelectric, nuclear, wind, waste-to-energy and certain other types of plants are base loaded and don’t shed load when demand changes.  Depending on economics and other factors, the fossil-fuel plants available to the utility for chasing load demand are the electrical production component that is displaced when either energy conservation or low- or no- emitting sources result in reduced demand.

Finally, the IWSA strongly believes that credits should be owned by the entity owning a waste-to-energy facility.  We urge DOE to accept this recommendation.  More than half of America’s waste-to-energy facilities are owned by municipalities.  Local public officials have made difficult political decisions in the selection of proper solid waste management technologies.  The resulting benefits – including greenhouse gas credits – should accrue to the communities that own a facility.  Similarly, private operators developed waste-to-energy plants taking on significant risk and should be offered the reward of operating clean, efficient plants.  We oppose assignment of greenhouse gas credits to either the supplier of trash or the purchaser of electricity.


Thank you for consideration of our views.   We look forward to working the U.S. DOE on this very important issue.





Sincerely,





/s/





Maria Zannes





President
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