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Jerry Elmer: R.I. plant a step in wrong direction

The Providence Journal’s Jan. 22 editorial ("A win-win") about the proposal to build a huge
new fossil fuel plant in Burrillville correctly notes that Conservation Law Foundation is
litigating before the Energy Facility Siting Board to oppose the plant. The editorial also
notes, correctly, that “burning fossil fuel is not the direction we want to be going.”
Nevertheless, this newspaper supports the proposed plant, arguing that it would be good for
the state’s economy and that there is no better altemative These arguments are both

shortsighted and ﬂawed

In 2014, the Rhode Island General Assembly passed the Resilient Rhode Island Act. This
important law set short-, medium-, and long-range carbon emission reduction goals for
Rhode Island: 10 percent below 1990 levels by 2020, 45 percent by 2035, and 80 percent by
2040. By passing this law, the General Assembly was setting the public policy of the state,
and the legislature empowered all state agencies, boards, and commissions to implement the

law.

At the upcoming EFSB hearing, CLF will present evidence and testimony that it would be
impossible to ever meet the carbon-emission-reduction goals of the Resilient Rhode Island
Act if the Invenergy plant is built. In fact, Invenergy itself acknowledges that its plant could
be in operation for as long as 40 years (from its starting date of 2019) — until 2059!

On this last point, Invenergy is absolutely correct. Natural gas infrastructure is extremely
long-lived. Building this plant now would lock Rhode Island into a fossil fuel future for
literally decades to come. Building this plant now would make it impossible for the state ever
to meet the carbon emission reduction goals set by the General Assembly just two years ago.
And building this plant now would preclude countless opportunities to invest in clean, local,
~non-carbon-emitting renewable energy sources that will create more jobs for a much longer

period.

Of course, the Journal corréctly points out that spending $700 million on a new fossil fuel
- plant will create a modest number of short-term construction jobs; it would be nearly
impossible to spend that sum of money without creating some economic benefit. The




hundreds of millions of dollars and obviate the need for a new fossil fuel plant.

In fact, the very law that created the EFSB obligates the board to carefully consider just this
issue: “Before approving the construction, operation, and/or alteration of major energy
facilities, the board shall determine whether cost effective energy efficiency and conservation
opportunities provide an appropriate alternative to the proposed facility.”

CLF is confident that, if the EFSB properly considers energy efficiency and conservation
alternatives, it will not approve Invenergy’s permit request.

Last month in Paris, representatives of 180 nations came together and announced a historic
and unprecedented agreement to take action on climate change by limiting carbon emissions.
Building a massive, new, long-lived, carbon-emitting fossil fuel plant now would be a big
step in the wrong direction.

Jerry Elmer is a senior lawyer in the Conservation Law Foundation’s Rhode Island
Advocacy Center.
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Carbon dioxide vs. methone:

= RMethane is greater than 100 times more powerful as an agent of
global warming, while both gases are in the atmosphere.

» The atmosphere contains more carbon dioxide than methane,
making it the larger driver behind global warming, but methane is
also important: 1.66 watts per square meter for carbon dioxide vs.
1.0 for methane.

» The effective residence times of the twoe gases in the atmosphere
are very different: a little over a decade for methane and hundreds
of years for carbon dioxide.

* Because of its long residence time, reductions in carbon dioxide
emissions can only slowly change the atmospheric concentration,
leading to a lag of many decades before global warming is slowed.

o With methane’s short residence time, emissions reductions lead to
almost immediate reductions in atmospheric concentrations; thus,
reducing methane emissions now will significantly slow the rate of
global warming almost immediately.
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Within the next 15 years, the Earth will warm to very dangerous
levels, doubling the total increase in the average temperature that has
occurred since the start of the industrial revolution to now. Tipping
points in the climate system may kick in and lead to runaway global
warming. Only by reducing methane emissions and emissions of soot
{black carbon, or BC) can society slow the rate of warming and buy
precious time while moving aggressively toward a renewable energy
economy. The natural gas industry is by far the largest source of
methane emissions in the United States.

How much methane does the natural gas industry emit?

Methane emissions are better known now than in 2011, but estimates remain
uncertain. The best current estimate of emissions from canventional natural
gas comes from an analysis of over 12,000 monitoring observations taken
before large-scale shale gas development began (Miller et al., 2003,
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences). The best estimate of
emissions from shale gas comes from satellite observations of increasesin
methane in the atmosphere before and after shale gas development began
(Schneising et al., 2014, £arth’s Future). Most other observations are for short
periods of time, making it difficult to relate to gas production over the lifetime
of a well. The lowest estimates - part of a study promoted by the
Environmental Defense Fund in coordination with industry -- have been called
into question because of sensor failures with the instrumentation used
{Howard, 2015, Energy Science & Engineering).

Carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuels in the US have fallen since
2007 due largely to economic recession but also to switching from
coal to shale gas. However, when methane emissions are properly
included, total fossil-fuel greenhouse gas emissions have increased
rapidly in recent years. In 2013, methane emissions contributed 40%
of all fossil-fuel emissions in the US. The EPA accounting approach
hugely underestimates the importance of methane emissions.
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Total greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel use in the US through 2013 and predicted
future trends based on US Dept. of Energy predictions for energy use. Grey line is for just
carbon dioxide emissions. Red ling includes methane. Green line shows total emissions as
estimated by the US EPA, which greatly underestimates methane emissions and their
importance. Blue line indicates a possikle future scenario of reducing methane emissions
from shale gas, with very optimistic assumptions on the ability of regulations to cut
emissions. Source: Howarth (2015) Energy and Emission Contro! Technologies.



ISO Auction Shows That Invenergy’s Proposed
Plant Is Not Needed

Feb 12, 2016 Jerry Elmer

Readers will recall that the two major arguments used by Invenergy in support of its
plan to build a gigantic (900 MW to 1,000 MW) fossil-fuel power plant in Burrillville,
Rhode Island, are that the plant is needed for the reliability of the electricity grid and in
order to save ratepayers money. Both of these arguments are predicated on the supposed
shortage of existing electricity generation capacity in the geographical part of New
England’s electricity grid that includes Rhode Island.

On Monday, February 8, 2016, ISO-NE, the entity that runs the New England electricity
grid, conducted its tenth annual Forward Capacity Auction (called FCA-10) to procure
electricity generation capacity for the zone that includes Rhode Island. As a result of
the auction, we [earned something very important: both of Invenergy’s primary
arguments are wrong.

The ISO’s figures don’t lie; they tell a very simple, straightforward story:

« The Invenergy plant’s power is not needed in Rhode Island; we actually have a

surplus of power without Invenergy.
« The Invenergy plant, if built, would have a negligible effect on the price that

ratepayers pay for electricity.

Let’s look at the actual figures from the just-concluded auction.

Invenergy tried to sell all 900 to 1,000 MW of its proposed new plant in the auction, but
the ISO only took 485 MW of that amount. Invenergy ended up with a Capacity Supply
Obligation (CSO) of only 485 MW!

Overall, the ISO was trying to obtain 34,151 MW of gencration capacity for the six New
England states. This is the ISO’s Installed Capacity Requirement (ICR), the amount of
clectricity needed to meet peak demand in New England and still keep the lights safely
on. In fact, the ISO actually procured 35,567 MW in the auction, that is, 1,416 MW

more than was required.

The results here in the Southeastern New England (SENE) zone were similar. For the
SENE zone, the ISO had a so-called Local Sourcing Requirement (LSR) of 10,028
MW. That means that 10,028 MW (of the 34,151 MW total) had to come from
gencration plants located here in Southeastern New England.




That is the key figure: 10,028 MW of generation had to come from generation plants
located here in Southeastern New England.

In the auction conducted on February 8, the ISO actually procured 11,384 MW here in
Southeastern New England — that is, fully 1,356 MW more than the LSR of 10,028 MW
that was needed!

What would happen if you removed all of Invenergy’s CSO of 485 MW from the
11,384 MW that cleared the auction in the SENE zone? You would be left with 10,863
MW in the zone — still significantly more than the LSR of 10,028 MW needed locally.

The bottom line is very, very simple: the Invenergy plant is just not needed for system
reliability. It is not needed to keep the lights on. Rhode Island, Southeastern New
England (SENE), and all of New England have a surplus of generation capacity without
Invenergy’s proposed plant.

Nor are there ratepayer savings from the Invenergy plant. Invenergy’s (incorrect)
argument about ratepayer savings is predicated on the idea that the price for capacity
here in the SENE zone would be much higher than in the rest of New England (called
“Rest of Pool” by the ISO). (In fairness to Invenergy, that was true in the prior two
capacity auctions run by ISO: FCA-8, which was held two years ago; and FCA-9, held
one year ago.) But it was absolutely not true in FCA-10, conducted on February 8 this
year.

In FCA-10, the SENE zone cleared the auction at $7.03/KW-month, and Rest of Pool

cleared the auction at $7.03/KW-month — the exact same clearing price. This stands to
reason. There was no shortage of generation capacity here in the SENE zone. That’s

why there was no “price separation” between the SENE zone and the Rest of Pool.

And that’s why the presence or absence of the Invenergy plant will have no material
impact on ratepayers. Again, this stands to reason: if the presence Invenergy plant’s
power was going to help save money for ratepayers, then the ISO would have taken all
of Invenergy’s 900-1,000 MW. The reason that the ISO wasn’t even interested in
buying all of Invenergy’s generation capacity is that Invenergy’s capacity just wasn’t
going to bring down the capacity clearing price. The capacity price was already as low
as it could go.

I acknowledge that these figures can be confusing and these acronyms can cause a
normal person’s eyes to glaze over. But the bottom line remains simple. The electricity
from the Invenergy plant is not needed; and the presence or absence of the plant will not
materially affect the price of electricity.

This blog was taken from the website of Conservation Law Foundation, clf org.



