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Covanta Energy is pleased to offer these comments on the California Air Resource Board’s (CARB) Climate Change Draft Plan Appendices.  

Covanta is a member of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) and has reported our 2005, 2006 and 2007 emissions to CCAR.  Covanta is also a founding reporter of The Climate Registry. Additionally, Covanta is working with CARB staff to use our CCAR submitted GHG emission data from our Energy from Waste, Biomass to Energy and Landfill Gas to Energy facilities for the beta-testing of your on-line reporting system. This testing is required under the State’s recently promulgated GHG reporting regulations. 

Our comments focus specifically on page C-16 of the appendices, which identifies point sources in California with at least 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions annually as a point of regulation under a cap and trade program.

1. Background on Covanta Energy Corporation in the US and California

Covanta currently operates 35 Energy-from-Waste (“EfW”) facilities

in the US. Covanta’s core business focuses on the conversion of municipal solid waste (“MSW”) into renewable energy. We work in partnership with our client communities eager to address their energy and MSW disposal needs in an environmentally responsible manner.

In the state, Covanta’s operations include an EfW facility in Stanislaus County, six renewable Biomass to Energy plants located in Burney, Westwood, near Jamestown, Oroville, Mendota, and Delano, and four Landfill Gas to Energy facilities in Stockton, Salinas, Oxnard and Chula Vista. Across all of our California facilities, Covanta employs 210 people and produces approximately 1.3 million MWH of clean, renewable energy annually. 

2. EfW facility in Stanislaus County: The Linchpin of a Integrated Solid Waste and Recycling Program

Covanta’s EfW facility was permitted as a solid waste disposal facility in 1986 and has been in operation since early1989. The primary purpose of this facility is the disposal of post-recycled municipal solid waste. It processes more than 800 tons of solid waste a day. It also provides several other environmental and long-term benefits including the generation of electrical power and the recovery of ferrous metal. 

Annually, the facility processes 250,000 tons of solid waste into enough energy to generate approximately 130,000 megawatt hours that are sold to Pacific Gas and Electric. In turn, PGE uses that clean power to meet its renewable energy targets mandated by State law. 

There is a positive relationship between our EfW facility and our contracting communities’ ability to attain a 61% solid waste recycling/diversion rate pursuant to the CIWMB’s AB 939 mandates. Covanta, Stanislaus County, and the City of Modesto share in the sales revenues from the facility’s renewable electricity generation and recycling of metals which in turn provides the revenue necessary to fund a robust recycling program.  

3.  Emissions Quantification and Life Cycle Assessment (LCA)

As recently reported to CCAR, Covanta’s Stanislaus facility reported GHG emissions of approximately 83,400 tonnes of anthropogenic CO2e for 2007.  We also reported approximately 153,300 tonnes of biogenic, or biomass derived, CO2. These GHG emissions are currently being verified, per the CCAR GHG reporting process.  

Our primary concern is that Stanislaus should not be solely evaluated as a point source of antropogenic CO2e. By only considering the CO2e number as reported to CCAR, the other sustainable attributes of the facility that reduce other GHG emissions are not taken into consideration. Specifically, the Stanislaus facility avoids the GHG emissions that would occur from PG&E generating the 130,000 MWH it purchases from the facility, the avoided CH4 emitted if the 250,000 TPY of post-recycled MSW were buried at Stanislaus County’s Fink Road landfill, and the avoided GHG emissions from recycling 5,000 TPY of ferrous metal.  While CARB’s EAM for regulating LFG emissions will reduce the fugitive CH4 emissions associated with landfilling post-recycled MSW, there still will be non-zero amounts of CH4 emitted with a GWP of 25 times that of CO2.

Additionally, considering only the direct emissions, one could conclude that EfW is a positive emitter of GHGs. However, this would contradict the decision arrived at by both Annex I and Non-Annex countries of the Kyoto Protocol, independent analyses conducted by the USEPA, and the IPCC’s 4th Assessment Report.  

As an example, the European Union’s Emission Trading Scheme recognizes the life-cycle advantages of EfW by not requiring a license for the emission of CO2.  Non-Annex I countries may use EfW as a source of GHG credits. Furthermore, Chapter 10 of the IPCC’s 2007 4th Assessment Report states that when compared to landfilling, EfW reduces GHG emissions except for a small amount of fossil CO2 created in the combustion process.

We respectfully suggest that CARB apply a Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) to GHG accounting for waste management emissions. CARB should include the downstream emissions reductions resulting from certain waste management practices, including EfW. LCA is recognized and recommended by a variety of international organizations involved with GHG management including the IPCC, USEPA’s Municipal Solid Waste Decision Support Tool, and the Clean Development Mechanism of the Kyoto Protocol.  LCA procedures applied to EfW facilities identify four major greenhouse gas related processes:  

1. Anthropogenic, or fossil CO2, GHG emissions from combustion of waste components (plastics, textiles, etc.) made from fossil fuels such as oil;

2. Avoidance of CO2 from fossil fuel fired power plants on the local grid due to generation of renewable electrical power or steam, by an EfW facility and;

3. Avoidance of landfill methane emissions from waste that would have been landfilled in the absence of the EfW facility; and  

4. Avoidance of extraction and manufacturing GHG emissions due to ferrous metal recovery and recycling at EfW facilities.

Conventional accounting and reporting of direct GHG emissions is based on traditional point-source reporting and does not consider items 2, 3 and 4.   Leaving out these items obscures the GHG emission reductions afforded by EfW facilities when compared to landfilling.   

This lifecycle / upstream and downstream approach is well recognized in the GHG entity reporting concept of indirect emissions.  As defined by the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol, “indirect GHG emissions are emissions that are a consequence of the activities of the company but occur at sources owned or controlled by another company, where the term “company” can refer to any entity, public or private.  Following this approach, the avoided landfill methane emissions would translate to negative indirect emissions for the EfW facility.  It is important to note that all of the above statements also apply to operations such as Biomass to Energy operations and Landfill Gas to Energy operations.

4. Thresholds for Coverage under the Cap-and-Trade Program 
The effect of the 25,000 metric tons of CO2e limit as outlined on page C-16 for the Electric Sector is that Covanta’s Stanislaus facility will have to acquire allowances under any CARB mandated Cap & Trade Program.  Although CARB has not determined how it will price carbon in a cap and trade system, if one assumes $30 a ton, this means that the County of Stanislaus and the City of Modesto will have to budget an additional $2.4 million for their solid waste management practices. This will place a strain on their solid waste infrastructure, including recycling and composting programs that the county and city fund. Essentially, funds used to pay for carbon emissions will not be available to fund recycling programs. There are two options CARB should consider:

1. Allocate the needed allowances to this renewable EfW facility, thus keeping it in the Electric Sector of the Cap & Trade Program, or 
2. Move this EfW facility into the Waste Sector and thus remove it as a point of regulation in your Cap & Trade Program since the Waste Sector is not a point of regulation in the Cap & Trade Program.
5. How Kyoto Protocol, European Union and RGGI treat EfW
Kyoto Protocol 

Annex I and Non Annex I signatories to the Kyoto protocol have mechanisms in place that recognize the GHG mitigation characteristic of EfW facilities.  European Directive 96/61/EC exempts EfW facilities from obtaining a license for CO2 emissions that would be subject to trading. European Union countries use avoided methane emissions as a mechanism to achieve their designated Kyoto targets. Non Annex I countries are eligible for GHG credits through an approved Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) UNFCCC protocol (AM0025 version 10) that establishes concise methodology for qualifying EfW facilities for the production of GHG credits. The AM0025 methodology recognizes the benefit of EfW in two main categories: the elimination of methane that would otherwise result from landfilling of waste and the elimination/reduction of the need to use fossil fuels for electricity generation. These GHG credits may be purchased by Annex I countries (Directive 2003/87/EC). The AM0025 methodology is designed to be flexible enough to address local grid/landfill situations in various areas in the world. The same methodology could be and should be adopted to address EfW in California. 

The European Union
The European Union has adopted a set of directives that contributes to a sustainable society through waste management practices that minimize environmental impact and maximize energy production.  This strategy is a multidisciplinary approach that considers air quality, sustainable use of resources, waste prevention, recycling, and other parameters as opposed to a regulatory approach that focuses on one course of action to reduce GHG. As an example, Directive 1999/31/EC requires a reduction in landfilling biodegradable waste and was written with the objective of reducing possible negative effects on the environment including surface water, groundwater, soil, air, the greenhouse effect, and risk to human health on a life-cycle basis. 

On April 8, 2008, the European Union position included policies to stabilize waste generation by 2012, and increase the threshold for reuse and recycle of household waste to 50% by 2020. In the context of the waste hierarchy, EfW is considered “recovery” if it meets a certain energy efficiency level and is a preferred disposal practice when compared to landfilling.  

Other relevant EU directives are the 2003/87/EC Directive which states the EfW is not required to obtain a permit for CO2 emissions. This is in large part because more than two-thirds of CO2 emissions from EfW facilities are biogenic and not fossil CO2.

The European Union Landfill Directive (Directive 1999/31/EC) calls for a 65% reduction in landfilling in order to meet the greenhouse gas reduction requirements in the Kyoto Protocol.

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI)

The fourteen northeastern states that participate in RGGI are developing a regional plan for controlling emissions through a Cap and Trade system. RGGI focuses on fossil fuel facilities in the Cap and Trade and EfW is not included as a point of regulation under the Cap & Trade system.

6.  Conclusion

EfW is recognized as a preferred waste management solution in the EU for many reasons. EfW provides safe and predictable solid waste disposal of a ton of MSW in an approximate 1-hour period instead of landfill burial where by this same ton anerobically decomposes over a 100-year period and requires management forever. With some of the most stringent limits in the world, EfW facilities recover the maximum amount of energy with combustion gas managed by state-of-the-art air pollution control processes. GHG mitigation is a natural result of this energy generation and avoidance of landfill methane. 

The State of California has implemented landfill performance standards under CIWMB, RWQCB and local APCD regulations, as well as CARB Early Action Measure regulations soon to be promulgated, that are the most stringent in the country; All of that positive direction notwithstanding, there are residual emissions from landfills, the land is forever lost to other productive uses, and the long-term issue of liner lifetime integrity and contamination of groundwater remains at the forefront.  

