




































































































































 

 
10 Milk Street Suite 417 Boston MA 02108 ph:617.423.5775 fax:617.890.0338  www.sierraclub.org 

 
 

	
  
January	
  20,	
  2014 
	
   
Salem	
  Harbor	
  Task	
  Force	
  –	
  Decommissioning	
  Subcommittee 
Via	
  email:	
  lauren.farrell@state.ma.us,	
  dan.burgess@state.ma.us 
	
   
RE:	
  Comments	
  of	
  Sierra	
  Club	
  on	
  Decommissioning	
  Themes 
	
   
Dear	
  Decommissioning	
  Sub-­‐Committee	
  Members: 
	
   
On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  Sierra	
  Club	
  we	
  submit	
  the	
  following	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  “Decommissioning	
  Themes”	
  
proposed	
  by	
  the	
  task	
  force.	
  	
  	
  We	
  urge	
  the	
  task	
  force	
  to	
  recommend	
  progressive	
  policies	
  to	
  retire	
  coal	
  
in	
  Massachusetts	
  by	
  decommissioning	
  plants,	
  and	
  to	
  explore	
  opportunities	
  to	
  make	
  public	
  and	
  
private	
  resources	
  available	
  to	
  protect	
  workers	
  and	
  communities	
  in	
  the	
  process.	
  	
  Despite	
  significant	
  
strides	
  in	
  the	
  Commonwealth	
  on	
  renewable	
  energy	
  and	
  efficiency	
  fronts,	
  we	
  still	
  receive	
  a	
  significant	
  
portion	
  of	
  our	
  energy	
  from	
  coal,	
  and	
  frequently	
  more	
  than	
  any	
  other	
  New	
  England	
  state.	
   

In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  protecting	
  communities	
  and	
  workers	
  in	
  the	
  process,	
  we	
  are	
  
compelled	
  to	
  briefly	
  reiterate	
  at	
  this	
  time	
  the	
  tremendously	
  negative	
  impacts	
  that	
  coal	
  has	
  on	
  public	
  
health	
  and	
  the	
  Commonwealth’s	
  economy.	
  	
  In	
  our	
  view,	
  these	
  issues	
  have	
  received	
  far	
  too	
  little	
  
review	
  by	
  the	
  task	
  force	
  and	
  should	
  be	
  considered	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  adopting	
  policies	
  to	
  encourage	
  
the	
  retirement	
  of	
  coal	
  and	
  the	
  decommissioning	
  of	
  facilities	
  in	
  the	
  Commonwealth. 

Public	
  Health	
  Impacts	
  
To	
  put	
  it	
  simply,	
  coal	
  makes	
  our	
  families	
  and	
  communities	
  sick,	
  and	
  the	
  public	
  health	
  impacts	
  are	
  
both	
  quantifiable	
  and	
  undeniable.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  National	
  Academy	
  of	
  Sciences,	
  the	
  health	
  
damages	
  caused	
  from	
  one	
  coal-­‐fired	
  power	
  plant	
  average	
  $156	
  million	
  annually.	
  	
  These	
  damages	
  
present	
  themselves	
  through	
  health	
  impacts	
  ranging	
  from	
  asthma	
  attacks,	
  heart	
  attacks,	
  emergency	
  
room	
  visits,	
  learning	
  disabilities	
  and	
  brain	
  damage,	
  premature	
  death	
  and	
  lost	
  workdays.	
  	
  Even	
  coal	
  
plants	
  that	
  have	
  added	
  pollution	
  controls	
  continue	
  to	
  cause	
  serious	
  health	
  effects.	
  	
  The	
  Clean	
  Air	
  
Task	
  Force	
  published	
  a	
  2010	
  report	
  showing	
  that	
  pollution	
  from	
  coal-­‐fired	
  power	
  plants	
  causes	
  251	
  
deaths,	
  211	
  hospital	
  admissions,	
  and	
  471	
  heart	
  attacks	
  in	
  Massachusetts	
  every	
  year.	
  	
  Airborne	
  
mercury	
  pollution	
  in	
  Massachusetts	
  is	
  so	
  significant	
  that	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Public	
  Health	
  has	
  issued	
  
a	
  statewide	
  advisory	
  cautioning	
  women	
  of	
  childbearing	
  age,	
  pregnant	
  women	
  and	
  young	
  children	
  to	
  
not	
  eat	
  freshwater	
  fish	
  caught	
  within	
  our	
  borders	
  due	
  to	
  mercury	
  contamination	
  from	
  toxic	
  rain.	
  	
  1	
  in	
  
12	
  women	
  of	
  childbearing	
  age	
  show	
  unsafe	
  levels	
  of	
  mercury	
  in	
  their	
  system.	
  	
  Nationwide,	
  coal	
  is	
  the	
  
number	
  one	
  source	
  of	
  this	
  environmental	
  toxin.	
  	
  For	
  facilities	
  alike	
  Brayton	
  an	
  Mt	
  Tom,	
  it	
  is	
  
important	
  to	
  remember	
  that	
  these	
  impacts	
  will	
  continue	
  each	
  year	
  that	
  a	
  plant	
  continues	
  to	
  operate	
  
despite	
  retirement	
  or	
  delist	
  plans. 

Coal	
  Sends	
  Energy	
  Dollars	
  and	
  Jobs	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  Commonwealth	
  with	
  	
  
Significant	
  Environmental	
  and	
  Public	
  Health	
  Costs	
  
Massachusetts	
  relies	
  exclusively	
  on	
  coal	
  imports.	
  	
  As	
  recently	
  as	
  2008,	
  the	
  state	
  ranked	
  third	
  -­‐-­‐	
  
behind	
  Alabama	
  and	
  Florida	
  -­‐-­‐	
  in	
  spending	
  on	
  foreign	
  coal	
  imports,	
  over	
  $206	
  million	
  in	
  2008	
  
alone.[1]	
  	
  In	
  2011,	
  59%	
  of	
  coal	
  imported	
  to	
  Massachusetts	
  came	
  from	
  the	
  Appalachian	
  region	
  while	
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41%	
  came	
  from	
  Colombia.[2]	
  	
  Appalachian	
  coal	
  is	
  mined	
  in	
  the	
  most	
  biodiverse	
  region	
  of	
  the	
  country	
  
and	
  frequently	
  obtained	
  via	
  a	
  mining	
  practice	
  called	
  Mountaintop	
  Removal	
  (MTR)	
  whereby	
  
explosives	
  are	
  used	
  to	
  blow	
  the	
  tops	
  of	
  mountains	
  to	
  facilitate	
  ready	
  access	
  to	
  coal	
  deposits.[3]	
  	
  To	
  
date	
  MTR	
  has	
  devastated	
  large	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  Appalachian	
  region.	
  Colombian	
  coal	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  
particularly	
  coal	
  sourced	
  from	
  the	
  Cerrejón	
  Zona	
  Norte	
  Mine	
  in	
  Colombia,	
  has	
  been	
  linked	
  to	
  
widespread	
  human	
  rights	
  violations	
  against	
  indigenous	
  people	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  environmental	
  
devastation.[4] 

Coal-­‐Fired	
  Power	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  single	
  largest	
  contributors	
  to	
  climate	
  	
  
change	
  pollution	
  in	
  Massachusetts.	
  	
  	
  
Brayton	
  Point,	
  in	
  Somerset,	
  Massachusetts	
  remains	
  the	
  largest	
  single	
  stationary	
  source	
  of	
  carbon	
  
dioxide	
  pollution	
  in	
  all	
  of	
  New	
  England.[5]	
  	
  Massachusetts	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  leader	
  in	
  fighting	
  climate	
  
change,	
  in	
  part	
  because	
  it	
  stands	
  to	
  suffer	
  devastating	
  consequences	
  from	
  rising	
  sea	
  levels	
  and	
  rising	
  
temperatures.	
  	
  In	
  2008,	
  Massachusetts	
  passed	
  the	
  Global	
  Warming	
  Solutions	
  Act	
  which	
  requires	
  the	
  
Commonwealth	
  to	
  reduce	
  its	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions	
  by	
  25%	
  by	
  2020.	
  	
  In	
  2009,	
  coal-­‐fired	
  power	
  
plants	
  emitted	
  8.7	
  million	
  tons	
  of	
  CO2,	
  almost	
  50%	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  emissions[6]	
  from	
  the	
  electric	
  sector	
  
in	
  Massachusetts	
  despite	
  providing	
  only	
  23%	
  of	
  the	
  electricity.[7] 
	
   
Comments	
  on	
  Decommissioning	
  Themes 
In	
  general,	
  the	
  Sierra	
  Club	
  views	
  the	
  proposed	
  decommissioning	
  themes	
  as	
  generally	
  positive	
  
recommendations,	
  with	
  the	
  following	
  questions/comments: 
	
   
(1)	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  time	
  frame	
  both	
  for	
  (a)	
  the	
  creation	
  and	
  filing	
  of	
  the	
  decommissioning	
  plans	
  and	
  (b)	
  
actually	
  initiating	
  decommissioning	
  of	
  the	
  plants?	
   
	
   
(2)	
  What	
  happens	
  in	
  the	
  contingency	
  that	
  a	
  utility	
  cannot	
  obtain	
  an	
  "acknowledgment	
  by	
  the	
  ISO	
  
New	
  England,	
  Inc.	
  that	
  such	
  facility	
  .	
  .	
  .	
  is	
  no	
  longer	
  necessary	
  for	
  the	
  reliable	
  supply	
  of	
  electric	
  power	
  
to	
  the	
  New	
  England	
  region"?	
  	
   
	
   
(3)	
  Decommissioning	
  should	
  include	
  a	
  community	
  and	
  worker	
  transition	
  piece	
  that	
  identifies	
  options	
  
for	
  both	
  private	
  (e.g.	
  the	
  company	
  or	
  operator)	
  and	
  public	
  resources	
  (e.g.	
  ratepayer	
  support)	
  to	
  
establish	
  funds	
  to	
  assist	
  communities	
  and	
  workers	
  in	
  the	
  transition	
  process.	
  Funds	
  identified	
  could,	
  
for	
  example,	
  come	
  from	
  a	
  mechanism	
  like	
  that	
  proposed	
  in	
  HB.2935	
  that	
  places	
  a	
  minimum	
  
surcharge	
  of	
  $1	
  per	
  ton	
  of	
  carbon	
  emitted	
  by	
  facilities	
  greater	
  than	
  75MW.	
  	
  In	
  contrast	
  to	
  views	
  that	
  
companies	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  responsible	
  for	
  placing	
  resources	
  on	
  the	
  table	
  to	
  assist	
  with	
  transition,	
  
including	
  beyond	
  plant	
  retirement,	
  we	
  strongly	
  disagree	
  (as	
  does	
  national	
  precedent	
  for	
  other	
  
retirements.)	
  	
  The	
  companies	
  and	
  operators	
  that	
  have	
  reaped	
  profits	
  for	
  generations	
  while	
  making	
  
our	
  communities	
  and	
  families	
  sick	
  bear	
  a	
  distinct	
  responsibility,	
  in	
  our	
  view,	
  to	
  help	
  those	
  most	
  
impacted	
  to	
  transition	
  away	
  from	
  burning	
  coal. 
	
   
(4)	
  The	
  task	
  force	
  should	
  recommend	
  options	
  for	
  encouraging	
  clean	
  energy	
  reuse	
  of	
  existing	
  sites	
  or	
  
in	
  partnership	
  with	
  offsite	
  projects.	
  	
  In	
  some	
  instances	
  across	
  the	
  nation,	
  both	
  the	
  existing	
  operators	
  
and/or	
  the	
  public	
  have	
  committed	
  resources	
  and	
  or	
  requirements	
  for	
  renewable	
  energy	
  projects,	
  
investments	
  in	
  efficiency,	
  or	
  similar	
  avenues	
  to	
  be	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  retirement/decommissioning	
  process. 
	
   
(5)	
  The	
  task	
  force	
  should	
  recognize	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  keeping	
  a	
  backstop	
  or	
  "date-­‐certain"	
  goal	
  for	
  
retiring/decommissioning	
  facilities.	
  	
  If	
  resources	
  are	
  allocated	
  to	
  facilitate	
  transition	
  planning	
  
(especially	
  public	
  resources)	
  there	
  should	
  be	
  no	
  loopholes	
  for	
  facilities	
  to	
  continue	
  to	
  operate	
  beyond	
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2020	
  if	
  the	
  economics	
  or	
  other	
  related	
  factors	
  provide	
  favorable	
  circumstances	
  for	
  plants	
  
to	
  continue	
  to	
  operate.	
  	
  The	
  only	
  way	
  to	
  ensure	
  the	
  responsible	
  and	
  timely	
  phase	
  out	
  of	
  coal	
  in	
  
Massachusetts	
  is	
  to	
  require	
  a	
  date-­‐certain	
  retirement/decommissioning	
  of	
  facilities. 
	
   
National	
  Precedents	
  /	
  Case	
  Studies 
As	
  noted,	
  there	
  are	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  precedents	
  that	
  have	
  touched	
  on	
  themes	
  raised	
  above.	
  	
  In	
  
Washington	
  State,	
  the	
  decision	
  to	
  retire	
  the	
  1600	
  MW	
  Transalta	
  plant	
  was	
  supported	
  by	
  labor,	
  
utilities,	
  and	
  the	
  local	
  community	
  and	
  facilitated	
  by	
  legislation.	
  	
  The	
  agreement	
  led	
  to	
  a	
  
phased	
  closure	
  that	
  protected	
  workers	
  and	
  created	
  a	
  $30	
  million	
  Community	
  Investment	
  Fund	
  and	
  
a	
  $25	
  million	
  Technology	
  Fund.	
  	
  In	
  this	
  instance,	
  the	
  company,	
  not	
  the	
  public,	
  funded	
  the	
  transition.	
   
	
   
In	
  Tennessee,	
  the	
  TVA	
  settlement	
  was	
  heralded	
  as	
  the	
  largest	
  clean	
  air	
  victory	
  in	
  Southeastern	
  
history,	
  saving	
  lives	
  and	
  opening	
  up	
  2,700	
  MW	
  of	
  market	
  space	
  for	
  clean	
  energy.	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  the	
  
agreement	
  also	
  requires	
  TVA	
  to	
  invest	
  $350	
  million	
  in	
  the	
  four	
  states	
  of	
  Alabama,	
  Kentucky,	
  North	
  
Carolina	
  and	
  Tennessee	
  on	
  additional	
  air	
  pollution-­‐reduction	
  projects	
  over	
  the	
  next	
  five	
  years,	
  
including	
  funds	
  to	
  help	
  consumers	
  and	
  business	
  cut	
  their	
  energy	
  bills,	
  support	
  local	
  businesses	
  that	
  
are	
  creating	
  jobs	
  in	
  local	
  clean	
  energy	
  projects	
  and	
  cut	
  carbon	
  pollution. 
	
   
There	
  are	
  other	
  examples,	
  but	
  each	
  state	
  and	
  site	
  will	
  have	
  its	
  own	
  challenges	
  and	
  opportunities.	
  	
  If	
  
the	
  task	
  force	
  wishes	
  to	
  study	
  these	
  examples	
  in	
  greater	
  detail,	
  or	
  review	
  legislation	
  or	
  other	
  
mechanisms	
  to	
  facilitate	
  retirement	
  of	
  coal	
  plants,	
  we	
  can	
  provide	
  this	
  detailed	
  information	
  to	
  the	
  
sub-­‐committee.	
  The	
  important	
  piece	
  here	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  task	
  force,	
  and	
  the	
  Commonwealth,	
  should	
  be	
  
thinking	
  pro-­‐actively	
  about	
  how	
  best	
  to	
  retire	
  facilities,	
  and	
  the	
  key	
  elements	
  in	
  each	
  success	
  
elsewhere	
  have	
  included: 
	
   
•	
  	
  A	
  robust	
  public	
  process/dialog	
  that	
  engages	
  the	
  community	
  and	
  all	
  stakeholders	
  and	
  facilitates	
  for	
  
a	
  meaningful	
  outcome 
•	
  	
  Establishing	
  funding	
  mechanisms	
  for	
  both	
  transition	
  planning	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  protecting	
  communities	
  
and	
  workers 
	
   
These	
  elements	
  are	
  not	
  abundantly	
  clear	
  in	
  the	
  draft	
  recommendations	
  of	
  the	
  task	
  force	
  and	
  we	
  
encourage	
  their	
  inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  final	
  recommendations.	
  	
  While	
  Massachusetts	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  clear	
  
leader	
  on	
  renewable	
  energy	
  and	
  efficiency,	
  we	
  have	
  failed	
  in	
  our	
  efforts	
  to	
  protect	
  public	
  health	
  by	
  
requiring	
  the	
  orderly	
  retirement	
  of	
  coal-­‐fired	
  electricity	
  generation	
  in	
  the	
  Commonwealth.	
  	
  Even	
  a	
  
battleground	
  state	
  like	
  Nevada	
  has	
  made	
  bold	
  decisions	
  to	
  move	
  beyond	
  coal,	
  and	
  it	
  is	
  time	
  the	
  
Commonwealth	
  becomes	
  a	
  leader	
  on	
  this	
  front	
  as	
  well.	
  	
   
 
We	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  reviewing	
  the	
  final	
  recommendations	
  of	
  the	
  task	
  force,	
  and	
  appreciate	
  the	
  
opportunity	
  to	
  comment	
  and	
  to	
  have	
  participated	
  in	
  the	
  process. 
	
   
Very	
  best	
  regards, 
 
James	
  McCaffrey 
Senior	
  Campaign	
  Representative,	
  New	
  England 
Beyond	
  Coal	
  Campaign 
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Notes: 
[1]	
  Union	
  of	
  Concerned	
  Scientists,	
  Burning	
  Coal	
  Burning	
  Cash	
  (Aug.	
  2010)	
  available	
  
at	
  http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_energy/smart-­‐energy-­‐solutions/decrease-­‐coal/burning-­‐coal-­‐burning-­‐cash.html	
  
[2]	
  EIA	
  Schedule	
  923	
  data	
  
[3]	
  To	
  learn	
  more	
  about	
  MTR,	
  see	
  http://ilovemountains.org/.	
  
[4]	
  Greenpeace,	
  True	
  Cost	
  of	
  Coal	
  (Novmber	
  2009)	
  available	
  
at	
  http://www.greenpeace.org/international/Global/international/planet-­‐2/report/2008/11/cost-­‐of-­‐coal.pdf.	
  
[5]	
  EPA	
  Greenhouse	
  Gas	
  Program,	
  Reporting	
  Data	
  for	
  Large	
  Facilities,	
  2010	
  available	
  
at	
  http://ghgdata.epa.gov/ghgp/main.do#/facilityDetail/?q=Facility	
  
[6]	
  Energy	
  Information	
  Administration,	
  State	
  CO2	
  Emissions	
  (October	
  2011)	
  available	
  
at	
  http://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/state_emissions.cfm.	
  
[7]	
  Energy	
  Information	
  Administration,	
  State	
  Electricity	
  Profiles,	
  Table	
  5,	
  Electric	
  Power	
  Industry	
  Generation	
  by	
  Primary	
  
Energy	
  Source	
  1990-­‐2010	
  available	
  at	
  http://www.eia.gov/electricity/state/massachusetts/.	
   

 
	
  


