
 
 
 
June 7, 2019 
 
John Wassam  
Department of Energy Resources 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re: Draft Regulations Amending 225 CMR 15--Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard – Class II 
 
Dear Mr. Wassam: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed changes to 225 CMR 15--
Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard – Class II.  We really appreciate the Department listening to 
stakeholders on this important regulatory change.   
 
As you know, the solid waste system in the Commonwealth is under considerable pressure from 
recycling markets disappearing, due in large part to actions in recycling markets overseas, to ever 
shrinking disposal capacity in the Commonwealth and the broader northeast region.   
 
While Massachusetts has one of the highest recycling rates in the country, China’s decision to limit the 
material that they are accepting is having a significant impact on cities and towns across the 
Commonwealth.  The enforcement of these limitations by China bans a large number of recyclables, 
including various plastics and unsorted mixed papers, and sets a much tougher standard for 
contamination levels on separated recycled materials.  This has resulted in recycled materials piling up 
because there is nowhere to economically send this material in-state, or in the northeast region.   
 
In addition, at the end of last year with the closing of six landfills, Massachusetts has lost 1,377,000 tons 
of in-state disposal capacity.  This loss has occurred in just the past three years.  Looking ahead, more 
landfills closures are expected and by 2024 there will be almost no landfill capacity for municipal solid 
waste left in Massachusetts.  The chart below shows the ever reducing in-state disposal capacity.  
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Waste-to-energy (WTE) facilities in Massachusetts are the backbone of the disposal options handling 
approximately 70% of the in-state disposal capacity.  With the landfill capacity diminishing, WTE 
facilities are become even more crucial.  Unlike landfills, WTE facilities do not fill up and close, however 
waste-to energy facilities have also faced the challenge of the collapse of the wholesale electricity 
market.  Cheap natural gas has impacted all renewables, including waste-to-energy.  Some of these 
facilities are likely to close because of this economic challenge that has been mounting in recent years.  
The loss of an existing WTE facility will have a number of negative effects, including dramatically 
increasing waste disposal costs to local governments and businesses, an increase in emissions from the 
waste sector, and a reduction of in-state renewable energy generation. 
 
This chart shows the collapse of the wholesale price of electricity, because of low natural gas prices, 
which has negatively affected all renewables, including Waste-to-Energy facilities in Massachusetts and 
around New England. 

 
Given the state of the waste and energy sectors, we support DOER amending the current Waste Energy 
tier in the Renewable Portfolio Standard to increase the percentage requirement and to increase the 
Alternative Compliance Payment (ACP).  We believe the DOER should remove the sunset provision and 
instead occasionally review the program to ensure it is meeting the Commonwealth’s needs.   
 
Currently, the seven Waste-to-Energy (WTE) facilities in Massachusetts process 3,250,000 million tons 
of waste per year, producing enough renewable energy to power 212,000 homes.  WTE facilities employ 
489 people directly and support 1,441 jobs in the Commonwealth for a total economic output of 
$591,600,000 a year, while reducing greenhouse gas emissions by more than 2.2 million tons of CO2 
equivalent.   
 
Like all combustion processes (e.g. cars, trucks, fossil‐fuel power plants, landfill gas to energy) and 
nearly all waste management processes (e.g. landfilling, composting, anaerobic digestion, recycling), 
WTE facilities have air emissions.  To minimize emissions, WTE facilities employ sophisticated air 
pollution control equipment.  Emissions are monitored both continuously and with periodic testing, in 
compliance with MassDEP requirements.  
 
A few individuals have claimed that WTE facility emissions are “worse than coal.” However, the reality is 
that WTE facilities are not only cleaner than coal but represent an important tool in reducing 
greenhouse gas (GHG) and other emissions from landfills, serving as an important source of carbon 
mitigation in the process. 
 
Recognition of WTE as a source of GHG mitigation and inclusion of WTE as an eligible source of carbon 
offsets, follows the long-established recognition of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC)1, the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) of the Kyoto Protocol, the California Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery2 and the European Union3.  The World Economic Forum has 



identified WTE as one of 8 technologies likely to make a significant contribution for a future low carbon 
global energy future.4  In stark contrast to WTE, coal generation alone accounted for 23.4 percent of our 
nation’s total CO2 emissions in 2016.5  
 
In fact, a prominent peer reviewed study written by U.S. EPA scientists, entitled “Is It Better to Burn or 
Bury?”, found GHG emissions from WTE to be significantly less than landfills, concluding “if the goal is 
greenhouse gas reduction, then WTE should be considered as an option under U.S. renewable energy 
policies.”6 
 
WTE outperforms coal on other emissions as well based on published data in peer‐reviewed journals 
and regulatory agency documents. In the paper “Is It Better to Burn or Bury?”, the EPA scientists found 
WTE facilities to be lower on average than those for coal‐fired facilities for SO2, NOx, and PM, even 
before the benefits of avoided landfill emissions were considered. 7 
 
With regard to hazardous air pollutants, mercury emissions from 
U.S. WTE facilities are a fraction of those from coal plants. Over the 
period from 1990 to 2005, municipal waste combustors, as WTE 
facilities are called by the U.S. EPA, reduced their mercury 
emissions by 99 percent.8 The most recent published data reveals 
that WTE facilities represented only 0.8 percent of the total 2014 
U.S. mercury emissions.9 
 
 

 

Historically, municipal waste combustors were a leading source of 
dioxin emissions. However, advancements in boiler design, 
operations, and air pollution control equipment have drastically 
reduced the footprint of the industry. In fact, according to recent 
peer‐reviewed research by Columbia University scientists, the total 
dioxin emissions of all U.S. WTE plants in 2012 represented just 0.54 
percent of total controlled combustion sources and less than one‐
tenth of one percent (0.09%) of total controlled and 
open burning sources of dioxin.10 
 

 

In closing, Covanta supports DOER’s proposed changes to 225 CMR 15--Renewable Energy Portfolio 
Standard – Class II, and strongly recommends eliminating the sunset provision in a) 15.07(2) that 
requires the percentage requirement to revert to 3.5% in 2026; and b) 15.08(4)(a)(2) that reverts the 
ACP to $11.50 per MWh beginning in 2026. Instead, DOER in consultation with MassDEP should conduct 
periodic reviews of the percentage and ACP requirements and make changes based on market 
conditions and policy objectives, if needed, at that point in time. Thank you again for allowing 
stakeholders to participate fully and provide comments on the proposed rule changes.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Scott Henderson 
Senior Director, Government Relations 
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