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Dan Golub:
I'm just trying to figure out who is on the call but I guess I can just ask people to...

Jacqueline Myers:
Well you can see who's on the - you can view the participants on the Webinar.

Dan Golub:
I'm trying to figure out how to do that. I think that...

((Crosstalk))

(Mike):
I'm here Dan.

Dan Golub:
Hey (Mike). Okay good.

Jacqueline Myers:
Yes.

Dan Golub:
Okay. I can do that. Okay.

Jacqueline Myers:
Good. Okay.

Coordinator:
Excuse me. This is the operator. I'd like to inform all participants that today's conference is being recorded. If there are any objections, please disconnect at this time. Thank you. You may begin.

Jacqueline Myers:
Okay. Great. All right. Well good afternoon or morning everyone. We have a great presentation today by Dan Golub who has just helped us complete the second comprehensive greenhouse gas inventory for all scopes for the Forest Service. And this year went a lot more smoothly than last year. We learned a lot.


And so Dan's going to go over some of those key findings. Then we'll turn it over for a round robin and questions. And please remember to keep your phone on mute so that it will enhance the quality. And Dan thanks so much.


And if you want to give them just a little bit of background about what was different about this year's data gathering. I think that is relevant just given the strides we've made with engineering and being able to capture and validate information better.


But thanks and enjoy.

Dan Golub:
Okay. All right. Thanks Jacqueline. Well in terms of the differences between this year and previous years, so last year we were required to do the inventory for the baseline year which they decided to make 2008 and then the first year's inventory, which was 2010 both done at the same time last year and then this year for 2011.


The differences I would say coordination with Washington Office engineering made the data gathering and completion of several categories much easier this year than last year. We were sort of in the formative stages in how we were going to do this. At the same time we were trying to put the data calls together and send them out and collect this information.


And so it was a little bit, you know, just by the - we were just (winging) it to some degree last year. And we had much more time this year to make those data calls more clear and have time for conference calls and answering questions.


Another thing that was different was for the Scope 2 category and I'll go over in a minute what the scopes mean. But for Scope 2 we added a couple of categories which we just - since we were in such a rush, we assumed last year that we didn't have anything these categories but then we asked this year and turns out we did for the categories of steam, hot water and chilled water.


So I don't think we captured everything that we've got this year. But for those categories this year we're kind of in the same position we were in a lot of the other core categories last year and that just getting anything is a good first step.


And next year we will add that to the data call that the engineers put out to the field engineers and hope - and I hope to get a better more comprehensive compilation of those numbers next year. So if you are on the Webinar and you can see my screen, what I'm showing is the totals for each scope in the greenhouse gas inventory.


Scope 1 is emissions that happen on site or that you have total control over. Included in that category with the building heating such as coal, fuel oil, propane, natural gas as well as mobile emissions from our on highway vehicles, off highway vehicles, equipment, aviation, you know, ATVs, snowmobiles, anything that uses fuel would go into Category 1, on site total, you know, that we have total control over.


Scope 2 would be the type of energy that is piped in, generated elsewhere but used on site in our building. So in that category would be - the biggest by far is electricity but then like I said there's also steam, hot water and chilled water.


And then Scope 3 sort of covers everything else. And included in that are transmission and distribution losses as a result of our electrical use. And the way that the distribution is set up with the long lines between the end user and power company, there's some loss in the lines and that's about 6% of the total that we use. Other Scope 3 categories include commuting, air, business travel, ground travel and others, which we'll go over in a minute.


So this is an overview of the total. What you see here is for Scope 1 if I can get it to show. Here we go. Fifty-three percent of our total is at Scope 1. That's the vehicles and equipment and building energy. Scope 2, which is electricity, steam and hot water and chilled water, that's 37% of our total and like 97% of that is electricity. And then Scope 3 is about 10% of our total.


So I'm just going to quickly go through each scope and then take some questions after I kind of discuss a little bit about which - the caveats in each category and, you know, what these numbers really mean. Then we can - I can take some questions.


So this is Scope 1. And here this is the stationary combustion, which is what I mentioned with everything that's used in buildings; coal, fuel oil, natural gas, propane. That's 21% of Scope 1.


Vehicles and equipment. So that's the aviation, ATVs, snowmobiles, chainsaws, string trimmers, lawn mowers, that kind of thing; that's 11% of the total here. And 68% of the total is our FAST emissions. FAST - all of the vehicles that are not within that other category. And what differentiates them is on highway vehicles.


So this largest 68% of this pie is from all of our on highway travel from passengers vehicles, pickups, hybrids, you name it. Then purple it doesn't even show up, that's the emissions from fluorinated gases and various other gases that would be the result of leaks or maintenance activities for fluorinated gases, RS 232 and various types of refrigerants that are used in vehicles and in our buildings.


And then on site wastewater treatment is this other very small blue sliver of the pie. And that's wastewater treatment on site. I guess that's pretty self-explanatory.


So then moving onto Scope 2. Like I said, purchased electricity consumption is by far the largest contributor to this category; 96% of this category is from purchased electricity consumption.


The red section, purchased renewable energy (biomass) machines is small enough that it doesn't even show. And then the other, this green, is steam and hot water. And then I guess there's a little sliver you can see is the purple, which is the chilled water.


But like I said, these two categories will probably get larger next year. It's the larger percentage of the total because I don't - I'm not convinced that we got - that we covered everything that Forest Service wide, you know, that we actually purchase. Sorry.


So Scope 3. This is the transmission distribution losses, this 23% in the blue. And that's - that - there's nothing we can do about that necessarily other than using less total electricity but this is a category that's generated automatically and the total is like 6.18% of our total electricity consumption.


Business air travel is the largest category in Scope 3. That's 43% of the total. And this the category where we actually do have some control where if we were to use BTC instead of actually going face-to-face for some of our trips. This is a category that can shrink.


The business ground travel is a category that's automatically calculated based on the employee business air travel. They assume that every person that goes on a trip where there is air travel involved also rents a car and drives that car 200 - like 218 miles I think. And this category is smaller than last year not because of any change in our behavior but because of the calculation - the change in the way they've done the calculation.


Last year they assumed that everybody that took a business air travel trip rented a car and drove it 419 miles. And so they've pretty much just halved that amount this year. And so we're showing a substantial reduction in our business ground travel emissions, but mostly due just to the calculation.


And it's a little bit in the weeds but I talked to them about that and the people who automatically do this are GSA in a program called Travel Tracks. And in our discussions they just said that this really isn't the best way to track an individual agency's emissions from business ground travel. It's accurate when scaling up to the entire Federal Government if each agency calculates it this way. But it's not really representative of the on the ground truth.


Federal employee commuting is another large - the second largest category and that's 27% of the Scope 3 total. And this number was calculated based on last year's number. Last year we did a survey and calculated the numbers based on that survey.


This year according to the recommendations from the federal - at energy management program who is the one that oversees this whole federal inventory, they suggest to just do a survey every two years and to calculate the off year emissions based on a change in employee population and so that's what we did this year.


And so that's a quick summary of the totals. I'll just show this one. This is a comparison by category of each of the largest categories; for 2008 in the blue; red is 2010; and this year is - for (school) year 11 is in the green.


So we're showing some improvement, some reductions in some of these categories. The 2008 numbers I'm really the least confident in because we had to do the inventory two years after the fiscal year ended. And there were some problems with retrieving some of that data and getting it into the tools.


So the 2008 data I'm the least confident in; 2010 I'm fairly confident in but not completely; and 2011 is better than 2010 but still there's room for improvement, so.


If we just do a quick category-by-category summary, you can see that stationary combustions we're showing some reductions. Mobile emissions, that's the non-highway vehicles and equipment. We're showing some increases but I think that's due to improved data collection methods.


So that, you know, you can see 2008. We're - if you include aviation or research and non-emergency, which is the only part that's represented in this graph for any of the years, you see that it's incredibly small and truthfully it's not representative of our emissions for that year.


Two thousand eight or sorry, 2010 is better but I'm still not confident with that one. So I think this year we've done the best job in this category. And it's hard to really know what the trends are in this category until I think we have another year or two of data collection.


Our on highway vehicle emissions have reduced and these are numbers put together by (Becky Hutchins), the National Fleet Manager and using I think the same methodologies year-after-year. So these - I'm pretty confident in these numbers and these are looking good.


These next two categories are very small parts of the total. So I, you know, there's - I can't even tell what's happening with the fluorinated gases that on site wastewater treatment it looks like there's a little bit of an increase. But it's such a small part of the total that it's - it makes more sense to concentrate on some of these larger categories.


And so purchased electricity consumption we're showing an increase in emissions from in this category. There may be a little bit of revisions that still need to happen because labor is supposed to report for Job Corps and I believe the Job Corps numbers are in here for electricity. So there is a little more work I have to do in this category. But we'll see how the numbers change because actually Job Corps is a fairly large consumer of electricity.


Transmission distribution losses are automatically calculated based on electricity. Business air travel we're showing some increases there. Business ground travel we're showing a reduction but that's based on the calculations (in play community).


I actually - I think this needs to be updated. But again, that's the number that's based on a reduction in employee population rather than from any numbers that were gathered in the field.


So that's the quick summary of our greenhouse gas inventory. And I can take some questions if anybody has any.

Lara Polansky:
Hey Dan. This is Lara Polansky in Region 5.

Dan Golub:
Yes.

Lara Polansky:
So in light of our travel situation over the past year, it's interesting to me that we're still seeing an increase in emissions from air travel and a decrease in ground business travel and lower emissions from FAST. I actually would have thought it would be the opposite trend. Do you have any ideas - just given that so many people are grounded, do you have any ideas why we're seeing the trends that we are?

Dan Golub:
So I'm guessing that you think that FAST would have gone up because instead of the business air travel people were driving more.

Lara Polansky:
Exactly.

Dan Golub:
Yes. I don't, you know, I don't know. I really can't address anything about those FAST emissions. It looks like a nice big drop but I really - I don't have any explanation for that because Becky Hutchins was the one that put those numbers together and submitted them to the GSA FAST program.


Yes. I really don't know what the cause of that is. I was surprised also about the business air travel because I know everybody that I've talked to has been or at least last fiscal year was grounded like half the year.


So I don't have a good explanation for that either. Those are numbers that are generated by GSA and that's information that's taken by GSA from GovTrip. And so they take all of that travel information that we put into our GovTrip profile when we, you know, put an authorization and a voucher together.


And all of that information has taken IGSA from each agency, from each travel MIS, which is the travel company, and it generated automatically. And so I went into the system and got the numbers and I really didn't have any - much to do with the data gathering of that.


But I have had conversations with people in that program and they just say, you know, this is the data that we're getting from your travel program. If you want more information, consult the travel program and that's Manassas Travel and SATO Travel, which I haven't had time to do. But yes, sorry, I don't really have a better explanation for any of that.

Lara Polansky:
No, I mean...

(Linda):
Dan, this...

Lara Polansky:
...that's interesting.

(Linda):
Dan, this is (Linda). Could fire travel be - is that included in this?

Dan Golub:
That was the question that I meant to ask. I don't know but I think that it is because if you have to do your fire travel by going into GovTrip, then that information would be included in there.

(Linda):
Because that could really skew the - skew it with - depending on the fire seasons and how many people are traveling around to fight fires.

Dan Golub:
Yes. Yes. So depending on the - how bad the fire season is, that could change that number substantially. But I believe that fire travel is included in there. The parts that aren't included are for different categories; emergency, medivac, law enforcement, that kind of stuff is not included in this so called goal subject, which is the subject to reductions.


Those things are considered non-goal subjects. So aviation for fire, on the ground travel for fighting fires and law enforcement and ambulances and that kind of thing is not part of any of the emissions represented here. But the travel to and from the fires I believe would be part of these categories. That is the air travel.


Anybody else? I'll just take a quick look at these by scope. See if it generates any questions.

Gary Scott:
Gary Scott here on Manistee National Forest Region 9. I just wanted to throw in - I used to work in dispatch and we would book firefighter travel. We'd go through SATO. And that would be paid by a blanket credit card number for travel.


And so it wasn't really entered into GovTrip because the firefighter travel would come back and have to use GovTrip to file his other expenses. But air travel wouldn't be in there. So unless the Forest Services is getting numbers from SATO regarding that, I wouldn't think that it would be measured if they're just looking at GovTrip.

Dan Golub:
So when people book travel their expenses are included in GovTrip but the actual air travel costs and all that other information goes into a separate category?

Gary Scott:
Yes that's true. Dispatch will mobilize the resource and they'll book the flights for emergency firefighter travel. And so the flights arranged by dispatch and paid for separately by an account.

Dan Golub:
Okay.

Gary Scott:
And so if the - if that wasn't being tracked, then I wouldn't think that would be included if they were just looking at GovTrip. That firefighter fee has expenses and is getting per diem and stuff. You know, if he's going to fire camp, he wouldn't even have that. But he would file - he or she would field their expenses when they returned but wouldn't have - wouldn't be - put in - entering in any flight information. That'd be...

Dan Golub:
Okay. All right.

Gary Scott:
...through...

Dan Golub:
Cool. I'm going to have to follow up with folks at GSA and ask them how they - whether that's tracked anywhere and how it's displayed in there in commission. Thank you for that.

Gary Scott:
You bet.

(Matt Erman):
Hi. This is (Matt Erman) in Region 6 and I was wondering what are the units for this? So you have I guess numbers and percents but what are the units?

Dan Golub:
Yes. It's metrics tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. So there - it's - I'll try to explain it fairly simply. That there are greenhouse gases that - like six different greenhouse gases that are tracked; carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide and methane are the three main ones and the ones whose information I know off the top of my head. So I'll just talk about those.


So for carbon dioxide any combustion generates various types of emissions. Carbon dioxide would be the main one and often it's something like 95 to 98% of the emissions coming out of say like a tailpipe.


But the rest of that is methane or nitrous oxide - and nitrous oxide, which have global warming potentials that are higher than carbon dioxide and global warming potential is just the affect that one unit of a particular gas will have on the atmosphere in terms of how much it will warm.


And so if it's reported in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, carbon dioxide would be a one-to-one comparison. So if you're trying to calculate the affect that carbon dioxide has on the atmosphere, that's a known number and in order to make the conversion, it's just a one-to-one.


But when you look at methane for example, I believe that's like 21 times. It has 21 times the affects in terms of warming the atmosphere as opposed to carbon dioxide. So you would generate the numbers and then multiply that by 21 in order to get a carbon dioxide equivalent.


And then for nitrous oxide it's something like 300 times more efficient to have warming the atmosphere per equal units. So when you do the calculation, you multiply that number by 300 to get the carbon dioxide equivalent. I hope that made sense.

Gary Scott:
Yes. And had a - I guess it's kind of an unrelated question. The one part of the climate change scorecard is to inventory an FLP meeting. And so I was wondering if there's a standard methodology that you recommend different green teams do to do that.

Dan Golub:
So this would be what like determining how much emissions you save by doing BTC versus air travel?

Gary Scott:
Yes. Or just how many - how much emissions were caused by the FLP meeting.

Dan Golub:
Oh okay. Yes. There are calculators online that you can - that you can find. Trying to remember the one that I liked. Hey Lara, do you remember what one we used to look at last year?

Lara Polansky:
Well, I mean the EPA had one for a while that was, you know, pretty basic. But it does get to the core of being able to say okay, you know, approximately this much scope line, approximately...

Dan Golub:
Yes.

Lara Polansky:
...with this much scope to - enough to learn and make some decisions based on it. I think it might be EPA carbon calculator, something along those lines. To specifically address this question, we did this in Region 5. We did it with our regional forester on our award ceremony.


And I actually looked at a few different calculators and built a SurveyMonkey survey that was sent to all participants getting some very basic information about how they got to and from the site. And it was enough that we could then daylight that as part of the proceedings of the ceremony and then share some suggestions for how to green the event next year.


And so I would say in terms of the scorecard, you don't have to dig down. The intent is not to dig down as deep as the inventory that Dan showed today. But to help your unit reveal some overall trends and then decide okay, where should we focus our energies. And there's free online tools that will help you do that. But I could also share those SurveyMonkey surveys that we have used.


Another example is the sustainable operation summits have always calculated avoided emissions from travel. And so there's a - the travel component of greenhouse gas measurement is included in that survey. And I have a copy of that.


So if you want to email me, Lara Polansky, I could get you those resources.

Gary Scott:
Okay. I can do that. Thank you.

Dan Golub:
Yes. And thank you Lara. The thing to - if you do want dig down whether it's for the scorecard or just for, you know, enlightening your supervisor or just digging down for your own curiosity, the thing to track with most of these calculators is to determine whether - how many flights were what they call short haul, medium hall and long hall.


And short hall is something like zero to 250 miles. Medium is 251 to I don't know, like 750. And then long haul would be 750 and higher. Those are - I'm not sure that those numbers are exact. But if you, you know, have some idea of how many miles each person was traveling, that would improve the accuracy. Otherwise it's more of a - I think they use an average number.

Gary Scott:
Okay. Thanks.

Dan Golub:
Sure.

(Sofga):
Hey Dan. This is (Sofga) in Region 8.

Dan Golub:
Hey (Sofga).

(Sofga):
I have just couple of questions just for clarification. What is acronym of FAST - acronym for FAST?

Dan Golub:
FAST. Fleets and I don't know, something.

(Sofga):
Okay.

Lara Polansky:
(Sofga), this is Lara. It's the Federal Automotive Statistics Tool.

Dan Golub:
There you go.

(Sofga):
Okay. Federal Automotive Status Tool. That's one. Federal employee commuting. I see quite a bit of decline in that. You may have covered that. I'm just curious. Is that all of us - all federal employees commuting to work on a personal commute?

Dan Golub:
Yes. Federal employee commuting - actually I think that number - I need to update that number. It should only - it should just be about a - what do you think (Mike), like a 30% decrease? And then the number is really only based on last year's number and subtracting the difference between the number of total employees last year versus the total number of employees this year.


I have no indication of whether our actually employee commuting numbers increased or decreased. We'll do a survey again next year and...

(Sofga):
My question is just to make sure that I understand this. Is this so the (samp) is requiring a federal personal commuting for all of us to be in the government (GSG) inventory.

(Mike):
Yes.

(Sofga):
Okay.

(Mike):
This is (Mike), so.

(Sofga):
So that means that includes people who are mass transit or personal commuting based on certain reductions, right.

(Mike):
Yes. The are categories for driving and there are several different categories for driving, carpool, vanpool, commuter train, light rail, bus and there's also a category for biking or walking.

(Sofga):
Okay.

(Mike):
So that's...

((Crosstalk))

Dan Golub:
This is the - this is the input. These blue numbers here are the inputs for each category. So there's passenger vehicle, gasoline, SUV or truck gasoline, diesel, motorcycle. There's even a - I think an option for taxis. There's light rail, buses, you know, lots of different categories.

(Mike):
Hey Dan, can I jump in?

Dan Golub:
Go ahead (Mike).

(Mike):
We had - in our initial - in our initial 2010 inventories we included a lot of categories in the U.S. Forest Service inventory that subsequently weren't included in the federal tool. And so a lot of - for instance, the number that shows passenger cars - in addition to just passenger cars, it includes all passenger cars, all privately owned vehicles, gasoline, taxis and E85 vehicles because the federal tool just isn't breaking it down to that level.


And it - we - the numbers in those other smaller categories are really, really small, so.

(Sofga):
So officially if the survey participant read is let us say X percent, then you're prorating that for all employees, right.

(Mike):
Well what we did - what we did this year was - last year we figured an average. For every fuel type and method of travel we figured it in average number of miles per person.

(Sofga):
Okay.

(Mike):
And then we took those numbers this year and multiplied that by the change in the employee population for categories of full time, part time and seasonal employees. And that gave us a lower number.

(Sofga):
Okay. And one last question is about the overlap. I'm just trying - because since we are not getting into the detail, I don't know if we have a need to on the building energy conjunction was electricity purchased. Is there any overlap in there or you are excluding from the building energy conjunction where we are showing that is purchased electricity?

Dan Golub:
Overlap between what?

(Sofga):
The stationary combustion - building energy conjunction. So the electricity consumed that is purchased. Is there any...

Dan Golub:
Overlap. No. Well this - the purchased electricity is all electricity every account that we have in NFC. And so that's a totally separate category of building emissions versus the stationary combustion.

(Sofga):
Yes. Under that you're showing building energy conjunction. Does that mean other energy conjunction than electricity?

Dan Golub:
Yes. Yes. It's everything except electricity. So...

(Sofga):
It's everything...

Dan Golub:
...propane, natural gas, fuel oil, coal.

(Sofga):
Okay. So that is except electricity. Okay.

Dan Golub:
Yes.

(Sofga):
Thank you. But what is going to the regional role in these (top secret) reports about - I mean what do you expect in the future years for data calls from the regions? Or it's going to be done with databases or systems that is in place nationally?

Dan Golub:
What's going to be done with them?

(Sofga):
Yes. What I'm saying is on these reports that we are doing in the following years. Is there any...

Dan Golub:
The data calls that are coming out from Washington you mean?

(Sofga):
Yes. Yes. I mean which of these categories you - the field is going to be involved in.

Dan Golub:
Okay. I'm going to go back to this. So here's a sort of overview. Each category in this column is kind of the overview. So electricity is its own thing. I take care of that. In terms of engineering, data calls engineers in the field will have to respond to.


I believe - and this all comes from Mark Wiersma at WO Engineering. He's - this is sort of his domain. But what I count on him to report is the renewable energy as well as mixed refrigerants, fugitive (F) gases, wastewater treatment, landfill gases, process emissions which we have none of, steam, hot water, chilled water, combining heat and power which we have none of; and then these other reporting things down here at the bottom in purple.


That includes things like - well I just - I go to this sheet. It's new building designs, energy credit, which we have none of but this is the more interesting one. There's - it totals all of the information from other categories. So in fact in this spreadsheet we get a BTU for gross square foot agency wide, which is sort of useful.


But the things that Mark collects data on is water use intensity and that's information that's not part of a data call or hasn't been traditionally because we - our water information is a mess and it's just a real general estimate.


Obligations for energy efficiency improvements, energy, savings, performance contracts, metering of electricity use; I'm not sure if that's part of a data call. I think we can just get that from the information we have or that Mark can get at the Washington Office Engineering, these efficiency standards and then training.


So mostly the data calls have to do with those other categories further up like (mixed) refrigerants, (F) gases, wastewater treatments, that kind of thing.

(Sofga):
Okay. So essentially you have covered in addition to what first in the (GHG) emissions, right?

Dan Golub:
Sorry, we covered...

(Sofga):
What happens in the greenhouse gas emissions like high performance buildings and all that? That is fed into the (GHG) calculations?

Dan Golub:
Yes. The high performance buildings really - they're not a separate category in this instance. I know that we have them categorized that way for other requirements that are related to some executive orders and other laws. But in the greenhouse gas inventory we don't really differentiate between the high performance buildings or any other building.

(Sofga):
Okay. Thank you.

Dan Golub:
Okay. So just - are there any other quick questions? Okay. If not, we will go ahead and do a round robin. So anybody else that wants to jump in and sort of give us an update or just communicate what you've been doing? We'd all like to hear it? So feel free to jump in.

Gary Scott:
Hi. Gary Scott, Region 9. Just wanted to update you on our green team meeting. And this isn't new to the Forest Service regarding oil change frequencies in vehicles. It's in the Forest Service handbook to follow the manufacturer's recommendations.


But my experience has been with the Forest Service and with folks in general really the mindset has been to change oil about 3000 miles, sometimes up to five. And, you know, dealing with fleet mangers and various people on this issue, some folks are still of that mindset that because of the conditions we drive under, we really need to stick to the 3000.


And I've been doing some research and it doesn't take a lot of research because the information a lot of it's right in the owner's manual that these new vehicles that are out now have computer sensors and vehicle indicator lights telling you when to change your oil and some even have percent oil light gauges that measure how much oil that you have left in your car as you go.


And what we're doing is trying to start a little bit of an education on the Forest to try to do a - get people in the mindset that vehicles can go longer between oil changes and that we should follow what the manufacturer recommends as the best source of information.


And one of the manuals I looked at by GM for Silverado, you know, indicates in black and white that the oil change need is based on engine revolutions and engine temperature and not on mileage. And that's what their computer tracks on the vehicle when it comes on when it's reached that engine life - oil engine life.


So I just wanted to throw that in. We were looking at maybe trying to become a model for our region as far as the Forest that's trying to make people aware that it's a lot greener to...

Dan Golub:
Yes. What have you experienced in terms of whether the Silverado or any other vehicle tells you to do it three to five or does it tend to be longer.

Gary Scott:
It tends to be longer. If it's a vehicle that idles a long time like an engine - fire engine on a prescribed burn a lot when it's idling for, you know, for the day and stuff. That obviously equates to the same as mileage would drive in a vehicle in terms of where on the oil.


Those vehicles tend to need to be changed longer. And we've implemented on the district that I work on as far as what we've done is we've posted information about where vehicles are checked out indicating what that particular vehicle indicates as far as oil changes because it does very little bit between Ford and GM and such.


And what we're finding so far is it's working and that vehicles can go longer. And not only does it save money, but it's - we just consider it greener and more environmentally friendly. So we're trying to get like the regional fleet person. We're going to speak with him to see, you know, try to get his support behind us.


And as far as our Forest fleet person, he's onboard and feels that newer vehicles that times have changed and they're much more efficient. And some of the beliefs that we just need to change at a lock rte because we drive on bad roads or we drive in dusty conditions and stuff isn't really applying by today's engine standards.


So I just wanted to share that with...

Dan Golub:
What kids of oils do you use? There's like - I know it's a higher upfront cost to you from FedEx that a guy - like a real car guy that I know uses synthetic oil and only changes his oil like 10, 15, 20,000 miles.

Gary Scott:
Yes. I spoke with - actually spoke with GM, the fleet service manager, the counterpart deals with GSA on the issue. And they recommend a synthetic blend and one with what's called a dexos rating, which I guess a lot of oil has. And they said a synthetic blend will get a good oil life use.


And again, you can go by the indicator light, which indicates the oil is down to low enough light that - life that it needs to be changed. When that light comes on you're supposed to change it within 500 miles.


So we're just trying to build up a little bit of information to share with the Forest and try to, you know, encourage people to look at that in their owner's manuals and then maybe put out an article in the future or something on what we're doing on the Forest and...

Dan Golub:
Yes. Yes. I'd love to...

((Crosstalk))

Gary Scott:
...maybe track it and see what kind of life we're getting. You know, track it when those lights are coming on and what mileage and maybe try to just change hearts and minds regarding...

Dan Golub:
Yes.

Gary Scott:
...what vehicles can do.

Dan Golub:
That sounds great because I mean if you look - if you can still see my screen, if you look, between vehicles and equipment and the FAST numbers, that's 68 plus 11, you know, 79% of that whole category is from vehicles - emissions from vehicles.


And I don't know what - whether they calculate anything that has to do with oil use or emissions from oil but, you know, it's a huge part of our emissions footprint. And anything that can be done to reduce that I think could have a really significant impact on our reduction. So yes, I'd love to hear more about that when you guys get a little further along.

Gary Scott:
Okay. Sounds great.

Dan Golub:
Great. Thanks a lot. Anybody else?

Lara Polansky:
(Unintelligible).

(Holly):
Hi. This is (Holly). Oops, I'm sorry. Go ahead.

Lara Polansky:
Go ahead (Holly).

(Holly):
This is (Holly) (unintelligible). I just wanted to add to that conversation that you need to be careful on the indicator lights. Some of those even on the newest of vehicles are still being set based on a mileage and most often they come with a 3000 mile set. You can have them set to a 5000 or higher. And so you can automatically change that.


Here on the GM (unintelligible) we've - our standard right now is 5000 or if the owner's manual or the indicator light is based on something other than mileage to go with that. And like I think Scott was saying that, you know, based on newer, more efficient vehicles and also the type of oils these days are a lot better and made to withstand a longer life (unintelligible) as well. So I just wanted to add that. Thank you.

Dan Golub:
Thanks (Holly). Lara, do you have something?

Lara Polansky:
I always have something when it comes to Sustainable Operations Summit. Yes. So I wanted to announce that we - and I apologize to the back. I don't know if you're picking that up.


The contract was let yesterday with a virtual services contractor for the National Sustainable Operations Summit. Therefore I can officially say that registration will open the week of January 30, so the last week of the month. And that will be posted on the National (susops) Summit Web site, which is available on the public facing sustainable operations program site. But there'll also be an announcement that it goes out widely with the link to registration. So look for that. Thanks.

Dan Golub:
Excellent. Anybody else.

(Sofga):
Hi Dan. This is (Sofga). We are having Forest (unintelligible) meeting in couple of weeks. And one of the things we are working in this region is trying to get some solicitations for energy savings performance contracts if somebody is interested - if some company (can get) interested. That is on those covered facilities. So we are trying to see where it goes with the ESPCs.

Dan Golub:
So are you looking for other Forests in Region 8 to join in on ESPCs.

(Sofga):
Oh no, no. What I'm saying is that we are putting out a request for proposals to select a company to...

Dan Golub:
Oh okay.

(Sofga):
...do the analysis of covered facilities, which the department gave a list of the covered facilities...

Dan Golub:
Great. Okay.

(Sofga):
...on that. So that's what we are working on. We will see where it goes.

Dan Golub:
Yes.

(Sofga):
I have a question Dan. I'm not sure if that is acceptable to FEMP or the department that when you present this data when there's a very small strip of like emissions like onsite systems and the fugitive emissions. Is there any way to say it's not even worth tracking that?

Dan Golub:
We were asking about that last year and essentially in greenhouse gases inventories that would - that's what is know as a de minimis category and generally they say if a category represents 5% or less of your emissions, then it may not be worth, you know, pursuing the data because of the time it takes and all that.

(Sofga):
Right.

Dan Golub:
But for this inventory since as there are no de minimis categories if you have emissions in a given category, they want to know about it. They do say, you know, I mean there are ways to kind of make estimates or sort of - I'm just thinking of this EPA rule where for refrigerants on say a rooftop air conditioning unit or, you know, a window unit which really has like a small amount of refrigerants, do we need to count every window unit Forest Service wide and try to figure out what the emission from those units are total? No.


We have been using the EPA standard of any unit that has 50 pounds of refrigerant or more gets report and anything under that we at this point are not worrying about. And we've mentioned that to the folks at FEMP and they're fine with it.

(Sofga):
Oh, okay. Because that makes a big difference because none of the offices in the field probably would fit into that category. So they're probably limited to the (unintelligible) facilities or much bigger buildings.

Dan Golub:
Yes.

(Sofga):
Because 50 pound is a lot of (refuge) in it and I'm not aware of any single units on the Forest supervisor offices or district offices or other places fitting that category. That comes up during the compliance (audits) too. So that is de minimis. How about wastewater onsite systems? Are you going to get rid of that soon?

Dan Golub:
Are we going to what?

(Sofga):
Are you going to get rid of that part of the inventory as de minimis? The onsite wastewater systems.

Dan Golub:
No. I mean we're going to continue to report what...

(Sofga):
Okay.

Dan Golub:
...we know about it.

(Sofga):
Okay. Okay. Yes. That's probably going to stay constant almost. Yes.

Dan Golub:
I would think so yes. And the way that you report it I think that's the one. Let me see for a second. Onsite.

(Mike):
Hey Dan.

Dan Golub:
Yes.

(Mike):
This is (Mike).

Dan Golub:
Yes.

(Mike):
If I remember correctly, onsite is reported. It's just a factor that's applied to the number of occupants of the building.

Dan Golub:
Of the occupants of the building or is it the population of - is that the wastewater treatment plant? Yes. That one's onsite wastewater it's - I worked with Sarah Baker on this and she gets this information out of INFRA. And it's based on the population served, these numbers up along the top here. Why type of wastewater treatment plant and how many people at any given one.


And so what we did was take the entire Forest Service population to figure out which people or how many people are covered by the wastewater treatment plant that are not onsite, sort of municipal. And then the remainder of those people are - I'm not exactly sure how Sarah splits them up but these are the numbers that are used for the various different types.

(Sofga):
Okay. Yes. I mean if we have to then we have to. But my question was again going to de minimis.

Dan Golub:
Yes. I mean we - you know, these numbers may be off by a little bit but they're estimates. It's understood that they're estimates. And it's better than saying no...

(Sofga):
Yes.

Dan Golub:
...we don't have anything when we know that we do.

(Sofga):
Yes. Yes. Okay. Yes.

Dan Golub:
And really when she does this it doesn't take a whole lot of time. So it's, you know, probably less than a day's worth of work. So trying to determine whether it's worth it I guess the folks at FEMP have decided that it is worth it and we're going with that.


Okay. So any other updates or activities that folks want to cover? We just have a couple minutes left.

(Holly):
Yes. This is (Holly) again. I was curious if anybody has seen the letter that's come out for support from Western Collective on the top ten sustainable actions for fiscal '12, the action plan that they've sent out. Anybody comment on that or talk about it?

Lara Polansky:
(Holly), this is Lara Polansky. And I know that there's a message from you sitting in my inbox. Just the summit's kind of overwhelming my fate now. Is there a specific question of two that I can help answer? If (Katie New) from our (unintelligible) are on the line, they might be able to help but I'm not sure they're on.

(Holly):
Well I was just curious, you know, is this outline of the action plan here is that going to - yes, how does that play into the units that are developing a five year action plan and how does that drive with that? And also a couple of these on the list seem to be really not low hanging fruit but rather very high hanging fruit. So I was wondering, you know, why they're on the list I guess.

Lara Polansky:
So let's stay with the first question and how this works with units that are developing kind of an out year plan versus a year-by-year plan. The idea was that we have as an Element 10 team received quite a bit of feedback that there's just so much to focus on it and could the team help units focus because there's 66 action items listed in Appendix G for Element 10.


And this was an attempt to add some focus and also document what the benefits - the resource and cost reduction of focusing on that subset of items would be.


It is not formal guidance. It is meant as a leadership endorsed suggestion of where to focus energies. The Scorecard Element 10 team is in the process of finalizing a set of fiscal year '12 through '15 model implementation plans. They will dovetail with this guidance so that the fiscal year '12 implementation plan includes the list of items that we recognized nationally as being good to focus on. And so maybe that address you first question.


As far as the ones that we call low hanging fruit but actually requires a significant investment, I would love to know what those in you opinion are. It's really good to get that feedback. In addition, I think there does come a point on every unit when we're just past low hanging fruit.


And so for some that might not be until 2013 but there's going to come a time when the implementation plan for the year does require some strategic thinking about how to finance this and how to get the employee capacity to do it. So I think you're keying into the things that I would love to know which of those items you consider to be beyond low hanging fruit.

(Holly):
Yes. One of them is the Item 2 on the action plan, which is...

Lara Polansky:
Okay.

(Holly):
...the (install) two energy efficient technologies in 75% of all buildings.

Lara Polansky:
Yes.

(Holly):
You know, like that one in itself her on the (GMI) we have about 105 buildings. And so for an example if we just thought about putting smart strips throughout the building and we made some assumptions about maybe be - there's a lot of those buildings that may not need any like 30% I mean made some assumptions. Maybe 20% would need about ten and 50% might need one.

Lara Polansky:
Yes.

(Holly):
Based on like some assumptions like that we would need to purchase 263 at about $35 each. That would equal $9000 over that.

Lara Polansky:
Yes.

(Holly):
And that's just for one. If we implemented the second technology and for sake of calculating we just doubled that number, over 18,000. And to me that does not, you know, it's not a low hanging fruit. We don't get specific money towards - unfortunately towards sustainability. I wish we did.


And so that one just seems - to see that on this list it just seemed like that was pretty high expectation. And the other one is the first one, the utility bill cleanup for water and energy.

Lara Polansky:
Sure. Yes.

(Holly):
Been working on that along with other stuff on my plate and still it's a ways off. So those were the two that I thought were a little bit on the high expectations for those reasons.

Lara Polansky:
And, you know, I think that - I think that it's reasonable to think about this as something that ideally we would complete these in order to check them off and document the progress in FY12. But for some they are starting points.


(Care in) Region 5 utility bill cleanup was - will be by the time it's finished this year a two year process, not a one year.

(Holly):
Right.

Lara Polansky:
And so perhaps this could be viewed as a strategic starting place and with rationale attached in terms of the savings that you would get - the return on investment that you would get. And I think it does need to be determined at the unit level whether it is feasible.


You know, this is a leadership endorsed suggestion. It's not, you know, whether this is accomplished is not linked to any (SES) performance measure. Certainly the scorecard overall is...

(Holly):
Right.

Lara Polansky:
...butt the (unintelligible) too. I don't know if I'm helping all that much but I'm trying to add some context.

(Holly):
Sure. I appreciate it.

Lara Polansky:
And I mean I definitely appreciate your feedback and we'll share that with the team as well.

(Holly):
Okay. Thank you.

Dan Golub:
Okay. So we're a couple minutes over. I can hang out if anybody wants to continue the discussion but for those of you that have got to get going, thanks for joining and hope to see you on the next open mic.

(Sofga):
Hey Dan.

Dan Golub:
Yes.

(Sofga):
This is (Sofga). Would you be available for a few minutes? I have a question for you. I'm not saying you don't have your plate full. I pulled some data for the region to present for energy and water. And I just wanted to have a few - a little bit of feedback from you.

Dan Golub:
Sure.

(Sofga):
If you can - if I can call you today or sometime this week.

Dan Golub:
Sure. Anytime.

(Sofga):
Okay. Thank you.

Dan Golub:
Okay. I'll talk to you soon.

(Sofga):
Bye.

Gary Scott:
Yes Dan. Gary again. I just wanted to ask you a question. I'm guessing you'll probably tell me this is the best forum right here but it came up in our green team meeting this morning, which is at the Forest level, how to go about presenting ideas that might be beyond - kind of thinking out of the box ideas that might be beyond just the FLT team introducing it there - to introduce ideas.


Like for example, one person brought up the idea of, you know, what about putting up a wind turbine to actually put power back on the power grid on the Forest at a district level and trying it out and seeing what kind of impact that makes and things that kind of go beyond your local district or forest. Would this be the best place to bring them up or contact someone at the regional level or...

Dan Golub:
Well this is a good place to sort of discuss what you've been up to and take up some ideas but in terms of like - I mean I think there would probably be permits and things like that that would need to be cleared before you put up a wind turbine on a Forest, right.

Gary Scott:
Right, yes. It was just in the brainstorming phase but, you know, something that kind of goes beyond just your local Forest level where you might need support and direction, you know, at a - on a larger scale to start looking into something like that and to get support from it and perhaps...

Dan Golub:
Yes. Well for wind turbines in particular, I think Todd Michael has done quite a bit of work with that, Region 2 engineer I believe. You know that name?

Gary Scott:
No I don't. Todd Michael.

Dan Golub:
Todd Michael, yes. If you send him a message, he'll - I think he could probably give you more information than you'd ever want about...

Gary Scott:
Okay.

Dan Golub:
...what you need to do to get wind turbines going.

Gary Scott:
Okay. Sounds good. So this is kind of the best place to start as far as (turbine kind of a)...

Dan Golub:
Yes. And if - I mean you can try contacting me if you have other stuff or if you just want to jump on the open mic calls and ask folks, you know, that are in on the call. There's a lot of people that know a lot of stuff that are on these calls. So you can choose to do that or you can just contact me directly and I may have some ideas where to - what direction to point you in at least.

Gary Scott:
Okay. Sounds good. Thanks.

Dan Golub:
Okay. Okay. Is there anybody else before we sign off? All right. Thanks everybody for joining. We'll talk soon. Talk to you later.

END

