




































Attachment 1 

 

Verso Paper - Bucksport Mill - Biomass Fuel Source Plan 

 

Supplement to RI FORM Appendix F 

State of Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission 

Renewable Energy Resources Eligibility Application 

February 15, 2013 

 

F.1:  Types of eligible biomass fuel to be used at the Generation Unit 

 

The No. 8 boiler at Verso’s Bucksport Mill, the steam source for Verso’s Turbine-

Generator TG5 Unit, has a history of burning eligible clean biomass originating from 

forest residues, whole tree chips, bark, chip screenings, recovered wood and pulp derived 

fiber, yard trimmings, arborist chips, and ground pallets.  The rebuild of No. 8 boiler will 

dramatically increase consumption of these same biomass materials.  These biomass 

materials are produced by a highly integrated forest products industry that is well 

established in the state of Maine.  A wide variety of field chippers and grinders produce 

these materials roadside directly from active logging jobs.  Chip mills, pulp mills, and 

sawmills separate out bark, screening losses, and edgings from their mill operations and 

transfer them as fuel to Bucksport.   Wooden pallets are recycled, de-nailed, and ground 

into eligible biomass fuel.  No fraction of the fuel supply is coming from construction or 

demolition debris or solid waste recycling operations. 

 

 

F.2:  Other Clean Wood 

 

Only eligible biomass fuels consistent with section 3.6 of the RI REC rules will be 

burned in the Bucksport No 8 boiler.  These include brush, stumps, yard trimmings, site 

clearing wastes, wood packaging and other clean wood. 

 

F.3:  See the attached:  Measuring Renewable Electricity Production from Steam 

Turbine Generation at Verso Bucksport LLC’s Integrated Manufacturing Facility 

 

 

F.4:  Ensuring that Only Eligible Fuels are used 

 

Verso’s wood procurement team is a group of 18 professionals charged with the 

procurement of roughly 3 million green tons of wood and chips into two different Maine 

pulp mills.  Purchasing procedures, contracts, purchase orders, and wood payment 

systems are well established that track the point of origin of each load of wood (including 

the biomass).  The State of Maine has a “trip ticket law” that sets forth standardized 

requirements for information which must be collected and maintained at each purchase 

point in Maine.  Collected data includes contract number, producer name, trucking 

provider, landowner name, township, and the Maine Forest Service notification number if 

the logging site is within the state of Maine.  This data is computerized and kept on file 



for reference and audit for a period of at least 5 years.  Procurement staff reviews this 

detail each week during the settlement process to assure that the wood is coming from the 

intended sources.  The applicable Maine state statute is: 

 

Title 10: COMMERCE AND TRADE 

Part 6: WEIGHTS AND MEASURES 

Chapter 501: WEIGHTS AND MEASURES LAW  

Subchapter 2-A: MEASUREMENT OF WOOD  

§2364-B. Transportation of wood  

1-6  

 

 

F.5:  We certify that all fuels stored at or brought to the Generation Unit will only be 

either Eligible Biomass Fuels or fossil fuels used for co-firing and that Biomass Fuels not 

deemed eligible will not be allowed at the premises of the Generation Unit. 

 

 

F.6:  Recycled Wood Wastes 

 

The only fraction of the planned fuel mix at Bucksport that is considered to be “recycled” 

would be the pallet grindings and these are expressly permitted by the RES Regulations.  

No other recycled materials are planned at this time. 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 2 
 

REDACTED 
 
 
STATE OF MAINE 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION   Docket No. 2011-102 
 
        November 23, 2011 
 
VERSO BUCKSPORT LLC ORDER GRANTING NEW 

RENEWABLE RESOURCE 
Request for Certification for RPS Eligibility  CERTIFICATION 
 
         

WELCH, Chairman; VAFIADES and LITTELL, Commissioners 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
I. SUMMARY   

 

 We grant the Verso Bucksport, LLC biomass facility in Bucksport, Maine (Verso) 
certification as a Class I New Renewable Resource that is eligible to satisfy Maine’s 
new renewable resource portfolio requirement pursuant to Chapter 311, § 3(B) of the 
Commission’s rules.1  This certification is for the renewable biomass generation, as 
specified in this Order, produced by Verso as of September 1, 2011 and thereafter. 
 
II. BACKGROUND 
 
 A. New Renewable Resource Portfolio Requirement   
 
  During its 2007 session, the Legislature enacted an Act To Stimulate 
Demand for Renewable Energy (Act).  P.L. 2007, ch. 403 (codified at 35-A M.R.S.A. 
§ 3210(3-A)). The Act added a mandate that specified percentages of electricity that 
supply Maine’s consumers come from “new” renewable resources.2  Generally, new 
renewable resources are renewable facilities that have an in-service date, resumed 

                                                
1 Commissioner Littell concurs, in part, and dissents, in part, with this Order, but 

agrees with the Commission’s ultimate decision to grant Verso Class I New Renewable 
Resource certification as specified in this Order. 

  
2 Maine’s electric restructuring law, which became effective in March 2000, 

contained a portfolio requirement that mandated that at least 30% of the electricity to 
supply retail customers in the State come from eligible resources, which are either 
renewable or efficient resources.  35-A M.R.S.A. § 3210(3). The Act did not modify this 
30% requirement.   
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operation or were refurbished after September 1, 2005. The percentage requirement 
starts at one percent in 2008 and increases in annual one percent increments to ten 
percent in 2017, unless the Commission suspends the requirement pursuant to the 
provisions of the Act. 
 
  As required by the Act, the Commission modified its portfolio requirement 
rule (Chapter 311) to implement the “new” renewable resource requirement. Order 
Adopting Rule and Statement of Factual and Policy Basis, Docket No. 2007-391 
(Oct. 22, 2007).  The implementing rules designated the “new” renewable resource 
requirement as “Class I”3 and incorporated the resource type, capacity limit, and the 
vintage requirements as specified in the Act. The rules thus state that a new renewable 
resource used to satisfy the Class I portfolio requirement must be of the following types:  
 

 fuel cells; 
 tidal power; 
 solar arrays and installations; 
 wind power installations; 
 geothermal installations; 
 hydroelectric generators that meet all state and federal fish 
 passage requirements; or 
 biomass generators, including generators fueled by landfill gas. 

 
 In addition, except for wind power installations, the generating resource 

must not have a nameplate capacity that exceeds 100 MW.  Finally, the resource must 
satisfy one of four vintage requirements. These are: 
 
  1)  renewable capacity with an in-service date after September 1, 
2005; 
 

2)  renewable capacity that has been added to an existing facility after 
September 1, 2005;  

 
3)  renewable capacity that has not operated for two years or was not 

recognized as a capacity resource by the ISO-NE or the NMISA and has resumed 
operation or has been recognized by the ISO-NE or NMISA after September 1, 2005; or  

 

                                                
3 The “new” renewable resource requirement was designated as Class I because 

the requirement is similar to portfolio requirements in other New England states that are 
referred to as “Class I.”  Maine’s pre-existing “eligible” resource portfolio requirement is 
designated as Class II.    
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4) renewable capacity that has been refurbished after September 1, 
2005, and is operating beyond its useful life or employing an alternate technology that 
significantly increases the efficiency of the generation process.4   

The implementing rules contained in Chapter 311, section 3(B)(4) of the 
Commission’s rules, establish a certification process that requires generators to 
pre-certify facilities as a new renewable resource under the requirements of the rule and 
provides for a Commission determination of resource eligibility on a case-by-case 
basis.5  The rule contains the information that must be included in a petition for 
certification and specifies that the Commission shall provide an opportunity for public 
comment if a petitioner seeks certification under vintage categories 2, 3 and 4.  Finally, 
the rule specifies that the Commission may revoke a certification if there is a material 
change in circumstance that renders the generation facility ineligible as a new 
renewable resource.   

 
B. Petition for Certification    

 
On March 24, 2011, Verso Bucksport, LLC (Verso), a subsidiary of Verso 

Paper Corporation, filed a petition to certify its Biomass Plant located in Bucksport, 
Maine as a Class I New Renewable Resource.  After a protective order was issued by 
the Commission Staff, Verso supplemented its petition with confidential documents on 
March 29, 2011.  The Staff requested additional information and met with Verso 
representatives several times over the course of the proceeding.  Verso responded to 
Staff’s information requests with additional filings on April 27th, June 7th, June 27th, 
September 8th, September 16th, and September 23rd, 2011.  The record in this case 
consists of these filings made by Verso, as well as Staff’s information requests.   
 

According to Verso’s Petition, the Bucksport Biomass Plant is part of the 
larger Bucksport Paper Mill (Mill), a facility containing multiple boilers capable of burning 
various fuels. Verso states that it uses the steam from the boilers to: 1) operate the 
paper production and associated facilities, 2) produce behind-the-meter electricity to 
serve mill load, and 3) export electricity to the grid.  

 
The generation facility at issue in this proceeding is the Bucksport 

Biomass Plant.  The Bucksport Biomass Plant comprises the renewable output of Boiler 
Number 8 (Boiler 8), and the two turbine generators it feeds: Turbine Generator Number 
2 (TG2), a 47 year old turbine with a nameplate capacity of 21 MW, and Turbine 

                                                
4 The 125th Maine State Legislature recently amended 35-A M.R.S.A. § 3210, 

sub-§ 2, B-4, to provide additional guidance on the meaning of the term refurbish.  The 
new language states that “’to refurbish’ means to make an investment in equipment or 
facilities, other than for routine maintenance and repair, to renovate, reequip or restore 
the renewable capacity resource.” P. L. 2011, Ch. 413, § 1. 

 
5 In the Order Adopting Rule at 6, the Commission noted that a request for 

certification can be made at any time so that a ruling can be obtained before a capital 
investment is made in a generation facility.  
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Generator Number 3 (TG3), a 24 year old steam turbine with a nameplate capacity of 
72 MW (collectively referred to as the Bucksport Biomass Plant).  According to Verso’s 
petition, Boiler 8 is a 26 year-old Combustion Engineering VU40 multi-fuel boiler that 
can burn a variety of fuels concurrently, including biomass, sludge, tire derived fuel, #6 
oil, pulverized coal and natural gas. The renewable fuels that Verso presently burns in 
Boiler 8 are biomass that is purchased from an outside source and sludge derived from 
the Bucksport Mill’s papermaking process. Verso also currently burns non-eligible fuels 
in Boiler 8.  Under the current configuration of the Mill, the steam produced by Boiler 8 
(along with the steam from several oil-fired boilers and a natural-gas fired boiler, Boiler 
9) feeds into TG2 and TG3. Steam extractions from those turbines provide steam for the 
Mill’s paper making process. TG3 also has a condenser to help balance steam supply 
and demand.  

 
In its Petition, Verso requests that the Commission certify the Bucksport 

Biomass Plant as a Class I New Renewable Resource.  Verso also requests that the 
Commission prospectively certify Turbine Generator Number 5 (TG5) once the TG5 is 
installed in the Bucksport Biomass Plant upon the completion of the Bucksport 
Renewable Energy Project (BREP) (Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1. Schematic illustrating the Verso Bucksport energy generation facility at the completion of the 
Bucksport Renewable Energy Project. The process flow diagram indicates how steam (as measured in 
kpph) will typically flow from the various boilers to TG2 and TG3, and the new TG5 turbine generator. 
Note that the HRSG Number 9 Boiler is a natural gas fired boiler. 
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In support of its Petition for Certification, Verso states that it has made 
significant refurbishments to Boiler 8 and to TG2 and TG3 to allow them to remain in 
operation beyond their useful lives.  Verso also states that it is currently making 
substantial investments as part of the BREP to improve and increase the Bucksport 
Biomass Plant’s utilization of biomass by changing Boiler 8’s fuel combustion system 
from the existing traveling grate to a suspension firing system as well as adding the new 
25 MW TG5.  The BREP will also include the installation of a new biomass unloading 
and processing system to facilitate the suspension firing.  The Petition states the 
suspension firing system is an alternate technology that has not been deployed in 
Maine at this scale before and that will increase boiler efficiency.  Verso states that the 
BREP will more than double the steam production from Boiler 8 and that nearly 100% of 
this steam will be produced from biomass, much of which will be Verso’s own biomass 
derived from the its wood processing facility.   
 

 As required by our rules, the Commission provided interested persons 
with an opportunity to comment on Verso Petition for Certification. The Commission 
received no comments. 

  
III. DECISION 

 
A. New Renewable Resource Certification 
 

After considering Verso’s Petition and the additional information provided 
by Verso in response to Staff’s questions, we find that Verso’s existing Bucksport 
Biomass Plant has been refurbished pursuant to Chapter 311, section 3(B)(3)(d), and 
therefore qualifies as a Maine Class I New Renewable Resource.  Our decision to grant 
Verso’s Bucksport Biomass Plant Class I certification is based upon our finding that 
Verso has satisfied each of the following elements of Class I New Renewable Resource 
eligibility: (1) Resource Type; (2) Capacity Limit; and (3) Vintage.  Additionally, we find 
that the additional biomass output resulting from Verso’s installation of the new 25 MW 
TG5 is pre-certified as a Maine Class I New Renewable Resource under Chapter 311, 
section 3(B)(3)(b), the additional capacity vintage category. 
 

1. Resource Type 
 

Verso’s petition states that Boiler 8 is a multi-fuel unit that can burn 
a variety of fuels, including biomass, sludge, tire derived fuel, #6 oil, pulverized coal and 
natural gas.  Although Boiler 8 currently burns various Class I eligible and non-eligible 
fuels concurrently, Verso seeks Class I certification for only the portion of the generation 
derived from biomass and sludge.6  Verso also states in its petition that after Boiler 8 is 

                                                
6 Verso stated in its April 27, 2011 Response to Staff requests for additional 

information (Response No. 12) that  that the mill process sludge burned in Boiler 8 is a 
renewable biomass slurry derived from wood and wood byproducts. 
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modified as part of the BREP project, Boiler 8 will normally only burn woody biomass 
and biomass sludge.7   

 
We find that the fuels burned in Boiler 8 for which Verso seeks 

certification are eligible biomass resources under the definition of biomass set forth in 
our Order Adopting Rule 311 in Docket No. 2007-391 and reiterated in our Order 
Granting New Renewable Resource Certification in Docket No. 2008-173.8 
 

2. Capacity Limit 
 

Chapter 311, section 3(B)(2) provides that a new renewable 
resource other than wind must not have a nameplate capacity that exceeds 100 MW.  
The total nameplate capacity of the entire Verso Bucksport mill exceeds this limit. The 
combined total nameplate capacity of TG2, TG3 and TG5 is 115 MW.9   
 

Since section 3(B)(1) defines a new renewable resource as a 
generation facility that generates electricity with the renewable fuels set forth in the rule, 
we consider only the portion of the Bucksport Paper Mill’s nameplate capacity 
attributable to the renewable output, namely the Bucksport Biomass Plant.  Although, as 
discussed in more detail below, the precise amount of generation related to renewable 
fuel varies to some degree depending on the method chosen to calculate RECs, given 
the present and foreseeable projected operations of the Mill, the capacity attributed to 
renewable fuel is substantially below the 100 MW limit under all methods. This is true 
even after addition of TG5. Therefore, we conclude that the Bucksport Biomass Plant 
does not exceed the 100 MW capacity limit set forth in section 3(B)(2) of Chapter 311 of 
the Commission rules.   
  

3. Vintage 
 

Verso seeks certification under the refurbishment prong of the 
vintage criteria contained in Chapter 311, section 3(B)(3)(d).  This refurbishment prong 
is also contained in definition of “New” as applied to any renewable capacity resource in 
Title 35-A, section 3210(2)(B-4) of the Maine Revised Statutes (Renewable Resources 

                                                
7 Verso stated in its September 8, 2011 filing in response to Staff questions that 

the Verso Bucksport Biomass Plant will burn [REDACTED] tons of eligible biomass 
post-BREP. 

8 In the Commission’s October 27, 2007 Order Adopting Rule and Statement of 
Factual and Policy Basis (Docket No. 2007-397), the Commission concluded that, 
“without further legislative direction and in light of the unqualified statutory term 
“biomass,” the Commission would adopt a relatively broad definition that includes all 
fuel derived from wood and wood byproducts (along with other organic sources).” 

 
9
 The Verso Mill also has additional capacity above the 115 MW that does not 

take steam from Boiler 8 and is, therefore, not part of the Bucksport Biomass Plant.  
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Statute).  The refurbishment prong defines a new renewable resource as a generation 
facility that:     
 

Has been refurbished after September 1, 2005 and is operating 
beyond its previous useful life or is employing an alternate 
technology that significantly increases the efficiency of the 
generation process. 

This is a two part test that requires the Commission to first 
determine whether the facility has been “refurbished,” and then to determine whether 
the facility is operating beyond its previous useful life or employing an alternate 
technology that significantly increases the efficiency of the generation process.    

 
Neither Chapter 311 of Commission’s rules, nor the Renewable 

Resources Statute, specifically define what is meant by refurbishment.  Therefore, the 
Commission addresses the question of whether a refurbishment has occurred on a 
case-by-case basis taking into account the legislative purposes underlying the 
renewable resource portfolio requirement in the statute.10 

 
The Commission’s practice in assessing whether a generation 

facility has been refurbished is to examine the condition of the facility prior to the 
expenditures, the amount of the expenditures made by the Petitioner after September 1, 
2005, and the nature of the expenditures to determine whether they appear to be 
related to routine maintenance and repair, or a more long-term capital investment.  No 
single factor is determinative.  Instead, the Commission examines the collection of 
factors and determines whether the bulk of available information weighs in favor of or 
against a finding of refurbishment. 

  
In its Petition, Verso states that it has refurbished Boiler 8, TG2 and 

TG3.  In support of its contention, Verso provided a list of the investments that it made 
to each component of the facility since September 1, 2005, as well as the projected 
investments to complete the BREP.  Verso made significant capitalized upgrades to 
TG2 in 2008, wherein the turbine rotor and governor were replaced. These investments 
combined with other capital investments made in Boiler 8 and TG2 and TG3 from 
September 1, 2005, through September 1, 2011, in their entirety, support a finding of 
refurbishment of the Bucksport Biomass Plant.  Additionally, there is little question that 
the plant modifications associated with the BREP, including outfitting the Boiler 8 with a 
suspension firing system and the overhaul of the biomass handling system, taken 

                                                
10 As discussed above in footnote 3, the Legislature recently revised the 

Renewable Resources Statute, 35-A M.R.S.A. § 3210(2)(B-4), to add language 
clarifying the term “refurbish.”  Although this revision may not apply to Verso’s petition 
because the revised language became effective in September 2011, more than five 
months after Verso filed its petition for certification, the new language merely makes 
explicit the Commission’s existing practice of disregarding investments made for routine 
maintenance and repair when looking at whether a facility has been refurbished.  
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together constitute refurbishment in light of the magnitude and nature of the 
improvements.    

 
In addition to the nature of the capital investments, the amount of 

the expenditures made by Verso also supports a finding of refurbishment.  As of 
September 1, 2011, Verso had made more than $5.5 million in capitalized investments 
in Boiler 8, TG2 and TG3.  In addition, although it is not operational yet, Verso has 
invested over $3 million in the biomass handling equipment as part of the BREP.   
These capitalized upgrades represent more than a 100% increase in the net book value 
of the facility.11  And finally, Verso’s capitalized investments in the Bucksport Biomass 
Plant relative to the acquired value of the Plant are greater than 50%.12  

 
In light of the significant level of Verso’s capitalized expenditures 

combined with the nature of those expenditures, the majority of which are for the 
purpose of renovating and reequipping the facility to burn 100% Verso generated 
biomass, we find that the Bucksport Biomass Plant has been refurbished as of 
September 1, 2011.13   

 
To qualify as new under section 3(B)(3)(d), Verso must also 

establish that the Bucksport Biomass Plant is operating beyond its previous useful life or 
is employing an alternate technology that significantly increases the efficiency of the 
generation process. 
 

The Bucksport Biomass Plant presently comprises the 26 year old 
Boiler 8 that feeds TG2 and TG3, which are 47 years old and 24 years old, respectively. 
In its Petition, Verso stated that the useful life of all of these assets is 20 years.  In 

                                                
11 Additionally, Verso’s capitalized investments in the Bucksport Biomass Plant 

divided by the nameplate capacity of the Bucksport Biomass Plant reveals an 
investment ratio of more than $200 per kW, which is substantial.   

 
12

 It can be difficult to directly compare investment levels on a percent of plant 

value basis because available plant values are often not expressed in a manner that is 
directly comparable.  However, we note that the capital investments made by Sappi in 
its Westbrook biomass facility constituted approximately 45% of Sappi’s reported 
Westbrook facility value.  The Commission found that these expenditures constituted a 
refurbishment of the facility.  S.D. Warren Company d/b/a Sappi Fine Paper North 
America, Docket No. 2009-395, Order Granting New Renewable Resource Certification 
(January 5, 2010).  

 

 
13  Based on the information submitted by Verso concerning the timing of its 

investments, we conclude that the refurbishment had been completed as of September 
1, 2011.  We reach no conclusion concerning whether the timing of the investment 
would support an earlier date, but note that the additional investments made during 
2011 were material to our decision. 
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support of this contention, Verso provided an affidavit by Paul Mercer, a Professor at 
Maine Maritime Academy that established that major refurbishments are needed to 
allow Boiler 8, TG2 and TG3 to continue to operate beyond twenty years.  Professor 
Mercer also stated that, but for the refurbishments that Verso performed since 
September 1, 2005, these units would not be operating today and each of these energy 
assets is now operating beyond its previous useful life solely as a result of Verso’s 
refurbishments.14  Based upon this evidence as a whole, we find that the Bucksport 
Biomass Plant is operating beyond its previous useful life.15 
   
   Although the finding of operation beyond useful life is sufficient to 
qualify the facility as a new Class I Maine renewable resource, we note that the 
Bucksport Biomass Plant likely qualifies as a new renewable resource under the second 
prong of the refurbishment vintage category that requires that the generation facility 
employ an alternate technology that significantly increases the efficiency of the 
generation process.16   In its Petition and responses to Staff questions, Verso 
represented that the suspension firing technology that Verso is installing in Boiler 8 as 
part of the first phase of the BREP has not been deployed in any other biomass 
generation facility in New England at this scale before. Verso also stated that this 
alternate technology will improve biomass combustion efficiency, increasing boiler 
efficiency from approximately 64% to approximately 69% (an 8% relative increase). 
Finally, Verso stated that the steam exiting Boiler No. 8 will be at a higher temperature, 
providing approximately 1% of additional efficiency in the generators.   Given that we 
have already determined that the Bucksport Biomass Plant meets the refurbishment 
standard, it is not necessary to make a finding as to whether these improvements would 

                                                
14 For tax depreciation purposes, the IRS suggests that steam and electrical 

generation systems have a useful life of 22 years.  See IRS Publication 946, Appendix 
B (Asset class 00.4 – Industrial Steam and Electrical Generation and/or Distribution 
Systems), which can be found at the following link: http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-
pdf/p946.pdf.  

 
15 Commissioner Littell does not join in this finding that Boiler 8 is operating 

beyond its useful life. See Commissioner Littell’s concurrence, in part, and dissent, in 
part, at page 13 of this Order. 
 

16 Because Commissioner Vafiades and Chairman Welch agree that the first 
prong of the test is met (the useful life prong), the discussion in this majority opinion 
concerning whether the second prong (alternative technology) may also be met does 
not, properly speaking, reflect any conclusion by the Commission on that second prong.  
Commissioner Vafiades does not agree that Verso satisfied its burden to establish that 
the suspension firing technology is an alternative technology, and believes that the 
Commission does not need to reach this issue given its finding that the Verso Bucksport 
Biomass Plant is operating beyond its previous useful life.  As noted in his concurring 
opinion, Commissioner Littell believes that the second prong has been met (though not 
the first), and concurs in the result on that ground.  Chairman Welch believes that it is 
likely that the second prong of the test has been met based on the facts as presented, 
but did not base his ultimate conclusion on that belief.  
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meet the “alternative technology” test.  However, we find it likely that these 
improvements would have met this standard as well.  
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  4. Additional Capacity 
 

Verso’s petition states that TG5, the new 25 MW turbine, will be 
installed as part of the BREP by the end of 2012.  The output of this turbine derived 
from biomass and mill process sludge burned in Boiler 8 is eligible as a Maine Class I 
New Renewable Resource under Chapter 311, section 3(B)(3)(b) because TG5 has 
been added to an existing facility after September 1, 2005. 
 
 B. Methodology for Calculating RECs 
 
  There are various methods available to us that provide a reasonable 
approach to calculating the REC output of a multifuel facility where different Class I 
eligible and ineligible fuel types are fired simultaneously.  Verso has proposed a 
complex method for calculating REC output. This method, which is referred to as the 
Verso Method, treats the steam from Boiler 8 as incremental to Verso’s process steam 
requirements and, therefore, assumes that this incremental Boiler 8 steam exits via the 
condenser outlet in TG3 under most operating conditions.  Under the Verso method, the 
steam which exits this condenser outlet is assumed to produce more generation per klb 
than the steam exiting at the other turbine outlets.  Accordingly, the Verso Method is 
highly dependent upon how the plant is actually operated, as well as critical 
assumptions that Boiler 8’s steam is incremental, and the generation factor assumed for 
the condenser-outlet steam.17  Additionally, verification of the steam flows through the 
TG3 condenser is essential to confirming the calculations for Class I REC production. 
  

An alternative method for calculating REC production is to determine the 
qualifying MWh output of RECs prorating the total output of TG2, TG3 and TG5 in each 
hour by the proportion of steam produced by Class I eligible fuel inputs from Boiler 8 
relative to the total steam produced by other fuels (in Boiler 8 as well as the other 
boilers that feed TG2, TG3 and TG5) (the Proportional Method). The advantage of this 
approach is that it is less complex, requires less steam metering and verification, and it 
does not depend directly on operational decisions regarding steam extractions or a pre-
determined production factor for the condenser outlet. These factors improve the 
calculations’ simplicity, objectivity and replicability, which enables others who have not 
been involved in this proceeding and who are less familiar with the Bucksport Biomass 
Plant to more easily understand and verify the calculation.  
 

Although the Verso Method may be a reasonable method of calculating 
Class I REC production, given its complexity, we are not able to find that Verso has 
satisfied its burden to show that this method of calculation is the most appropriate 
method to use, particularly as we may be called to apply a similar approach to other 

                                                
17 Verso’s Method assumes a constant factor of 0.125 MW for every klb of steam 

that exits at the TG3 condenser outlet. 
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plants in the future.18  Therefore, we certify Verso’s Bucksport Biomass Plant using the 
Proportional Method, which is calculated on an hourly basis using the following formula:  

  
QF * (S8 / ST) * (G2 + G3 + G5) = RECs     

 
Where, 
 
   QF = (F1 + F2) / (F1+F2 +F3 + F4 + F5 + F6)    
 
And, 
 
   ST = (S5 + S6 + S7 + S8 + S9)      
 
And as defined by, 
 
RECs = Maine Class I Renewable Energy Credits 
QF = Qualifying Fraction 
ST = Total steam production in klbs 
 
G2 = Metered electrical production of Generator #2 in MWh 
G3 = Metered electrical production of Generator #3 in MWh 
G5 = Metered electrical production of Generator #5 in MWh 
 
S5 = Metered Boiler #5 steam production in klbs 
S6 = Metered Boiler #6 steam production in klbs 
S7 = Metered Boiler #7 steam production in klbs 
S8 = Metered Boiler #8 steam production in klbs 
S9 = Metered Boiler #9 steam production in klbs 
 
F1 = Biomass fuel input to Boiler #8 in total mmbtus  
F2 = Sludge fuel input to Boiler #8 in total mmbtus 
F3 = Natural Gas fuel input to Boiler #8 in total mmbtus 
F4 = #6 Oil fuel input to Boiler #8 in total mmbtus 
F5 = Tire Derived fuel input to Boiler #8 in total mmbtus 
F6 = Coal fuel input to Boiler #8 in total mmbtus 
 

The Proportional Method will be employed to calculate the REC 
production from the Bucksport Biomass Plant until such time as the Commission 
determines that another method of calculation may be more appropriate based upon 
subsequent filings by Verso.  We invite Verso to file a supplemental petition that 
explains the Verso Method, provides supporting documentation for the assumptions that 
form the basis of the Verso Method, and demonstrates that the alternative method is 
appropriate, objective and verifiable.  Any such filing should include an explanation of 
how the Commission can ensure that the operation of the facility is consistent with the 

                                                

 18 Chairman Welch would have supported a decision to allow the Verso Method. 
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assumptions that would underlie the use of the Verso Method or similar “incremental” 
approach.   

 
Therefore, for the reasons stated above, and in accordance with the 

Proportional REC calculation method outlined above, we grant certification of the Verso 
Bucksport biomass facility as a Class I new renewable resource eligible to satisfy 
Maine’s new renewable resource portfolio requirement pursuant to Chapter 311, § 3(B) 
of the Commission rules. 

 
To the extent that any of the Class I RECs are for behind-the-meter 

generation, we conclude that Verso must retain GIS certificates or otherwise obtain GIS 
certificates necessary to satisfy Maine’s RPS (both the original 30% and the “new” 
requirement) for that portion of its load that is served by the facility.  See Lincoln Paper 
and Tissue, LLC, Request for Certification for RPS Eligibility, Docket No. 2008-173, 
Order Granting New Renewable Resource Certification at 8 (January 27, 2009).  Verso 
shall submit to the Commission an annual report by July 1st of each year that 
demonstrates compliance with this requirement.    

 
Accordingly, we 
 

ORDER 
 

1. That the existing Bucksport Biomass Plant is certified as a Maine Class I New 
Renewable Resource as of September 1, 2011; 

 
2. That the additional renewable output enabled by the addition of the 25 MW TG5 

is pre-certified as a Maine Class I New Renewable Resource; 
 
3. That Verso Bucksport LLC file documentation at the time of completion of the 

Bucksport Renewable Energy Project that, among other relevant information 
signifying the completion of the project, includes an itemized list of the individual 
components of the Bucksport Renewable Energy Project, the completion dates of 
those components, and identifies any BREP components submitted in previous 
filings with the Commission in this proceeding that were not implemented as part 
of the BREP; 

 
4. That the calculation of qualifying RECs employ the Proportional Method outlined 

in the body of this Order without prejudice with respect to the Commission’s 
future consideration of other calculation methods for RECs; 

 
5. That Verso Bucksport LLC, on an annual basis beginning on December 31, 

2012, shall file with the Commission an independent audit report verifying the 
calculation of the RECs including, but not limited to, verification of the quantity 
and mmbtu content of all fuel inputs F1-6 utilized in the Proportional Method REC 
calculation as well as the accuracy of the steam metering and electrical 
generation equipment associated with Boiler 8, and TG2, TG3 and TG5.  
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6. That Verso Bucksport LLC shall submit a report to the Commission by July 1st of 
each year that demonstrates compliance with the requirement that it retain GIS 
certificates or otherwise obtain GIS certificates necessary to satisfy Maine’s 
portfolio requirements for that portion of its load that is served by the certified 
biomass facility; and 

 
7. That Verso Bucksport LLC shall provide timely notice to the Commission of any 

material change in the operation of the facility, including the type of fuel used in 
the generation process, from that described in the submissions filed by Verso in 
this proceeding.   

   
 Dated at Hallowell, Maine, this 23rd day of November, 2011. 

 
BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION 

 
 

_______________________________ 
Karen Geraghty 

Administrative Director 
 
 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS VOTING FOR: Welch 
  Vafiades 
  Littell:  Concurring in part and dissenting  
   In part.  See attached Opinion. 
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CONCURRENCE, IN PART, AND DISSENT, IN PART, OF COMMISSIONER LITTELL 
 
            I am unable to conclude that Boiler 8 is operating beyond its useful life. 
 Nonetheless, I concur in the decision that entire Verso Biomass Project satisfies the 
overall refurbishment test based on the fact that the suspension firing system installed 
in Boiler 8 is an alternative technology that Verso’s engineers attest will result in a 
significant increase in steam production from Boiler 8, and electricity production from 
turbinesTG2 and TG3 and the new TG5.  I join in the opinion fully regarding the 
conclusion that the alternative technology that will significantly increase the efficiency of 
the generation process is met. 
 

The use of the present tense in the statute requiring that the resource “is operating 
beyond its useful life” compels a close examination of this criteria. The information 
provided by the Petitioner here would not support a finding that the pre-modification 
configuration of Boiler 8 was inferior in any regard to other multi-fuel boilers or other 
industrial boilers.  With routine and regular maintenance, the useful life of a boiler can well 
exceed the 26 years of Boiler 8.19  In the case of Sappi’s renewable resource certification, 

the boiler had been in operation for 29 years at the time the Commission concluded it was 
in operation beyond its useful life.20  While there is no magical number applicable to all 
industrial boilers, nor subcategories such as multi-fuel boilers, I observe that with routine 
and regular maintenance, the life of a boiler can well exceed even the 29 years in the 
Sappi case, though I do not question the outcome of the Sappi certification   

 
National studies indicate that the bulk of industrial boilers in operation are older 

than 30 years.  An Oak Ridge National Laboratory-commissioned study suggests that 
approximately 50 percent of the U.S. boiler fleet is more than 40 years old and more than 
75 percent of the U.S. boiler fleet is greater than 30 years old.21  Maine has its share of 
older industrial boilers, and I did not find the affidavit submitted by Professor Mercer on 
behalf of Verso convincing, as it did not address why Verso’s Boiler 8 has a purported 
shorter useful life than other industrial boilers in Maine, or in the U.S. for that matter. 

 
Further, because the Renewable Portfolio Standards, particularly for Class I New 

Renewable Resources, are intended to encourage investments within Maine in new 
renewable electrical generation facilities, I am reluctant to find that a boiler that is little 
more than 25 years old is operating beyond its previous useful life.  Although this 

                                                
19 “The useful life of a power plant is probably closer to 30 years, and this must 

be considered in making the investment commitment.” Ralph L. Vandagriff, Practical 
Guide to Industrial Boiler Systems, Chapter 1 at 4 (CRC Press, 2001). 
 

20 S.D. Warren Company d/b/a Sappi Fine Paper North America Request for 
Certification for RPS Eligibility, Docket No. 2009-395, Order Granting New Renewable 
Resource Certification (January 5, 2010). 

 
21 Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Characterization of the U.S. Industrial 

Commercial Boiler Population (May 2005), located at 
http://www.cibo.org/pubs/industrialboilerpopulationanalysis.pdf. 

http://www.cibo.org/pubs/industrialboilerpopulationanalysis.pdf
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Commission came to a different conclusion regarding the renewable generation facilities in 
the Covanta cases, which contained boilers that were similar in age to the Bucksport 
Biomass Plant Boiler 8, upon consideration of the available information on this specific 
issue which was not part of the disposition of the Covanta cases, I now believe that 
statement in dicta regarding those facilities operating beyond their previous useful lives 
may have been incorrect.22 

 

 Nonetheless, given the significant increase in efficiency accomplished by these 
Verso investments in advanced biomass combustion and handling technologies, I 
readily agree that the efficiency improvements criteria for a qualifying refurbishment is 
satisfied as set forth in the Commission decision above.  Therefore, I concur in the 
conclusion that these Boiler and generator modifications and additions are a sufficient 
investment in upgrading Verso’s power generation plant to satisfy the refurbishment 
standard under the improvements in efficiency prong and qualify for approval as a 
Maine Class I New Renewable Resource.  

                                                
 

22 I note this would not change the Commission’s decision in the Covanta cases 
because the Commission found in the Covanta cases that the Jonesport and West 
Enfield renewable generation facilities did not satisfy the standard for refurbishment.  
Covanta Energy Request for RPS Eligibility, Docket Nos. 2010-189 and 2010-210, 
Order Denying New Renewable Resource Certification (November 12, 2010).  
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NOTICE OF RIGHTS TO REVIEW OR APPEAL 
 
 5 M.R.S.A. § 9061 requires the Public Utilities Commission to give each party to 
an adjudicatory proceeding written notice of the party's rights to review or appeal of its 
decision made at the conclusion of the adjudicatory proceeding.  The methods of review 
or appeal of PUC decisions at the conclusion of an adjudicatory proceeding are as 
follows: 
 
 1. Reconsideration of the Commission's Order may be requested under 

Section 1004 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (65-407 
C.M.R.110) within 20 days of the date of the Order by filing a petition with the 
Commission stating the grounds upon which reconsideration is sought.   

 
 2. Appeal of a final decision of the Commission may be taken to the Law 

Court by filing, within 21 days of the date of the Order, a Notice of Appeal with 
the Administrative Director of the Commission, pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. § 
1320(1)-(4) and the Maine Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

 
 3. Additional court review of constitutional issues or issues involving the 

justness or reasonableness of rates may be had by the filing of an appeal with 
the Law Court, pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. § 1320(5). 

 
Note: The attachment of this Notice to a document does not indicate the Commission's 

view that the particular document may be subject to review or appeal.  Similarly, 
the failure of the Commission to attach a copy of this Notice to a document does 
not indicate the Commission's view that the document is not subject to review or 
appeal. 

 
 
























































