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Introduction

The 2016 Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventory quantifies the amount of greenhouse gases
released from college-related activities between June 1, 2015 and May 31, 2016. This report is

Skidmore’s fourth GHG inventory and serves as a point of comparison to our 2000 baseline






6. Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6).

Numbers 4, 5, and 6 are generically called fluorinated gases, which arise from chemical
processes, and are used in a variety of substitutes for previously identified ozone-depleting
substances. These are typically emitted in small quantities, but they are potent GHG's. Various



Scope 1. Direct emissions
that are owned and
controlled by the College

Consumption of fuels in
vehicles and ground
equipment, boilers, furnaces,
space conditioning, water
heating, production heating
Intentional or unintentional
leakage of refrigerants and
other GHG’s (fugitive
emissions)

Production of chemical
emissions

Release of GHG’s from
livestock, crop husbandry, and
grounds-keeping



Combustion of Gasoline



Student travel to and from home to
Skidmore

Commuting survey results were extrapolated to create an
emission average for the student population

Study abroad travel

Office of Off-Campus Study & Exchanges reports

Solid waste

Waste hauler bills

Waste water

City water bills

Paper use

Vendor bills

Scope 3 emissions are an optional reporting category; extrapolation of some data to make

estimates for the community was required.

In October 2017, 32% of Skidmore faculty and staff and about 15% of students completed the
Greenhouse Gas Inventory Commuting and Travel Survey, which meets the Greenhouse Gas
Protocol standards for data extrapolation. The survey was created to collect not only driving

distances, but also commuting and travel habits. Since our




Scope 1 and 2 Emissions

On-Campus Stationary |, 4.852.26
Purchased Electricity I, 4.206.14

Direct Transportation [Jl| 206.26
Refrigerants & Chemicals [Jjij 239.91

Fertilizer & Animals | 41.49
Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

Figure Il. This graph depicts scope 1 and 2 emissions by source.

Scope 3 Emissions

Commuting GGG 1,868.64
Directly Financed Outsourced Travel m 118.84
Study Abroad Air Travel I 1,678.46
Student Travel to/from Home I £4,396.96
Solid Waste m 137.95
Wastewater | 19.19
Paper Purchasing m 130.20
T&D Losses mmm 330.84
Compost  -1.76

Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

Figure I11. This graph depicts scope 3 emissions by source.
Discussion

There is an uneven distribution between scope one, two, and three emissions for the first time
since Skidmore began reporting its GHG emissions: 28, 22, and 50 percent, respectively. This
was caused by changes in the College’s electricity generation mix, new scope two reporting
methodology, and a more comprehensive analysis of scope three emission sources. This is also
the first GHG inventory to include the College’s two-megawatt solar array and Chittenden
Falls hydroelectric project. These renewable energy projects have contributed to a significant
reduction in scope two GHG emissions.

Scope two reporting protocols have changed since Skidmore conducted its last GHG inventory.
After careful consideration, Skidmore chose to use the market-based methodology to measure
scope two emissions rather than the location-based method that we have used in the past.
There are two significant differences between the methodologies. First, the market-based
methodology uses different residual GHG factors when calculating emissions from grid-
purchased electricity. Rather than using eGrid residual factors from the EPA’s eGrid program,
the market-based reporting method calculates residual factors at the North American Energy



Reliability Corporation (NERC) regional level. NERC regions are more aggregated than eGrid
regions, and this change resulted in a higher residual GHG factor for Skidmore’s purchased
electricity. Second, the market-based approach allows institutions to include REC purchases
and grid-tied renewable energy purchases (e.g., our 2-MW solar array and small-hydro
projects) when measuring scope two emissions. This is unlike the location-based methodology,
which prohibits organizations from including institutional renewable energy projects and REC
purchases. Skidmore plans to increase the amount of renewable energy in our electricity
portfolio, and therefore it is reasonable to use the market-based approach which will allow us
to include any future renewable energy projects catalyzed by the institution.

Our scope three analysis includes a broader set of emission sources than previous reports. It is
important to recognize the distinct difference between scope one and two emissions compared
to scope three. Our scope one and two data came from highly accurate utility bills, whereas
scope three data came from a variety of sources with varying degrees of accuracy.
Nevertheless, we have stronger confidence in the accuracy of certain scope three emissions
including air travel from Off-Campus Studies and Exchanges, faculty/staff air travel from our
travel agency, chartered bus travel and athletic air travel, waste generation, paper
consumption



Figure IV. This chart illustrates



methodologies

10



Definitions:

Greenhouse Gas / Gases (GHG) —Atmospheric gases, such as carbon dioxide and methane,
that affect the Earth’s average temperature by trapping infrared radiation (heat) in the
atmosphere.

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CDE) -All greenhouse gases (six including carbon dioxide) have
a scientific equivalency to carbon dioxide; this unit is also expressed as equivalent carbon
dioxide (ECO2)

Tonnes -Metric tons (2,205 pounds), the standard for reporting GHG emissions, shorthanded
as MTCDE (metric tonnes of CDE) and MMTCDE (million tonnes CDE) for larger entities.

Tons —A US standard of weight (2,000 pounds), sometimes called a “short ton” to note the
difference with a metric tonne (2,205l1bs)

Kg -Kilograms (2.2 Ibs. per Kg), the standard for reporting small quantities of emissions, there
are 1,000 Kg per metric tonne
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