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06-Apr-93 

Environmental Budget: Major Items 
(changes to baseline) 

(dollars in millions) 

A Stimulus 1993 BA 
Watershed Projects (USDA) 47 
Enhanced Natural Resource Protection (USDA/Forest Service) 188 
Rural Water/Wastewater Loans and Grants (USDA) 348 
Increase Weatherization Grants (DOE) 47 
Schools and Hospitals Weatherization (DOE) 19 
Federal Alternative-Fuel Vehicle Acquisition (DOE) 28 
Enhanced Natural Resource Protection (Interior) 349 
Historic Preservation Repair and Maintenance (Interior) 23 
Watershed Resource Restoration Grants (EPA) 47 
"Green" Programs (EPA) 23 
Wastewater State Revolving Funds (EPA) 845 
Federal Buildings Energy Efficiency (multi-agency) 19 

TOTAL Stimulus (budget authority) 1.983 

//. Investment 1994 BA 
Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (EPA) 599 
Clean Water State Revolving Funds (EPA) 1,19a-
Wastewater Grants to Cities with Extraordinary Needs (EPA) 100 
Safety of Dams on Indian Reservations (Interior) 18 
Water Resources Development (Army Corps of Engineers) 96 
Watershed Resource Restoration (EPA) 30 
Defense Environmental Cleanup and Compliance (DOD) 1,400 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (DOE) 481 
Forests for the Future (USDA) 30 
Weather Service Modernization (NOAA) 217 
Environmental Technology (EPA) 36 
"Green" Programs (EPA) 15 
Natural Res. Protection & Env. Infrastructure (Interior/USDA) 252 
Tree Planting Initiative (USDA/SBA) 41 
National Research Initiative (USDA) 30 



06-Apr-93 

Environmental Budget: Major Items 
(changes to baseline) 

(dollars in millions) 

II. Investment (continued) 1994 BA 
Forestry Research Initiative (USDA) 20 
Rural Water/Wastewater Loans and Grants (USDA) 172 
Federal Alternative-Fuel Vehicle Acquisition (DOE) 18 
Energy Efficiency in Federal Buildings (multi-agency) 94 
Increase Weatherization Grants (DOE) 60 
Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy Programs (DOE) 120 
Natural Gas R&D: Emphasize Utilization (DOE) 14 
U.S. Global Change Research Program (multi-agency) 133 
Wetlands Reserve Program (USDA) _:z 

TOTAL Investment (budget authority) 5,174 

III. Savings 1997 Outlays 
Complete Wastewater Treatment Grants Authorization (EPA) 1,947 
Reduce Construction Funding for Water Projects (Interior/Army) 92 

* Phaseout Below-Cost Timber Sales (Forest Service) 28 
Increase Private Sector Superfund Financing (EPA) 109 
Phase-in Increased Inland Waterway User Fees (Army) 460 

* Increase Grazing Fees (Interior/USDA) 35 
implement a Federal Irrigation Water Surcharge (Interior) 1 5 

* Hardrock Mining Royalties (Interior) 277 
Hardrock Mining Holding Fees (Interior) 80 

TOTAL Savings (outlays) 3,043 

IV. Revenue 1997 Revenue 
introduce a Broad-Based Energy Tax 22,147 

V. Other 1994 BA 
DOI Federal Land Acquisition (LWCF) -77 

* Not in the reconciliation package, but will be either implemented administratively (below-
cost timber and grazing fees) or through comprehensive legislation (hardrock royalties). 



R e v i s e d 
A p r i l 6, 1993 

Environmental Budget: Major Items 
(changes to baseline) 

I. Stimulus 

Watershed P r o j e c t s (USDA) — ($47M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would provide an a d d i t i o n a l $47 m i l l i o n i n FY 1993 t o help reduce a 
backlog of S o i l Conservation Service (SCS) emergency watershed p r o j e c t s t h a t are 
c u r r e n t l y e l i g i b l e f o r Federal assistance. These p r o j e c t s address l o c a l watershed 
problems caused by s o i l erosion, sedimentation, and f l o o d damage. SCS p r o j e c t s may 
also improve water q u a l i t y and supply i n r u r a l areas. 

Enhanced N a t u r a l Resource P r o t e c t i o n fUSDA/Forest Service) — ($188M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would provide $188 m i l l i o n i n FY 1993 t o p r o t e c t and r e h a b i l i t a t e 
America's i n v e n t o r y of n a t u r a l and r u r a l assets, r e s t o r e f a c i l i t i e s t h a t p r o t e c t 
these resources, and improve p u b l i c access t o them. This funding would complete the 
in v e n t o r y of ready-to-go resource p r o t e c t i o n p r o j e c t s , f a c i l i t y maintenance, 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n and c o n s t r u c t i o n , and other s i m i l a r p r o j e c t s t h a t s t i m u l a t e economic 
growth and employment i n r u r a l areas. 

Rural Water/Wastewater Loans and Grants (USDA) — ($348M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would increase the Rural Development A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s FY 1993 loan 
a u t h o r i t y from $600 m i l l i o n t o $1.1 b i l l i o n and i t s grant a u t h o r i t y from $390 m i l l i o n 
t o $672. To comply w i t h clean water standards set by EPA, r u r a l America's water and 
wastewater needs t o t a l roughly $10 b i l l i o n by the year 2000. Often many small, poor, 
r u r a l communities are unable t o meet these clean water and wastewater standards 
w i t h o u t Federal assistance. 



Increase Weatherization Assistance Program (DOE) — ($47M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would increase funds by $47 m i l l i o n i n FY 1993 BA t o States t o help pay 
f o r home w e a t h e r i z a t i o n improvements f o r low-income c i t i z e n s . Matching funds ( a t 
l e a s t 1:1) w i l l be r e q u i r e d from States or u t i l i t i e s . This w i l l encourage State 
w e a t h e r i z a t i o n programs t o take advantage of u t i l i t i e s ' demand-side management 
(rebate and discount) programs, and ensure t h a t the funds go t o States t h a t 
demonstrate a s e r i o u s commitment t o low-income w e a t h e r i z a t i o n a c t i v i t i e s . 

Schools and H o s p i t a l s Weatherization (DOE) — ($19M i n 1993 BA) 

The I n s t i t u t i o n a l Conservation Program provides formula grants t o States f o r 
w e a t h e r i z a t i o n and other e n e r g y - e f f i c i e n c y improvements a t p u b l i c i n s t i t u t i o n s , such 
as schools and h o s p i t a l s . A small amount of matching funding i s c u r r e n t l y r e q u i r e d 
i n the program — about 2 0 pereent. This proposal would provide a one-time 
supplement t o the I n s t i t u t i o n a l Conservation Program t o r a i s e the a v a i l a b l e funding 
d u r i n g FY 1993 from $28 m i l l i o n t o $47 m i l l i o n , an increase of $19 m i l l i o n . 

Federal A l t e r n a t i v e - F u e l Vehicle A c q u i s i t i o n (DOE) — ($28M i n 1993 BA) 

The Energy P o l i c y Act of 1992 mandates the a c q u i s i t i o n of i n c r e a s i n g numbers of 
a l t e r n a t i v e - f u e l e d v e h i c l e s , reaching 3 3 percent of new l i g h t - d u t y v e h i c l e purchases 
i n FY 1997 and 75 percent i n FY 1999. This i n i t i a t i v e would provide $28 m i l l i o n i n 
FY 1993 f o r the a c q u i s i t i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e - f u e l e d v e h i c l e s . This expands upon the 
A l t e r n a t i v e Motor Fuels (AMFA) purchases c u r r e n t l y funded by a p p r o p r i a t i o n s t o the 
Department of Energy. DOE pays the e x t r a cost of a l t e r n a t i v e f u e l v e h i c l e s over the 
normal cost of the same v e h i c l e i n a c o n v e n t i o n a l - f u e l design. Any agency t h a t 
purchases Federal f l e e t v e h i c l e s (e.g., DOD, GSA) i s e l i g i b l e t o receive such 
assistance. 

Enhanced N a t u r a l Resource P r o t e c t i o n ( I n t e r i o r ) — ($349M i n 1993) 

This proposal would p r o t e c t and r e h a b i l i t a t e America's i n v e n t o r y of n a t u r a l and 
c u l t u r a l assets, r e s t o r e the f a c i l i t i e s t h a t p r o t e c t these resources, and improve 
p u b l i c access t o them. This funding would complete the i n v e n t o r y of ready-to-go 



resource p r o t e c t i o n p r o j e c t s , f a c i l i t y maintenance, r e h a b i l i t a t i o n and c o n s t r u c t i o n 
and other s i m i l a r p r o j e c t s t h a t s t i m u l a t e economic growth and employment i n r u r a l and 
urban areas. The work would be located a t resource areas managed by the Department 
of the I n t e r i o r ( N a t i o n a l Park Service, Fish and W i l d l i f e Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, and Bureau of In d i a n A f f a i r s ) . Funds would supplement e x i s t i n g National 
Park Service o p e r a t i n g programs such t h a t f a c i l i t i e s or services p r e v i o u s l y scheduled 
t o be closed i n 1993 would remain open. 

H i s t o r i c P r e servation Repair and Maintenance ( I n t e r i o r ) — ($23M i n 1993 BA) 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n proposes $23 m i l l i o n t o fund a backlog of b r i c k and mortar 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n p r o j e c t s , emergency surveys, engineering r e p o r t s , and deferred 
maintenance a t N a t i o n a l T r u s t f o r H i s t o r i c Preservation Museum p r o p e r t i e s across the 
Nation, and other p r i o r i t y State and t r i b a l p r o j e c t s . 

Watershed Resource R e s t o r a t i o n Grants (EPA) — ($47M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would supplement c u r r e n t funding w i t h an a d d i t i o n a l $47 m i l l i o n f o r 
non-point source grants under Section 319 of the Clean Water Act. Non-point source 
p o l l u t i o n , such as r u n o f f from farms, mining s i t e s and c i t y s t r e e t s , i s now the 
l a r g e s t cause of p o l l u t i o n i n our Nation's waters. Reductions i n non-point source 
p o l l u t i o n would help r e s t o r e watersheds and e s t u a r i e s , leading t o increased numbers 
of f i s h and other aquatic l i f e , and improving f i s h i n g and r e c r e a t i o n a l o p p o r t u n i t i e s 
i n urban, suburban, and r u r a l areas. 

"Green" Programs fEPA) — ($23M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would expand EPA's v o l u n t a r y "Green" programs by $23 m i l l i o n i n FY 1993 
over the c u r r e n t $8 m i l l i o n funding l e v e l . During the past two years, EPA launched 
i t s "Green L i g h t s " program t o encourage Fortune 500 companies t o convert p r o f i t a b l y 
i n t o more e n e r g y - e f f i c i e n t l i g h t i n g , which w i l l reduce e l e c t r i c i t y generation and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. These programs can be expanded t o include energy-
e f f i c i e n t i n d u s t r i a l motors, h e a t i n g / v e n t i l a t i o n / a i r c o n d i t i o n i n g (HVAC), r e s i d e n t i a l 
c l o t h e s washers and d r y e r s , and heat pumps. 



Wastewater Treatment State Revolving Funds (EPA) — ($845M i n 1993 BA) 

This proposal would provide $845 m i l l i o n i n c a p i t a l i z a t i o n grants t o State Revolving 
Funds (SRFs), which make l o w - i n t e r e s t loans t o m u n i c i p a l i t i e s f o r c o n s t r u c t i o n of 
sewage treatment f a c i l i t i e s . This would accelerate completion of an $18 b i l l i o n 
wastewater treatment grant a u t h o r i z a t i o n t h a t i s scheduled t o end i n FY 1994. The 
funding would supplement $2.5 b i l l i o n i n FY 1993 enacted funding f o r EPA wastewater 
treatment g r a n t s . 

Federal B u i l d i n g s Energy E f f i c i e n c y (multi-agency) — ($19M i n 1993 BA) 

Both A d m i n i s t r a t i o n p o l i c y and the Energy P o l i c y Act of 1992 r e q u i r e t h a t Federal 
agencies reduce t h e i r energy consumption per square f o o t of f a c i l i t i e s by 20 percent 
by the year 2000, r e l a t i v e t o t h e i r consumption i n 1985. This stimulus i n i t i a t i v e 
($19 m i l l i o n i n FY 1993 BA) , when combined w i t h the investment of $1.3 b i l l i o n above 
the b a s e l i n e i n the outyears, moves q u i c k l y t o meet t h i s goal. Not a l l of the funds 
would go t o the Department o f Energy. D i r e c t a p p r o p r i a t i o n s are requested f o r the 
top f o u r energy-using agencies (the Departments of Defense, Energy, and Veterans' 
A f f a i r s , and the General Services A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ) roughly i n p r o p o r t i o n t o how much 
energy each one uses. A fund w i l l be set up a t DOE t o help finance improvements i n 
other agencies. 

II. Investment 

D r i n k i n g Water State Revolving Funds (EPA) — ($599M i n 1994 BA; $1B per year 1995-
97) 

This proposal would provide $1 b i l l i o n per year i n new c a p i t a l i z a t i o n grants t o State 
Revolving Funds i n FY 1995-97 f o r the purpose of making l o w - i n t e r e s t loans t o help 
m u n i c i p a l i t i e s comply w i t h Safe Dr i n k i n g Water Act (SDWA) requirements. EPA 
estimates t h a t States and l o c a l i t i e s w i l l need t o i n v e s t $10 b i l l i o n i n d r i n k i n g 
water i n f r a s t r u c t u r e through 1998 t o meet SDWA requirements. I n the past, the 
Federal Government has not provided funding t o meet the c a p i t a l costs of these SDWA 
requirements other than i n r u r a l areas. 



Clean Water State Revolving Funds (EPA) — ($1,198M i n 1994 BA; $2B per year 1995-97) 

This proposal would provide $2 b i l l i o n per year i n FY 1995-97 under a new 
a u t h o r i z a t i o n f o r c a p i t a l i z i n g Clean Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs). These SRFs 
would make low- i n t e r e s t loans t o m u n i c i p a l i t i e s f o r c o n s t r u c t i o n of p r o j e c t s t o 
address water q u a l i t y problems. These funds would help m u n i c i p a l i t i e s comply w i t h 
recent requirements f o r stormwater c o n t r o l and help implement management plans f o r 
r e s t o r i n g e s t u a r i e s . 

Wastewater Grants f o r C i t i e s w i t h Extraordinary Needs (EPA) — ($100M i n 1994 BA) 

This proposal would provide $100 m i l l i o n i n 1994 f o r one or more needy c i t i e s w i t h 
high c a p i t a l needs f o r secondary treatment i n f r a s t r u c t u r e and high user charges. For 
FY 1995, the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s reviewing several options t o e s t a b l i s h a s e l f -
f i n a n c i n g fund t o address the i n f r a s t r u c t u r e needs of c i t i e s t h a t face e x c e p t i o n a l l y 
burdensome costs t o meet secondary treatment standards. 

Safety of Dams on I n d i a n Reservations ( I n t e r i o r ) — ($18M i n 1994 BA; $30M per year 
1995-97) 

This proposal would accelerate r e p a i r s and s a f e t y improvements t o the inventory of 
dams administered by the Bureau of I n d i a n A f f a i r s (BIA). The BIA i s responsible f o r 
ensuring t h e general s a f e t y and s t r u c t u r a l i n t e g r i t y of a l l dams located w i t h i n the 
boundaries of I n d i a n r e s e r v a t i o n s . BIA i s responsible f o r 54 dams presenting a high 
or s i g n i f i c a n t hazard p o t e n t i a l t o human l i f e and p r o p e r t y should f a i l u r e occur. I n 
1989, the Department of I n t e r i o r ' s Inspector General reported t h a t 31 of these 54 
high or s i g n i f i c a n t hazard dams were i n poor or u n s a t i s f a c t o r y c o n d i t i o n . This 
investment proposal would ensure t h a t i d e n t i f i e d r e h a b i l i t a t i o n and r e p a i r work could 
be performed on BIA dams t h a t are ready f o r c o r r e c t i v e a c t i o n . 

Water Resources Development (Army Corps of Engineers) — ($96M i n 1994 BA; $160M per 
year 1995-97) 

Corps of Engineers water p r o j e c t s provide f l o o d damage r e d u c t i o n , i n l a n d and harbor 
waterway t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , hydropower, and environmental r e s t o r a t i o n b e n e f i t s . The 
p r o j e c t s , though, are aging: more than 50 percent of these p r o j e c t s are over three 



decades o l d . Nearly one quarter exceed 50 years of age. I n s p i t e of a growing 
backlog, resources f o r m a i n t a i n i n g these p r o j e c t s have stayed l a r g e l y constant. 

Watershed Resource R e s t o r a t i o n (EPA) — ($30M i n 1994 BA; $50M per year 1995-97) 

This proposal would double the c u r r e n t funding l e v e l of $50 m i l l i o n annually f o r non-
p o i n t source grants under Section 319 of the Clean Water Act. Non-point source 
p o l l u t i o n such as r u n o f f from farms, mining s i t e s and c i t y s t r e e t s , i s now the 
l a r g e s t cause of p o l l u t i o n i n our Nation's waters. Reductions i n non-point source 
p o l l u t i o n would help r e s t o r e watersheds and e s t u a r i e s , leading t o increased numbers 
of f i s h and other a q u a t i c l i f e , and improving f i s h i n g and r e c r e a t i o n a l o p p o r t u n i t i e s 
i n urban, suburban, and r u r a l areas. 

Defense Environmental Cleanup and Compliance (DOD) — ($1,400M i n 1994 BA) 

This proposal would provide an a d d i t i o n a l $1,400 m i l l i o n i n FY 1994 f o r environmental 
p l a n n i n g , compliance, p o l l u t i o n prevention, and r e s t o r a t i o n a t Department of Defense 
f a c i l i t i e s . I t would provide s i g n i f i c a n t increases i n funding f o r Defense 
environmental r e s t o r a t i o n a c t i v i t i e s , and fund necessary environmental measures a t 
c l o s i n g bases. This proposal would ensure t h a t DOD continues t o make major progress 
i n environmental cleanup and compliance a t i t s f a c i l i t i e s . 

Environmental R e s t o r a t i o n and Waste Management (DOE) — ($481M i n 1994 BA; $3.5B 
t o t a l 1994-97) 

The Department of Energy i s responsible f o r the management and disposal of a wide 
v a r i e t y of r a d i o a c t i v e and hazardous wastes r e s u l t i n g from over f o r t y years of 
a c t i v i t i e s conducted i n the Government's atomic weapons program and from the 
Department of Energy's research and enriched uranium a c t i v i t i e s . The investment 
r e f l e c t s the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s emphasis on r e v e r s i n g the imbalance i n p r i o r i t i e s 
between weapons p r o d u c t i o n and the environment. 



Forests f o r the Future (USDA) — ($30M i n 1994 BA; $50M per year 1995-97) 

Recognizing the importance of gl o b a l f o r e s t s , the budget would propose an investment 
of $30 m i l l i o n i n FY 1994 and $50 m i l l i o n per year f o r 1995-1997, towards the 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l goal of reducing world-wide d e f o r e s t a t i o n . At the 1992 Rio "Earth 
Summit", the U.S. proposed t h a t a l l c o u n t r i e s j o i n i n doubling i n t e r n a t i o n a l f o r e s t 
assistance. This investment would be a downpayment towards the commitment t o fund 
i n i t i a l p a r t n e r s h i p a c t i v i t i e s w i t h both f o r e i g n nations and domestic and 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l non-governmental o r g a n i z a t i o n s . Funds would be used, i n p a r t , t o 
support i n t e g r a t e d resource management, a s s i s t s c i e n t i f i c research on t r o p i c a l 
f o r e s t s and b i o d i v e r s i t y , a s s i s t l o c a l communities i n f o r e s t resource management, 
improve i n v e n t o r y and management of la r g e f o r e s t s , develop i n s t i t u t i o n s t h a t can 
a t t r a c t p r i v a t e investment i n f o r e s t conservation, and r e f o r e s t degraded lands. 

Weather Service Modernization (NOAA) — ($217M i n 1994 BA; $400M t o t a l 1994-97) 

NOAA i s now i n the process of modernizing N a t i o n a l Weather Service systems. Under 
the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s p l a n , by the t u r n of t h i s century, NOAA would operate one of the 
most advanced weather warning and p r e d i c t i o n networks i n the world. New observation 
systems such as doppler radars and weather s a t e l l i t e s would provide f o r more accurate 
and t i m e l y f o r e c a s t s . These improvements would t r a n s l a t e i n t o l i v e s saved and 
damages averted, and b e n e f i t a l l sectors of the economy t h a t r e l y on accurate 
warnings and f o r e c a s t s f o r planning. 

Increase Investment i n Environmental Technology (EPA) — ($36M i n 1994 BA; $625M 
t o t a l 1995-97) 

This proposal would increase funding f o r environmental engineering and technology 
development by $36 m i l l i o n i n FY 1994, a t o t a l of $625 m i l l i o n through 1998, and a 
t o t a l of $1.85 b i l l i o n over nine years. The focus of t h i s i n i t i a t i v e would be long-
term research and p o l l u t i o n prevention by EPA, other Federal agencies, and the 
p r i v a t e s e c t o r . The goal i s t o develop more advanced environmental systems and 
treatment techniques t h a t can y i e l d environmental b e n e f i t s and increase exports of 
"green" technologies. 



"Green" Programs (EPA) — ($15M i n 1994 BA; $25M per year 1995-97) 

This proposal would provide an a d d i t i o n a l $25 m i l l i o n annually f o r EPA's volu n t a r y 
"Green" programs i n FY 1995-1997. During the past two years, EPA launched i t s "Green 
L i g h t s " program t o encourage Fortune 500 companies t o convert p r o f i t a b l y i n t o more 
e n e r g y - e f f i c i e n t l i g h t i n g , which w i l l reduce e l e c t r i c i t y generation and greenhouse 
gas emissions. These programs can be expanded t o include energy e f f i c i e n t i n d u s t r i a l 
motors, h e a t i n g / v e n t i l a t i o n / a i r c o n d i t i o n i n g (HVAC), r e s i d e n t i a l clothes washers and 
dry e r s , and heat pumps. 

Na t u r a l Resource P r o t e c t i o n and Environmental I n f r a s t r u c t u r e (Interior/USDA) — 
($252M i n 1994 BA; $1,723M t o t a l 1994-97) 

The proposal would provide $252 m i l l i o n i n 1994 ($173 m i l l i o n f o r I n t e r i o r and $79 
m i l l i o n f o r USDA) t o p r o t e c t and r e h a b i l i t a t e America's inventory of n a t u r a l and 
c u l t u r a l assets, r e s t o r e the f a c i l i t i e s t h a t p r o t e c t these resources and improve 
p u b l i c access t o them. This funding would be t a r g e t e d toward the backlog of ready-
to-go resource p r o t e c t i o n p r o j e c t s , f a c i l i t y maintenance, r e h a b i l i t a t i o n and 
c o n s t r u c t i o n and other s i m i l a r p r o j e c t s t h a t s t i m u l a t e economic growth and employment 
i n r u r a l and urban areas. I n t e r i o r bureaus a f f e c t e d are the National Park Service, 
Fish and W i l d l i f e Service, and Bureau of Land Management. The USDA bureau a f f e c t e d 
i s the Forest Service. As p a r t of the Environmental I n f r a s t r u c t u r e component of t h i s 
i n i t i a t i v e , the U.S. Geological Survey w i l l expand f a c i l i t i e s t o receive 
environmental data from s a t e l l i t e s . 

Tree P l a n t i n g I n i t i a t i v e (USDA/SBA) — ($41M i n 1994 BA; $263M t o t a l 1994-1997) 

This proposal would provide $41 m i l l i o n ($25M USDA; $16M SBA) f o r an expanded t r e e 
p l a n t i n g i n i t i a t i v e . The program has two p r i n c i p a l components: a r u r a l i n i t i a t i v e 
p r o v i d i n g c o s t - s h a r i n g t o n o n - i n d u s t r i a l p r i v a t e f o r e s t land owners f o r t r e e 
p l a n t i n g ; and an urban i n i t i a t i v e focusing on t e c h n i c a l assistance and community 
grants t o promote urban t r e e p l a n t i n g and f o r e s t r y p r a c t i c e s . R e f o r e s t a t i o n and 
stand improvement on these lands can r e s u l t i n increased environmental b e n e f i t s such 
as removing more carbon d i o x i d e from the a i r . 
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N a t i o n a l Research I n i t i a t i v e (USDA) — ($30M i n 1994 BA; $480M t o t a l 1995-97) 

The Nation faces major challenges t o ensure the food supply's s a f e t y and q u a l i t y , 
s u s t a i n n a t u r a l resources, and continue the competitiveness of U.S. a g r i c u l t u r a l 
products i n g l o b a l t r a d e . I n order t o meet these challenges, t h i s proposal would 
provide $3 0 m i l l i o n f o r a d d i t i o n a l c o m p e t i t i v e l y awarded research grants i n 1994 t h a t 
would support approximately 500 a d d i t i o n a l research p r o j e c t s i n areas such as food 
s a f e t y , s u s t a i n a b l e a g r i c u l t u r a l p r oduction, f o r e s t r y research and biotechnology. 

Forestry Research I n i t i a t i v e (USDA) — ($20M i n 1994 BA; $287M 1995-97) 

This proposal would provide approximately $300 m i l l i o n over four years t o the Forest 
Service, the Cooperative State Research Service, and the Extension Service t o 
increase the breadth and depth t o which f o r e s t r y research areas are i n v e s t i g a t e d . 
Research funded by t h i s proposal would provide the necessary i n f o r m a t i o n t o help the 
Nation develop sound f o r e s t - r e l a t e d p o l i c i e s t h a t would both provide resources t o 
meet e v e r - i n c r e a s i n g demands f o r f o r e s t products from the pop u l a t i o n and s u s t a i n 
f o r e s t ecosystems. 

Rural Water and Wastewater Loans and Grants (USDA) — ($172M i n 1994 BA; around $240M 
per year 1995-97) 

This proposal would increase Rural Development A d m i n i s t r a t i o n loan a u t h o r i t y from 
$600 m i l l i o n t o $876 m i l l i o n and i t s grant a u t h o r i t y from $390 m i l l i o n t o $541 
m i l l i o n i n FY 1994. Without Federal assistance, small water and wastewater systems 
face e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y l a r g e increases i n water and sewer charges associated w i t h 
e v o l v i n g environmental standards. To comply w i t h clean water standards set by EPA, 
r u r a l America's water and wastewater needs t o t a l roughly $10 b i l l i o n by the year 
2 000. Often many sm a l l , poor, r u r a l communities are unable t o meet these clean water 
and wastewater standards w i t h o u t Federal assistance. 

Federal A l t e r n a t i v e - F u e l Vehicle A c q u i s i t i o n (DOE) — ($18M i n 1994 BA; $30M per year 
1995-98) 

The Energy P o l i c y Act of 1992 mandates the a c q u i s i t i o n of inc r e a s i n g numbers of 
a l t e r n a t i v e - f u e l e d v e h i c l e s , reaching 33 percent of new l i g h t - d u t y v e h i c l e purchases 



i n FY 1997 and 75 percent i n FY 1999. This i n i t i a t i v e c a r r i e s on the e f f o r t begun i n 
the s t i m u l u s package; i t would provide $18 m i l l i o n i n 1994 and $30 m i l l i o n per year 
from 1995 through 1998 f o r the a c q u i s i t i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e - f u e l e d v e h i c l e s . This 
expands upon the A l t e r n a t i v e Motor Fuels Act (AMFA) purchases c u r r e n t l y funded by 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s t o the Department of Energy. DOE pays the e x t r a cost of a l t e r n a t i v e -
f u e l v e h i c l e s over the normal cost of the same v e h i c l e i n a c o n v e n t i o n a l - f u e l design. 
Any agency t h a t purchases Federal f l e e t v e h i c l e s (e.g., DOD, GSA) i s e l i g i b l e t o 
receiv e such assistance. 

Energy E f f i c i e n c y i n Federal B u i l d i n g s (multi-agency) — ($94M i n 1994 BA; $1.4B 
t o t a l 1994-97) 

Both A d m i n i s t r a t i o n p o l i c y and the Energy P o l i c y Act of 1992 req u i r e s t h a t Federal 
agencies reduce t h e i r energy consumption per square f o o t of f a c i l i t i e s by 20 percent 
by the year 2000, r e l a t i v e t o t h e i r consumption i n 1985. Current Federal investment 
i n such improvements i s running around $150 m i l l i o n per year government-wide. Not 
a l l of the funds would go t o the Department of Energy. D i r e c t a p p r o p r i a t i o n s are 
requested f o r the top f o u r energy-using agencies (the Departments of Defense, Energy, 
and Veterans' A f f a i r s , and the General Services A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ) roughly i n p r o p o r t i o n 
t o how much energy each one uses. A fund would be set up a t DOE t o help finance 
improvements i n other agencies. DOE's support a c t i v i t i e s would also be increased, 
w i t h 720 energy managers t r a i n e d and 600 s i t e energy a u d i t s performed i n 1994 and a 
t o t a l of more than 9,000 energy managers t r a i n e d and 4,600 s i t e s audited i n 1994-
1998. 

Increase Weatherization Assistance Program (DOE) — ($60M i n 1994 BA; $100M per year 
1995-97) 

This proposal would increase funds t o States t o help pay f o r home wea t h e r i z a t i o n 
improvements f o r low-income c i t i z e n s . Matching funds ( a t l e a s t 1:1) would be 
r e q u i r e d from States or u t i l i t i e s . This would encourage State w e a t h e r i z a t i o n 
programs t o take advantage of u t i l i t i e s ' demand-side management (rebate and discount) 
programs, and ensure t h a t the funds go t o States t h a t demonstrate a serious 
commitment t o low-income w e a t h e r i z a t i o n a c t i v i t i e s . 
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Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy Programs (DOE) — ($120M i n 1994 BA; $1.8B 
t o t a l 1994-98) 

The Energy P o l i c y Act of 1992 contains numerous r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s f o r the Department 
of Energy. This i n i t i a t i v e would ramp up funding i n these areas, s t a r t i n g w i t h $120 
m i l l i o n over the baseline i n FY 1994, r i s i n g t o $600 m i l l i o n i n FY 1998, f o r a f i v e -
year t o t a l increase over baseline of $1.8 b i l l i o n i n BA. The increased funding would 
be d i s t r i b u t e d roughly e q u a l l y among four major program areas: s o l a r and renewable 
energy, and i n d u s t r i a l , t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , and b u i l d i n g s conservation R&D. The funds 
w i l l not only accelerate development of c o s t - e f f e c t i v e technologies i n each of those 
areas, but a l s o promote the commercialization of technologies now becoming a v a i l a b l e , 
and promote increased exports of these technologies as w e l l . The l a r g e s t increases 
would go t o technology t r a n s f e r and commercialization, b i o f u e l s development, advanced 
m a t e r i a l s ( e s p e c i a l l y ceramics), i n d u s t r i a l wastes and m a t e r i a l s processing, e l e c t r i c 
and h y b r i d v e h i c l e s , and modeling of b u i l d i n g systems i n t e r a c t i o n s . 

N a t u r a l Gas R&D; Emphasize U t i l i z a t i o n (DOE) — ($14M i n 1994 BA; $381M t o t a l 1994-
98) 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s committed t o expanding the use of n a t u r a l gas because i t i s one 
of the most environmentally f r i e n d l y f u e l s . This proposal would double Research and 
Development on gas u t i l i z a t i o n by focusing, f o r example, on f u e l c e l l s and advanced 
u t i l i t y - s c a l e t u r b i n e s . 

U.S. Global Climate Change Research (multi-agency) — ($133M i n 1994 BA; $2.OB t o t a l 
1994-97) 

Improving our understanding of the c l i m a t e system i s one of the s i x i n i t i a t i v e s being 
addressed by the Federal Coordinating Council f o r Science, Engineering, and 
Technology (FCCSET). The c l i m a t e i n i t i a t i v e coordinates the research done on t h i s 
t o p i c a t over a dozen d i f f e r e n t Federal agencies. I t i s focused on understanding the 
processes i n v o l v e d i n c l i m a t e change and a key component of the U.S. a c t i o n plan a t 
the recent "Earth Summit" n e g o t i a t i o n s . 
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Wetlands Reserve Program (USDA) 

F u l l funding of the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) would be maintained, a l l o w i n g one 
m i l l i o n wetlands acres t o be e n r o l l e d under permanent easements by the end of 1995: 
approximately $370 m i l l i o n i n 1994 and $411 m i l l i o n i n 1995 would be included f o r the 
WRP. 

III . Savings 

Completion of Wastewater Treatment Construction Grants A u t h o r i z a t i o n . Except NAFTA 
(EPA) — ($1.9B i n 1997 o u t l a y savings) 

With the $845 m i l l i o n i n wastewater stimulus funding provided i n FY 1993, the $18 
b i l l i o n a u t h o r i z a t i o n under the 1987 Water Q u a l i t y Act, which was designed t o end 
Federal assistance, would be v i r t u a l l y completed a year ahead of schedule. As these 
loans are r e p a i d . States would be able t o make a new round of loans due t o the s e l f -
s u s t a i n i n g nature of the State Revolving Funds. The Budget also proposes (under 
Investment) a new $2 b i l l i o n annual a u t h o r i z a t i o n f o r c a p i t a l i z i n g Clean Water State 
Revolving Funds f o r l o w - i n t e r e s t loans t o m u n i c i p a l i t i e s t o address water q u a l i t y 
problems. 

Reduce Construction Funding f o r L o w - P r i o r i t y Water Pro j e c t s ( I n t e r i o r / A r m y ) — ($92M 
i n 1997 o u t l a y savings) 

This proposal would reduce or s t r e t c h - o u t funding f o r c e r t a i n Army Corps of Engineers 
and Bureau of Reclamation water resources p r o j e c t s . These p r o j e c t s are o f t e n 
environmentally d e s t r u c t i v e . 

Phaseout Below-Cost Timber Sales (Forest Service) — ($28M i n net 1997 ou t l a y 
savings) 

Timber sales from some N a t i o n a l Forests do not cover the costs t o the Government of 
making the timber a v a i l a b l e f o r sale. This proposal would g r a d u a l l y e l i m i n a t e sales 
i n those f o r e s t s where timber-sale program costs exceed timber-sale revenue. This 
phaseout would be implemented a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y . 
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Tr^r^rp.a.e P r i v ; ^ t . Sector Sup^r-fnnd Financing (EPA) - ($109M i n 1997 outlay savings) 

I n l i n e w i t h the " p o l l u t e r pays" p r i n c i p l e , t h i s proposal would increase the 
p r o p o r t i o n of hazardous was?e s i t e s cleaned up by p r i v a t e p a r t i e s (as allowed by law) 
S i ? h o u t a ? f e c t i n g p r o t e c t i o n of human h e a l t h and the environment. The proposal would 
preserve FederaJsSperfund money only f o r s i t e s where t h e r e are no v i a b l e p r i v a t e 
pa???es t o undertake the cleanup t o ensure t h a t the g r e a t e s t number of s i t e s can be 
l l l l n l l up w i t h the l i m i t e d funding a v a i l a b l e i n the Superfund t r u s t fund. 

Ph;,5.P-in incr-p^^^pd i n l a n d Waterway User Fees (Army Corps of Engineers) - ($460M i n 

1997 o u t l a y savings) 

This nroposal would increase the Federal f u e l t a x over several years t o $1.00 i n 
199? ^ ? h e revenue would be used t o o f f s e t the cost of o p e r a t i n g and maintaining the 
i n l a n d waterway system, the most Federally subsidized t r a n s p o r t a t i o n mode. 

inr^rease Gracing Fees (Interior/USDA) ~ ($35M i n 1997 o u t l a y savings) 

This proposal would increase grazing fees on p u b l i c lands 
q p o r e t a r i e s of I n t e r i o r and A g r i c u l t u r e , who would be given the f l e x i b i l i t y t o 
d S v e ^ o p a t L ^ n a J i v e approached t o the c u r r e n t formula. Note: This proposal i s not 
i H h e r e c o n c i l i a t i o n package, but would be implemented a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y . 

T^plpment a F^dpral Trrigai-inn Water Surcharge ( I n t e r i o r ) ~ ($15M i n 1997 o u t l a y 

savings) 

This proposal would a u t h o r i z e a per a c r e - f o o t surcharge on water sales Reclamation 
p r o j e c t s throughout the West (except f o r the Central V a l l e y P r o j e c t i n C a l i f o r n i a , 
?o?whiSh a S i m i l a r surcharge was r e c e n t l y enacted). Revenue from the surcharge 

woSld b f deposited i n t o a s p e c i a l fund f o r use ( - ^ ^ ^ ^ / e i ^ d l l J e ' ^ ^ h r i u r S h a r g e 
m i t i a a t i n g i r r i g a t i o n - c a u s e d adverse impacts on f i s h and w i l d l i f e . The surcnarge 
wouid also inciu?age more r a t i o n a l water use t h a t would reduce the harmful impacts of 
non-point source p o l l u t i o n . 
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Permanently Extend Hardrock Mining Holding Fees and I n s t i t u t e Hardrock Mining 
Ro y a l t i e s ( I n t e r i o r ) — (Holding Fees: $80M i n 1997 outlay savings; Hardrock 
R o y a l t i e s : $277M i n 1997 o u t l a y savings) 

This proposal would permanently authorize charging a $100 per claim h o l d i n g fee on 
a l l hardrock claims on Federal lands (such a fee was i n i t i a l l y enacted i n FY 1993), 
and e s t a b l i s h a 12.5 percent r o y a l t y t o the gross value of the hardrock minerals 
e x t r a c t e d from mining claims on p u b l i c lands. The claimant would be r e l i e v e d of 
annual work requirements, which should increase f l e x i b i l i t y on t i m i n g the development 
of claims. I t would also reduce unnecessary ground disturbance t o s a t i s f y c u r r e n t 
law. The new r o y a l t y would be phased i n over three years t o reduce the impact on the 
mining i n d u s t r y and l o c a l communities. Receipts from hard rock mining r o y a l t i e s 
would be shared w i t h the States where the mining occurs. Note: The hardrock r o y a l t y 
proposal i s not i n the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n package, but would be pursued as p a r t of the 
Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s e f f o r t t o achieve comprehensive mining law reform. 

rV. Revenue 

I n t r o d u c i n g a Broad-Based Energy Tax ~ ( r a i s e s $22.IB i n 1997, net of o f f s e t s ) 

A broad-based t a x i s proposed on energy, based on the energy content of the f u e l 
(measured i n B r i t i s h Thermal Units or BTUs). The energy tax would encourage 
conservation by making energy more expensive, reduce p o l l u t i o n , and decrease the 
country's dependence on f o r e i g n energy s u p p l i e r s . Despite a drop i n o i l p r i c e s 
d u r i n g the Persian Gulf War, t h i s country s t i l l depends on f o r e i g n sources f o r nearly 
h a l f of i t s o i l and about o n e - f i f t h of i t s t o t a l energy. Most types of energy would 
be taxed a t the r a t e of $.2 57 per m i l l i o n BTUs, whi l e r e f i n e d petroleum products 
would be taxed a t the r a t e of $.599 per m i l l i o n BTUs. The higher r a t e on r e f i n e d 
petroleum products i s intended t o promote energy s e c u r i t y and the use of cleaner 
burning f u e l s . The energy t a x would be accomplished by proposed increases i n 
t r a n s f e r s under the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) and Food Stamp 
Programs, t o a l l e v i a t e the burden of the energy t a x on low-income households outside 
of the labor f o r c e and the t a x system. The new tax would r a i s e $22.1 b i l l i o n i n 1997 
(net of the o f f s e t s ) . 
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V. other 
r r ^ ^ r - ^ o . ^ ^ p a t i o n a l L . n d A r r r n i s i t i o n and S t a t e G r a n t s 

— (-$77M i n 1994 BA) 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) - P P o r t s lan^^^^^^^^ 
parks, f o r e s t s , w i l d l i f e refuges and other p u b l i c ^ r e c r e a t i o n lands and . 
SSDA; and grants f o r State a c q u i s i t i o n and develop Department of the I n t e r i o r 
outdoor r e c r e a t i o n f a c i l i t i e s P^°P°J^i ^°om the FY 1993 enacted l e v e l i n order 
Federal land a c q u i s i t i o n ^^^^ f J ^ ^ i ^ i ^ o ? I n d i a n A f f a i r s operations. The 
t o fund p r i m a r i l y N a t i o n a l Park and Bureau of ^ ^ f ^ a c q u i s i t i o n s . The Forest 

I r r v f c r p a T o ? L^?? ̂ ^ S r a ^ t a i r a c q S t J i r n Tnd DOI State grants would be funded a t 

about FY 1993 l e v e l s . 
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P
re^/rfgH^ Clinton's$1.52 trillion tax and spending plan is out. The 
1994 budgei consists of 1,478 pages, wetglis 5.11 pounds and costs 

$43. Clinton'sgoal: to reorder priorities and carve $447 billion from 
deficits over five years. This is a summaty of how he plans to do that. 

$900 Million Reduction; 
No Major Subsidy Change 

T he Agr icul ture DepRrtnient propostd cut t ing about 
$900 m)llion f rom it.«; $68 billion operation. But de­

partment officials warn their cost projections are based 
on unpredictable f.ictors like the weather and market 
prices. Officials expect to save money by closm,g field 
offices, cut t ing a subsidy to honey producers and re­
str ict ing farm subsidies for those who earn ;> 100.000 or 
more in non-farm income. President Cl inton is nol seek­
ing major changes in the farm subsidy programs until 
1996. He is proposing funding increases for rural hous­
ing, meat inspection and the Women. Infants and Chil­
dren (WIC) food program. 

— Sharon LaFranicre 

COIVIIVIERCE 

Large Increase Slated 
To Biuld CompetUivencxg 

C ommerce gets the biggest departmental increase, 
on a pcrccnta.ge basis, thanks to a large-.scale boost 

in spending on re.search and technology programs inlcnd-
ed to strengthen U.S. industrial competitiveness. 
billion, Cnninierce's budget is IS percent above its spend­
ing level in President Bush's final budget. .A m.ajor in­
crease goes to The National Institute of Standards and 
Technologv (NIST), Ihe agency leading federal efforts tn 
boost manufacturing R & D and help smaller companies 
access new production technologies. NIST's budget re­
quest is $535.2 million, up 39 percent from the previous 
year, to expand research and training centers. 

More funds go to build the federal " informat ion high­
way." a proposed f iber-optic network designed to con­
nect computers in universit ies, businesses, government 
agencies and, eventually, private residences. The Cen­
sus Bureau and the Bureau of Expori Administrat ion 
are Coinnierce's only agencies to shrink. 

— Peter Bchr 

DEFENSE 

Modest Personnel Cuts; 
Tough Choices Deferred 

T he fiscal 1994 defense budget is more remarkable 
for what it doesn't change than what it does. The 

president's spending plan—$263 billion in budget author­
ity; $277 biiiion in actual speritiiug—kiiU M iVjajor weap­
ons program, makes only modest personnel reductions 

Spending Cut Proposed, | | 
With 6% From Superfund %^ ^^^^^^f 

A n admiiii.^iralioii that prides itself on its comni i in i f iu 
to the environment h:is chosen a funny way to slio'.v 

it: cutting the l.uidget for ihe Mnvironniental Protection 
Ageiic.v. Adniii i istr,i lor Carol M. Browner gamely tried I " 
po-trav her lOiM budget as an increase, but to do it she 
had to count as fiscal 199-1 funds about $915 million in 
spending included in the administration s job sliinuius 
package—'.vhich is fiscal 1993 money. Absent the simi-
ulus funds, the !• PA's budget would go from $6.9 billion 
in fiscal 1993 to about S6.4 billion next y tar , a dcciease 
of almost 8 percent. Significant reductions include n 6 
percent cut in the Superfund program to clean up hazard­
ous waste sites. 

—Tom Kenworthy 

HHS 

Enlitlement hograms 
Hold With hifhtion 

T he l lenl l l i .'md Human Services budgei jumps from 
.$592 billion this year lo $64 1 billion in fiscal 1994. 

which includes $44 billion in Social Seci ir i iy. Medic.-ire 
and Medicaid lo inau h iiiflaiicm. Thai would have bL-en 
higher but for plans to save $53 bill ion over live years 
bv control l ing pavmeiits lo doctors and hospitals. Sec­
retary Donna E. Shalal?. emphasized new planned 
spending of $840 million for immunizations, up $400 
million over what Congress provided for 199.); $4.2 
billion for He.ad Start, up $1.4 bil l ion; a new $60 nnlhon 
block grant to strengthen troubled families; .$1.4 billion, 
up $328 mil l ion, for women's health programs: and 
$10.7 bil l ion, up $1.2 bil l ion, for disease prevention. 

— Spencer Rich 

HUD III 

* n 
Slight Total Increase: -

' % • i i i i i i i 

Housing h-ograim Frozen -o,̂ ^̂ ^ 

S ecretarv Henrv Cisneros outlined a $25.4 billion 
discrei ionarv budgei for the Department ol Hous­

ing and Urban Developmenl. a $200 mill ion increase 
over 1993 outlavs. Neither f igure includes lhe $2.9 
billion requested as part of Clinton's .stimulus package. 
Cisneros defended what he called "urifair .attacks" in 
Congress aaainst the sl imulus package's $2.5 billion in 
communny''develQpmeiit grants. The HUD budget re-

' -' •' - -• -nins 

TREASURY 

'/award 'Redirecting' 
U.S. Foreign Policy 

ecrelary of Slate VVarreii Christopher said the new 
V foreign'affairs budgei "begins the process oi redi­
recting our foreign policv" and '•reforming our foreign 
policv^nstitulions" such as the State Department, the 
Agency for International Development and internation­
al broadcasting agencies. _ 

Overall, the international atl.iirs budget calls tor 
$21.6 billion, about $450 million more than fiscal 1993. 
and $21.3 billion in actual outlavs. or spending, within 
f' ical 1994. Some (irograins saw major increases, in­
cluding $300 million more for the former Soviet Union; 
$170 million more for peace-keeping efforts; .f 100 mil­
lion more for population programs: $50 mill ion for a 
new non-proliferation fund; and $35 million more tor 
international enviroiunental programs. 

The administration also proposed $98 mill ion for 
U S pavraents to the United Nations in fiscal 1994 and 
$163 million in the next year to end Washington's debt­
or status there. 

Cuts of more than $100 million were announced in 
security assistance programs, iiiainl.v by phasing out a 
Special Defense Acc|Uisilioii I 'und. 

Because oi' the cut in the si:^e of the total program, 
the $3 billion allocaiefl to Israel and $2.1 billion lo 
Egvpl make up 87 percent ol' all .^eculltv ,-issistance 
fuiidiiit; iiropnsed for tiscal 1994. 

— Don Oberdorfer 

TRANSPORTATION 

]0 Percent Increase; 
Shift to R&D 

C.I o i^;ti;,s-. 

T he $40.24 billion Transportat ion DeparinienI bud­
get is 10.2 percent gre.iter than 1993. However, il 

Clinton's fiscal 1993 economic stimulus package is 
pas.sed. the 1994 budget would be the same as this 
years. As usual, tlie ni.ajor sliarc ui the liudevt — / I 
peicent —would go lnr mfrast iuc iure. mainly li ighway 
building and repair. 

However the budget reprc-.scius a m.ajor change :ii 
philosophy from 12 vears of GOP budgets. L l inton rec­
ommends increased funding for transit and more monev 
for research and development into new transportation 
systems such as high-speed rail and ••intelligent vehicle 
and highway systems. Transportat ion Secretary I'c-
derico Pena described it as ••transit-friendly. 

Anitrak funding would remain at current levels, un­
like past vears when Republican admi i i is t ra l io i i ; repeat-
ediv tried to kill the passenger train corporatioiK 

— Don Phil l ips 

Cuts in Cuslom.^, .-\TF: 
Increase for the IRS 

he Treasury operating budgei remains virtualiy 
Iro^eii al 1993 levels. 

Spending in many areas—such ,as the Financial Man­
agement Service, the U.S. Customs Service and the 
Bureau of Alcohol. Tobacco and F i r e a r m s - i s tr inmied 
bv about 1 to 2 percent. However, the 'Freasury's big­
gest bureaucracv—Ihe Internal Revenue S e r v i c e -
gets about a 9 percent increase to help it get tougher 
on taxpaver enforcement, up j . i i $20.4 mill ion from 
$18.7 mil l ion, and fulf i l l a key Clinton campaign prom­
ise. Some enforcement are;is in the depart i i ient get cut, 
however: air and marine interdict ion and financial 
crimes enforcement, which would he $ 2 ! mil l ion, down 
from $24 mil l ion. 

Treasury's total budget would rise substantially, 
however, because it includes inieresi payments made 
uii the steadily r ising national (h-.bt. Cl inton has asked 
for $318.y billion lor fiscal 19'44. up from $ 3 0 1 . / billion 
estiinaled for 1993. 

— Steven Mufson 

VETERANS 

.§7 Billion Increase: 
Honielevs In it iatives 

he fiscal 1994 budget rec|Uest for the Department 
of Veterans Affairs is $36.4 bi l l ion. ,a $1 billion in­

crease. The VA said that is about a 5 percent rise in dis­
cretionary spending over the fiscal 1993 appropriation. 

The VA's medical programs would receive $15.6 bil­
lion, with $287 null ion of that .going to d i u i p and staff 
ULwIv completed construci ion projects. About $100 
niillKjii would be spent to recover funds rjwed the VA 
from insurance coiniiaii ies and third part ies. I he recov­
ery effort should br ing in $ti6$ mil l ion in lisc:il 1994. 
lhe depart i i iei i i s;iirl The VA's bei ie l i is programs 
would get $19.5 bi l l ion, including a cosi-of- l iv ing adjusl-
nieii; for [lersoiis receiving veler;ins l ie i ie i i ls and up tn 
$7 million to support loD housing loans tor Native 
American veterans under a pilot project. 

VA Secretary Jesse Rrown i.ssued a statement poiii jmg 
out that Ihe fiscal 1994 budget proposal includes'$53.8 
million hir initiatives aimed at the hoineless.'.afid' $4/.i3 
million for post-traumatic stre;is disorder programs. 

— Stephen Barr 

'I'lic ;Vtii.- Kciniiic u 11! >t!.<i<nir Mo>ida}: 



Peter Behr 

Li 

DEFENSE 

Modest Personnel Cuts; 
Tough Choices Deferred 

T he fiscal 1994 defense budget is inore remarkable 
for what it doesn't change tiian what it does. The 

president's spending plan—$263 biiiion in budget author­
ity; $277 biiiion in actual spending—kilii ao major weap­
ons program, makes only modest personnel reductions 
and defers until next year most tough decisions about the 
size and shape of the post-Cold War military. In fact, the 
higher actual spending figure reflects the Pentagon's ef­
forts to complete several weapons programs, including 
the B-2 bomber. Total budget savings are roughly $12 
billion beyond Bush's plan. 

The budget hints at where the Clinton administration 
will end up on defense. The plan would cut $2.5 billion 
from the Strategic Defense Initiative anti-missile .sys­
tem and accelerate cuts in force structure. 

The large.st savings, $5.8 billion, would come out of 
procurement accounts, achieved mostly by scaling back 
weapons purchases or slipping production .schedules. In 
the .short term, the military will continue producing Cold 
War-era weapons systems like submarine-launched Tri­
dent II ballistic missiles and F-22 fighters. 
• Defense Secretary Les Aspin has acknowledged that 
the changes in the 1994 budget amount to little more 
than "treading water." But he promises a more aggres­
sive approach during the next budget cycle. 

— John Lancaster 

EDUCATION 

Service Program, 
Direct Lending Proposed 

T hose looking for a big federal investment in educa­
tion will be disappointed. Clinton's new budget 

doesn't even seek the same level of increase in educa­
tion as Bush did in his la.st year. 

However, there are major changes in what this admin­
istration wants to do with its $30 billion—about the same 
as was appropriated for this fiscal year: The department 
wants to phase in a new direct lending program, one that 
aims to lower students' interest rates; launch a national 
service program, so students can work off college bills 
through community .service; and spend millions for capital 
improvements to historically black colleges and minority 
teacher fellowships. Secretary Richard W. Riley .said 
1994 is a year for structural change and "the proper thing 
to do" now isn't "to pour money into old programs." 

— Mary Jordan 

ENERGY 

For First Time, Cleanup 
Gets as Much as A-Anns 

E nergy's budget is a post-World War II landmark: 
The amount for environmental restoration and 

waste iiianagement at the department's nuclear weapons 
plants almost equals the amount for weapons production 
and handling. The department plans to spend $6.65 billion 
for weapons development and testing, stockpile manage­
ment, naval reactors and other defense-related activities. 
The environmental cleanup allocation is $6.55 billion, in­
cluding $721 million for former weapons plants now sit­
ting idle while cleanup programs are developed. 

Secretary Hazel R. O'Leary put the weapons spending 
figure at $5.9 billion, down 19 percent from fiscal 1993, 
but the actual amount is $6.65 billion, including money 
left over from earlier years. The total budget request is 
$19.6 billion, up from $19 billion this year. Beyond the 
weapons programs, the biggest changes are increases for 
solar and renewable energy research—up from $251 mil­
lion to $327 million—and for "fundamental science re­
search," up from $2,7 billion to $2,9 billion, includmg 
$628 million for the Superconducting Super Collider. 

— Thomas W, Lippman 

Slight Total Increase; 
Housing f*rogranis Frozen 

4" 

•» 
o 

ecretary Henry Cisneros outlined a $25.4 billion 
discretionary budget for the Department of Hous­

ing and Urban Development, a $200 million increase 
over 1993 outlays. Neither figure includes the $2.9 
billion requested as part of Clinton's stimulus package. 
Cisneros defended what he called "unfair attacks" in 
Congress against the stimtilus package's $2,5 billion in 
community development grants. The HUD budget re­
quests $4.2 billion in grants, whether the stimulus 
package is approved or not. The budget also abandoned 
efforts to fold new public housing and housing for the 
elderly and disabled into a third pr(")grain, but trt'i/.e the 
individual allocations at 1993 levels, 

— Guy Gugliotta 

INTERIOR 

Parks, Wildlife Service 
Get Big Increases 

T he Interior Department gets not only an 8 percent 
increase in funding under the new budget, from $9 

billion to $9.5 billion, but a significant shift in emphasis 
to parks, conservation and wildlife. The National Park 
Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service budgets 
would go up by 19 percent and 18 percent, respective­
ly. The Interior budget also assumes increases in the 
fees ranchers pay to graze their stock on federal lands, 
and a first-ever royalty on gold and other minerals ta­
ken from federal property. The White House was crit­
icized for agreeing not to push for those fees in budget 
reconciliation legislation, but Interior Secretary Bruce 
Babbitt .said he will do that administratively. 

— Tom Kenworthy 

JUSTICE 

Budget Stays Flat; 
Policing Funds Sought 

he Justice Department's budget would remain flat at 
$11,2 billion. Clinton proposes spending $50 million 

on "community policing" programs that strive to get of­
ficers out of patrol cars and more in touch with neighbor­
hoods. About $25 million would go for a "Police Corps" to 
provide scholarships to college students who pursue law 
enforcement careers. The department estimates it can 
save about $116 million in administrative and personnel 
costs, including travel for conferences and training. 
There are no new funds for pruson construction after fis­
cal 1994—a big change from Bush's plans, 

—Sharon LaFraniere 

Employment, Training 
Set for Added Funds 

abor gets a major increase for employment and 
training programs, keeping with Clinton's call for 

more spending—or "investment"—to help those who 
lose their jobs due to corporate downsizing, defense 
cuts and the North American Free Trade Agreement. 
Funds for employment and training would rise from 
$5.8 billion to $7.5 billion, but actual spending would be 
slightly less than this year because much of the mon­
ey—spent on a program year, not a fiscal-year basis— 
won't be paid out until summer. To pay for these pro­
grams, $5 billion will be cut elsewhere. Overall, labor's 
budget goes down from $47.9 billion in 1993 to $40.4 
billion next year. Most of the cut reflects the expiration 
of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act, 
an unemployment trust fund. 

Frank Swoboda 

PHOTOCOPY 
PRESERVATION 



February 10, 1993 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: MARLA ROMASH 
FROM: MIKE NELSON AND GREG SIMON 
RE: SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ENVIRONMENT ELEMENTS IN THE 

FY93 STIMULUS PACKAGE AND FY94-97 INVESTMENT PACKAGE 

A l l the budget numbers included below are ten t a t i v e and 
subject to change. S t i l l they provide an idea of the size of the 
programs. Only the amount of "new money" (on top of the e x i s t i n g 
baseline) i s l i s t e d . The FY93 are budget authority, the FY94-97 
are t o t a l outlays. 

Science and Technology 

Make the Department of Commerce (and i t s National I n s t i t u t e of 
Standards and Technology) the Federal c i v i l i a n technology agency 

The Administration w i l l announce i t s in t e n t i o n to dramatically 
increase the budget for NIST. This w i l l f u l f i l l campaign 
promises to double NIST's budget and "create a c i v i l i a n DARPA". 
New funding w i l l go to the following: 

Double NIST in-house laboratory budget. 
This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y important i n hot, new f i e l d s ( l i k e 
advanced computing and bio-processing). 

Advanced Technology Program 
W i l l provide merit-reviewed, matching grants to companies to 
develop new technologies for new products and services. 

Manufacturing Technology Centers ("Hollings Centers") 
W i l l help small- and medium-sized businesses adopt new, 
advanced manufacturing equipment (robotics, computer-
controlled d r i l l s and lathes, etc.) 

R&D consortia 
Provide large matching grants for industry consortia l i k e 
DOD's SEMATECH or DOE's Advanced Battery Consortium 

FY93 FY94-97 
National I n s t i t u t e of 

Standards and Technology $110 $1,118 

Fully fund the High-Performance Computing and Communications 
I n i t i a t i v e . 

Provides funding authorized for the program by Gore's High-
Performance Computing Act i n order to develop more powerful 
supercomputers, more sophisticated software, and gi g a b i t -
per-second network technology. 



FY93 FY94-97 

Multi-agency program $50* $1,621 

*This money i s part of supplemental funding for NSF 

Fully fund the Gore I I computer b i l l . 
Provides f u l l the funding authorized i n Gore's Information 
Infrastr u c t u r e and Technology Act l a s t year. W i l l develop 
technology needed to apply supercomputing and high-speed 
networking i n manufacturing, education, l i b r a r i e s , and 
health care. 

FY93 FY94-97 
Multi-agency program $50 $847 

Fund Networking P i l o t Projects 

The National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration of the Department of Commerce w i l l provide 
matching grants to states, school d i s t r i c t s , and other non­
p r o f i t e n t i t i e s to apply networking technology for computer 
networking and distance learning. 

FY93 FY94-97 
NTIA $68 $311 

Restore funding for the National Science Foundation 

This money w i l l restore FY93 funding for u n i v e r s i t y research 
to FY92 levels ( in real dollars) and provide for steady, 
modest growth i n out-years. NSF funds fundamental research 
i n a l l types of physical sciences (from global warming 
research to advanced materials R&D) 

FY93 FY94-97 
National Science Foundation $200 2,519 

National Labs technology programs 

This program w i l l redirect f a c i l i t i e s and personnel at the 
DOE national labs (e.g. Oak Ridge) to c i v i l i a n technology 
development. I t provides additional funding for Cooperative 
R & D Agreements (CRADAs). 

FY93 FY94-97 
Energy Department 50 $193 

Advanced Neutron Source 

Fully fund construction of a new research f a c i l i t y at Oak 
Ridge for studying new materials. 

FY93 FY94-97 
Energy Department — $437 



Environment 

NOAA and National Weather Service Modernization 

Improve f a c i l i t i e s for monitoring the weather and 
environment 

FY93 FY94-97 
NOAA (Commerce Dept.) $86 $394 

Enhanced natural resources protection and environmental 
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e 

FY93 FY94-97 
Forest Service $200 
I n t e r i o r Dept. 374 

TOTAL 574 $1,309 

Water and waste loans and grants 
FY93 FY94-97 

Rural Development Admin. $371 $407 

Improve energy e f f i c i e n c y of Federal buildings 

This program would reduce the Federal government's energy 
b i l l , both for government-owned buildings and for 
government-subsidized housing. According to most 
calculations, t h i s investment would pay for i t s e l f i n 3-4 
years or less. 

FY93 FY94-97 
Department of Energy $50 886 
HUD -- 341 

EPA's Green Lights Program and related Programs 

Voluntary programs to help industry reduce energy 
consumption by using more e f f i c i e n t lights,^ computers, and 
other equipment, 

'FY93 • FY94-97 
| J 5 ^ , : ^ ^ 79 

Wastewater State revolving Fund 

Increase Federal contribution to a revolving fund from which 
states can borrow money for building wastewater treatment 
f a c i l i t i e s 

FY93 FY94-97 
EPA 975 3,280 

Vehicle energy conversion 

To accelerate conversion of the Federal automobile f l e e t to 
cleaner fuels, l i k e compressed natural gas 

FY93 FY94-97 
General Services Administration $30 120 



• American Oceans Campaign • American Planning Association • 
• Clean Water Action • Coast Alliance • National Audubon Society • 

• Natural Resources Defense Council • Sierra Club • 
• Sport Fishing Institute • Trout Unlimited • 

March 8, 1993 

President William J. Clinton 
Executive Office of the President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20501 , 

Dear President Clinton, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we suppon the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA. The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the actual requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollufion to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays", principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to your Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. You 
campaigned and won your election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerelx, 

Ted Danson Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President President 
American Oceans Campaign American Planning Association 

David ZWidk ^ Beth Millemann 
President ^ Executive Director 
Clean Water Action Coast Alliance 



David J. Miller 
Regional Vice President 
National Audubon Society 

Rhdwtisi 
Political Director 
Sierra Club 

)irec 

m 
Charles F. Gauvin 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
Trout Unlimited 

John H. Adams ^'^^^ 
Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council 

Norville S. Prosser 
Vice President 
Sport Fishing Institute 

cc: 
Chairman Max Baucus 
Chairman Bob Graham 
Chairman Gerry E. Studds 
Chairman Norman Y. Mineta 
Chairman Douglas Applegate 
Representative Rosa DeLauro 
Representative Nita M. Lowey 
Senate Budget Committee 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
House Budget Committee 
House Appropriations Committee 
Mr. Gene Sperling, Deputy Assistant to the President on Economic Policy 
Mr. Joe Minarek, Associate Director for Economic Policy, Office of Management and Budget 
Ms. Katie McGinty, Special Assistant to the President for the Environment 
Ms. Martha G. Protho, Acting .Assistant Administrator for Water 



• American Oceans Campaign • American Planning Association • 
• Clean Water Action • Coast Alliance • National Audubon Society • 

• Natural Resources Defense Council • Sierra Club • 
• Sport Fishing Institute • Trout Unlimited • 

March 8, 1993 

Vice President Albert Gore, Jr. 
Office of the Vice President 
Old Executive Office Building 
17th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20501 ' 

Dear Vice President Gore,, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA, The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the actual requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination ' 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to your Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton and you campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform 
and it is imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 
years be reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package \ye are proposing 
represents an innovative and necessary next step. 

/ / / / 

Sincerely, 

Jed Danson Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President President 
American Oceans Campaign American Planning Association 

aAv'yd^Uct . r u l U y ^ I X ^ /^^^ 
David Zwityb^ Beth Millemann 
President Executive Director 
Clean Water Action Coast Alliance 



1^ 
David J. Mil 
Regional Vice President 
National Audubon Society 

sia Wils&n jf^ 
Political Director 
Sierra Club 

John H. Adams '̂̂ ^ 
Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council 

Norville S. Prosser 
Vice President 
Sport Fishing Institute 

Charles F. Gauvin 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
Trout Unlimited 

cc: 
Chairman Max Baucus 
Chairman Bob Graham 
Chairman Gerry E. Studds 
Chairman Norman Y. Mineta 
Chairman Douglas Applegate 
Representative Rosa DeLauro 
Representative Nita M. Lowey 
Senate Budget Committee 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
House Budget Committee 
House Appropriations Committee 
Mr. Gene Sperling, Deputy Assistant to the President on Economic Policy 
Mr. Joe Minarek, Associate Director for Economic Policy, Office of Management and Budget 
Ms. Katie McGinty, Special Assistant to the President for the Environment 
Ms. Martha G. Protho, Acting Assistant Administrator for Water 



• American Oceans Campaign • American Planning Association • 
• Clean Water Action • Coast Alliance • National Audubon Society • 

• Natural Resources Defense Council • Sierra Club • 
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March 8, 1993 

Leon Panetta 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
252 Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20504 

Dear Mr. Panetta, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we.believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contributidn to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA. The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the actual requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to this Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerely, 

. Ted Danson 
President 
American Oceans Campaign 

Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President 
American Planning Association 

David ZwL.. 
President 
Clean Water Action 
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Executive Director 
Coast Alliance 
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March 8, 1993 

Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S,W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Dear Administrator Browner, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA. The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the actual requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to this Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope,you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerely, 

Ted Danson 
President 
Americian Oceans Campaign 

"iavid Zfvick J 
President 
Clean Water Action 
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Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President 
American Planning Association 

aeth Millemann 
Executive Director 
Coast Alliance 
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March 8, 1993 

The Honorable Jim Sasser 
Committee on the Budget 
SD-621 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-6100 

Dear Chairman Sasser, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design ^ 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA. The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the acmal requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent oh small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to-help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to this Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerely, 

Ted Danson 
President 
American Oceans Campaign 

-David Zmckjn 
President -r̂  
Clean Water Action 

Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President 
American Planning Association 
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Beth Miller̂ ann 
Executive Director 
Coast Alliance 
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March 8, 1993 

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd 
Committee on Appropriations 
S-128 Capitol Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-6025 

Dear Chairman Byrd, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA. The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the actual requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



• Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to this Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerely, 

Ted Danson Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President President 
American Oceans Campaign American Planning Association 

David Zwick ^ 
President Executive Director 
Clean Water Action Coast Alliance 

Beth Millemann ^'^^^ 



David J. Mater 
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National Audubon Society 

3id Wilson̂  
Political Director 
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Vice President 
Sport Fishing Institute 
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March 8, 1993 

The Honorable Martin Olav Sabo 
Committee on the Budget 
214 O'Neill House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6065 

Dear Chairman Sabo, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA, The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the actual requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to this Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerely, 

Ted Danson 
President 
American Oceans Campaign 

-̂David Zmc): 
Presideni'̂  
Clean Water Action 
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March 8, 1993 

The Honorable William H. Natcher 
Committee on Appropriations 
H-128 Capitol Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6015 

Dear Chairman Natcher, 

We are writing to add our voices to the chorus of those supporting Federal 
financial assistance to the states, cities and rural communities working hard to comply 
with the mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). The short term economic stimulus package takes important first steps toward 
the Federal government making its fair share contribution to the Federal-State-Local 
partnership, and for this reason we support the package strongly. 

But more of a commitment to clean water programs is needed in the medium- to 
long-term budget proposal. We urge you to increase current funding levels in the state 
revolving fund by at least $2 billion per-year from the General fund. Recognizing the 
imperatives of deficit reduction, we believe that the need for supplemental funding may 
be achieved in future years through the creation of innovative and deficit neutral funding 
mechanisms. 

We strongly believe that such mechanisms should supplement, rather than 
supplant, the existing demand for increased Federal contribution to our water 
infrastructure needs. This new revenue source would provide much-needed funding for 
water pollution prevention and control. In addition, it would allow the Federal 
government, for the first time, to make significant contributions to controlling polluted 
runoff and meeting SDWA requirements in both rural and urban areas. Careful design 
of this package also could provide important incentives to avoid or reduce polluting 
activities, while simultaneously making a contribution to overall deficit reduction. The 
need is clear. 

•The Environmental Protection Agency estimated in its 1988 survey of waste 
water treatment needs that the nation will have to spend $83.5 billion by the year 
2008 to meet waste water treatment requirements under the CWA. The General 
Accounting Office has determined that "the acmal requirement is much higher," 
and that "states and local governments are faced with a large and widening gap 
between waste water treatment needs and available resources." 



•Rural communities are dependent on small drinking water systems to meet their 
water supply needs. These small systems supply drinking water to 25 million 
Americans and it is estimated that more than 90 percent of these systems were in 
violation of SDWA standards in 1988. 

We support attempts to investigate such additional funding mechanisms, that are 
both economically and environmentally beneficial, by calling on those who contribute to 
water pollution to help pay for its prevention and control. Many different approaches to 
the "polluter pays" principle have been explored over the years; the best approach is one 
that calls upon all of the sectors causing water pollution problems to help foot the bill 
for water pollution prevention and control, and assurance of a safe drinking water supply. 

We envision a complementary fund raising package that combines levies on: (1) 
industrial toxic pollutant dischargers (which contribute to surface water contamination 
and the cost of drinking water treatment); (2) the manufacture of agricultural chemicals 
(which are key sources of groundwater pollution, and which contribute significantly to 
polluted runoff as the leading cause of water quality impairment, contributing to 60 
percent of impaired streams and 57 percent of lake impairment); (3) various consumer 
products that are known to contribute to pollution problems in urban runoff and sewage 
treatment plants; and (4) incentive charges to encourage industrial and commercial water 
conservation. 

We are grateful to this Administration for laying the groundwork for innovative 
approaches to addressing our nation's environmental and economic problems. President 
Clinton campaigned and won the election on a strong environmental platform and it is 
imperative that the lack of attention paid to these programs over the past 12 years be 
reversed. We hope you will agree that the type of package we are proposing represents 
an innovative and necessary next step. 

Sincerely, 

Ted Danson ^ Connie B. Cooper, AICP 
President President 
American Oceans Campaign American Planning Association 

David Zwickji^ Beth Millemann 
President Executive Director 
Clean Water Action Coast Alliance 



David J. Mil 
Regional Vice President 
National Audubon Society 
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Political Director 
Sierra Club 
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Charles F. Gauvin 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
Trout Unlimited 

John H. Adams 
Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council 

Norvdle S. Prosser 
Vice President 
Sport Fishing Institute 
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Date: February 11, 1993 
To: Katy McGinty 

White House O f f i c e on Environmental P o l i c y 
From: A l l e n Hershkowitz, Ph.D. 

Senior S c i e n t i s t 
Re: Suggested I n f r a s t r u c t u r e i n c e n t i v e s designed t o 

st i m u l a t e the production of jobs from MSW 
r e c y c l i n g , f o l lowed by a few remarks e x p l a i n i n g 
our c u r r e n t l i m i t a t i o n s i n the area of r e c y c l i n g . 

Above a l l , congrats on the new jo b . We're a l l t h r i l l e d . 

Before I get i n t o the r e c y c l i n g i n c e n t i v e s , l e t me remind 
you t h a t as you develop the Btu ta x , MSW as a f u e l f o r 
i n c i n e r a t o r s should have the Btu t a x assigned t o each 
m a t e r i a l component of the waste stream i n order t o avoid 
encouraging an even greater r e l i a n c e on i n e f f i c i e n t W-T-E 
f a c i l i t i e s . That i s , assign the t a x t o p l a s t i c s @ 18,000 
Btus/lbs.; paper @ 7075 Btus/lbs.; Glass @ <1,000 Btus/lbs.; 
etc: not MSW a t 4,500 Btus/lbs. 

Proposed Jobs Producing Actions That Will Advance Recycling 
For Incorporation Into The Clinton/Gore Infrastructure B i l l : 

1. Proposed Action: Federal Procurement of Products 
Made From Recycled Materials: 

Intended Result: The s t i m u l a t i o n of jobs producing 
investments i n t o new manufacturing f a c i l i t i e s designed 
t o accept recovered waste m a t e r i a l s : A r e d u c t i o n i n the 
amount of m a t e r i a l s now going t o c o s t l y , low job 
producing and environmentally problematic i n c i n e r a t o r s 
and l a n d f i l l s . 

P r i o r i t i z e post-consumer content under RCRA's 
Sec. 6002 (42 U.S.C. 6962) f o r a l l Federal Agency 
purchases exceeding $10,000 i n the aggregate over 
any f i v e year p e r i o d ; any State agency or 
p o l i t i c a l s u b d i v i s i o n of a State agency which i s 
using appropriated Federal funds, and; the 
Congress. 

100% Recycled Paper 1350 New York Ave., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005 
202 783-7800 
Fax 202 783-5917 

71 Stevenson Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
415 777-0220 
fax 425 495-5996 

617 South Olive Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 
213 892-1500 
Fax 213 629-5380 

212 Merchant St., 
Honolulu, Hawai 
803 533-1075 
Fax 808 521-6841 

Suite 203 
i 96813 



Procurement Standards f o r M a t e r i a l s Purchased: 

Aluminum. For packaging, b u i l d i n g and c o n s t r u c t i o n 
m a t e r i a l s , and non-durable goods, 80 percent post-
consumer m a t e r i a l by January 1, 1997. 

Glass. For packaging and i n s u l a t i o n m a t e r i a l s , 65 
percent post-consumer m a t e r i a l by January 1, 1997. 

P l a s t i c s . For packaging, 50 percent post-consumer 
m a t e r i a l by January 1, 1997. 

Paper and Paper Products. 

Newsprint: 60 percent post-consumer m a t e r i a l s 
by January 1, 1997; 

P r i n t i n g and W r i t i n g Papers and Copier Paper: 
20 percent post-consumer m a t e r i a l by January 
1, 1997; 40 percent by January 1, 2003; 

Tissue; 60 percent post-consumer m a t e r i a l by 
January 1, 1997; 

Corrugating medium: 60 percent post-consumer 
m a t e r i a l by January 1, 1997. 

Covered Agencies should be r e q u i r e d t o r e p o r t annually on 
t h e i r procurement p o l i c i e s . Any non-essential 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n now i n h i b i t i n g the purchase of recycled 
m a t e r i a l s (e.g. brightness, c l e a n l i n e s s [speck count] or 
groundwood content) should be e l i m i n a t e d . 

2. Proposed Action: 15 Percent Investment Tax Credits 

Intended Result: The s t i m u l a t i o n of jobs producing investments 
i n t o new manufacturing f a c i l i t i e s designed t o accept recovered 
waste m a t e r i a l s : A r e d u c t i o n i n the amount of m a t e r i a l s now 
going t o c o s t l y , low j o b producing and environmentally 
problematic i n c i n e r a t o r s and l a n d f i l l s . 

Provide ITCs f o r Manufacturers i n v e s t i n g i n f a c i l i t i e s 
t h a t use post-consumer m a t e r i a l s ( a t l e a s t 20% 
u t i l i z a t i o n r a t e s ) . Do not provide ITCs f o r 
manufacturing f i r m s using more than 80 percent v i r g i n 
resources i n i t s feedstock. Do not allow c r e d i t t o be 
a p p l i e d t o land a c q u i s i t i o n or vague concepts l i k e 
" b u i l d i n g improvements." Do not allow the t a x c r e d i t t o 
exceed 50% of the o v e r a l l t a x l i a b i l i t y . Do not l e t the 
t a x c r e d i t i n t e r f e r e w i t h other deductions t h a t may be 
a p p l i c a b l e , although any deductions used by f i r m s r e l y i n g 



exclusively on v i r g i n materials should be eliminated. Do 
not allow these deductions to be applied to incineration 
f a c i l i t i e s of any type. 

3. Proposed Action: Recycling Development Block Grants 

Intended Result: The stimulation of jobs producing investments 
i n t o new manufacturing f a c i l i t i e s designed to accept recovered 
waste materials: A reduction i n the amount of materials now 
going t o costly, low job producing and environmentally 
problematic incinerators and l a n d f i l l s . 

Recycling Development Block Grants of $15 b i l l i o n t o t a l 
to provide manufacturers with much needed funds t o 
develop and bu i l d recycling f a c i l i t i e s necessary to 
increase our use of secondary materials. The RDBG 
program could be allocated by formula (based on 
manufacturing capacity to be constructed) and 
administered by Economic Development Administration. 
Limit c a p i t a l i z a t i o n to no more than 50 percent of a 
project's t o t a l cost. The program could be modelled 
a f t e r the popular and successful Community Development 
Block Grant program at HUD and could be funded from 
recovery of tax preferences and subsidies now offered to 
users of v i r g i n raw materials. 

4. Proposed Action: Recover the Federal tax write-off for 
local waste management ac t i v i t i e s and reallocate these funds 
to l o c a l i t i e s and manufacturers to invest in recycling of 
post-consumer waste materials. 

Intended Result: To eliminate the tax w r i t e - o f f (subsidy) now 
provided by the federal government for garbage generation. 
The stimulation of jobs producing investments i n t o new 
manufacturing f a c i l i t i e s designed to accept recovered waste 
materials: A reduction i n the amount of materials now going to 
costly, low job producing and environmentally problematic 
incinerators and l a n d f i l l s . 

Reclaiming t h i s revenue would amount to more than $8 
b i l l i o n annually. Jobs benefit would depend on how 
recovered revenue was allocated. Whatever Americans 
s h e l l out for waste management i n t h e i r state and local 
taxes gets f u l l y w r i t t e n o f f of any Federal tax 
obligations, regardless of how much we might generate or 
how poorly we manage i t . While denying the federal 
government almost $9 b i l l i o n annually, t h i s tax policy 
sends no benef i c i a l price signal to either the consumer, 
the manufacturer or the recycling market. 



5. Proposed Action: Reassess the environmental value and jobs 
creating potential of the b i l l i o n s i n annual subsidies now 
doled out to America's manufacturing sectors and which 
encourage the use of depletable v i r g i n resources. 

Intended Result: To e l i m i n a t e a major obstacle i n f e r r i n g w i t h 
the use of recycled m a t e r i a l s : To stop s u b s i d i z i n g t o highest 
p o l l u t i n g processes, those t h a t r e l y on v i r g i n resources, and 
encourage more e f f i c i e n t investment i n t o r e c y c l i n g f a c i l i t i e s . 

By reassessing the environmental value and jobs c r e a t i n g 
p o t e n t i a l of the b i l l i o n s i n subsidies t h a t are annually 
doled out t o America's manufacturing sectors encouraging 
the use of depletable v i r g i n resources the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
can recover a revenue d r a i n and encourage r e c y c l i n g a t 
the same time. The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n should also review 
subsidies given t o raw material s / m i n e r a l s businesses 
abroad: f o r e i g n c o u n t r i e s may be "dumping" raw m a t e r i a l s 
i n the U.S., which would be a GATT v i o l a t i o n were these 
subsidies applied t o f i n i s h e d consumer products. (An 
accurate estimate of the subsidies encouraging the use of 
v i r g i n resources has never been c a l c u l a t e d . However, 
even the most conservative assessment would put i t w e l l 
i n t o the b i l l i o n s annually, which i s more than a l l 
American c i t i e s and st a t e s spend on r e c y c l i n g each year. 
Nor have these subsidies ever been assessed t o determine 

whether they encourage job production as w e l l as 
environmental s u s t a i n a b i l i t y . ) 

6. Proposed Action: Eliminate a l l federal payroll taxes, 
(which taxes the hir i n g of workers)/ and replace these funds 
(about $521 b i l l i o n l a s t year) with a tax on natural 
resources. 

Intended Result: C u r r e n t l y we tax employers when they h i r e 
someone and subsidize the d e p l e t i o n of our n a t u r a l resources. 
This should be reversed. I f we were t o e l i m i n a t e f e d e r a l 
p a y r o l l taxes, which adds about 3 0 percent t o the cost of 
h i r i n g a worker and l i m i t s the money a v a i l a b l e f o r spending by 
employees, and instead finance the f e d e r a l e n t i t l e m e n t s these 
funds provide v i a a t a x on n a t u r a l resources, we w i l l then 
have a t a x code t h a t c o r r e c t l y encourages employment and 
penalizes d e p l e t i o n of v i r g i n resources. I f you're i n t e r e s t e d 
we can t a l k i n more d e t a i l about t h i s a t your e a r l i e s t 
convenience. 

Some general talking points on recycling: 

* The strongest economies in the world have the highest 
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recycling rates. Germany exports twice the GDP as does 
the U.S., generates half as much waste per capita using 
half as much energy and recycles three times as much. 
The same i s true for Japan. By contrast, the average 
American generates twice as much municipal waste per 
capita than citizens in every other OECD country, and 
consumes twice as much energy per capita to do so. 

Of 18 OECD countries f o r which glass recycling data were 
available. The U.S. ranked l a s t . The U.S. rate of paper 
recycling ranks 15th. F i f t y percent of a l l municipal 
waste produced by the world's 18 most i n d u s t r i a l i z e d 
countries (the OECD countries) i s generated by the people 
l i v i n g i n the U.S. 

The Federal government, (Interior, Agriculture, Commerce) 
local governments and foreign governments offer billions 
of dollars in subsidies to encourage the use of 
environmentally destructive virgin resources. 

By contrast, recycling produces more jobs than any other 
waste management option and i s the least polluting solid 
waste treatment process. I t reduces energy requirements 
at manufacturing f a c i l i t i e s producing consumer goods and 
the use of recycled materials reduces the environmental 
impacts of a l l manufacturers that use them. Recycling 
conserves natural resources and reduces the p o l i t i c a l l y 
controversial reliance on virgin resources. 

Recycling preserves l a n d f i l l space and enhances the 
combustion e f f i c i e n c y of municipal waste incinerators by 
removing glass, metals, yard wastes and other p o l l u t i n g 
non-combustibles from the waste stream. 

Although the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in 1988 
set what i t considered to be an "achievable goal" of 
reducing our per capita waste generation rate by 10%, in 
fact since then per capita municipal waste generation in 
the U.S. has actually increased by about 22%. We are 
experiencing a much more rapid growth in waste generation 
than that predicted by the EPA. 

Last year the management of municipal wastes cost U.S. 
taxpayers more than $30 b i l l i o n . Morgan Stanley, Inc. 
estimates that by 1995 Americans w i l l be spending $45 
b i l l i o n on waste disposal and by the turn of the century, 
j u s t seven years away, we could be spending $75 b i l l i o n 
to manage our garbage. (By comparison America spent $4.9 
b i l l i o n on AIDS research l a s t year.) 

Currently, no rational regulatory structure exists to 
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frame recycling markets in the U.S, which i s why fully 
83% of a l l municipal wastes are now sent to 
environmentally and economically inferior l a n d f i l l s and 
incinerators. And much of what i s recycled "by the U.S." 
i s actually exported to recycling jobs abroad. 

The problem of reducing the tax burden associated with 
recycling (and disposing of municipal solid waste more 
generally) w i l l only be solved when responsibility for 
the recovery and utilization of these materials i s 
assigned to the consumer products industry. That i s , when 
municipal waste management costs become internal to the 
cost and pricing of consumer goods. Such a regulatory 
approach i s already law in Germany, The Netherlands and 
Japan. 
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Energy Tax Talking Points 

Broad-based energy tax represents commitment t o energy 
eff i c i e n c y , national security, environmental protection and 
vigorous d e f i c i t reduction, fairly-shared, f o r long-term 
U.S. competitiveness. 

Cheap energy has been narrow competitive advantage f o r U.S. 
Our energy prices are lower that 07 competitors almost 
across the board. But t h i s edge has come at considerable 
cost, i n terms of import dependence, energy i n e f f i c i e n c y , 
and environmental degradation. Unwillingness to raise 
prices through taxation, as major competitors have done, has 
been part of runaway d e f i c i t problem, r a i s i n g i n t e r e s t rates 
and hurting trade balance. 

Import dependence costs us dearly and undermines both 
national security and trade balance. Cost includes t r i l l i o n 
d o llars spent to ensure free flow of o i l from Persian Gulf 
since 1950s, and economic shocks when system f a i l e d i n 
1970s. With U.S. imports climbing toward 50% of domestic 
demand and persistent threats t o Middle East s t a b i l i t y , our 
security remains seriously compromised. Economically, o i l 
imports represent nearly 65% of current U.S. trade d e f i c i t . 

Energy in e f f i c i e n c y i s a fool's game — l i k e t r y i n g t o b u i l d 
prosperity on debt. Our competitors use energy much more 
e f f i c i e n t l y than we do, sparing themselves costs and r i s k s . 
They have a better home market f o r energy-efficient 
technical innovation than we do, and are capturing global 
market share from us. 

Environmental degradation from excessive energy use imposes 
s i g n i f i c a n t costs on economy and ecology that markets don't 
r e f l e c t . Includes COj emissions, smog, acid r a i n , t o x i c 
waste, t r a f f i c congestion, transport accidents. Price 
increases improve signals to markets, recognizing true 
costs. Energy tax arrays these increases i n proper rank 
order of environmental harm: coal, o i l , gas. 

Carbon reduction i s a U.S. goal under Climate Convention 
signed at Rio Summit. Energy tax w i l l move U.S. toward t h i s 
goal. U.S. economy currently more carbon intensive — i . e . 
emits more COj per un i t of GDP — than a l l other G7 
countries except Canada. Coming from behind w i l l give U.S. 
stature and leverage i n global debate, and encourage 
movement by others who have endorsed contingent actions of 
t h e i r own (notably European Community BTU/carbon t a x ) . 



Conservation and switching to cleaner fuels as a result of 
proper price signals are economic benefits. Conservation i s 
s t i l l the cheapest additional source of energy supply to 
U.S. Energy tax configuration favors natural gas and 
renewables. 

Phasing of energy tax — 1/3 installments on July 1, 1994 
through July 1, 1996 — w i l l allow time for adjustment by 
businesses and households and meet desired time profile of 
stimulus/deficit reduction. Adjustment period i s 
appropriate for individuals and economy as a whole, but 
message i s clear: a change must come. 

Regional effects of broad energy tax are limited. Broad tax 
base allows lower rates than for more focussed taxes — e.g. 
gasoline tax or o i l import fee — for equivalent revenue. 
Effects are spread broadly across U.S. Regional 
differential in heating o i l use (concentrated in New England 
and Mid Atlantic states) i s ameliorated through first-year 
exemption of heating o i l from supplemental tax on o i l , 
allowing users greater time for adjustment. 

Income d i s t r i b u t i o n effects are addressed w i t h i n economic 
package as a whole, yiel d i n g a progressive o v e r a l l r e s u l t . 
Energy tax i n i s o l a t i o n i s regressive across reported income 
classes, although less so across expenditure classes, and 
much less so when embedded as well as d i r e c t tax effec t s 
(e.g. a i r f a r e increases as well as gasoline price increases) 
are considered. Other elements of the economic package — 
EITC, Food Stamps, LIHEAP -- o f f s e t these e f f e c t s , producing 
an overall progressive outcome. 

Competitiveness effects are limited by broad base and 
correspondingly low rate of tax. Intend to move economy 
away from high-energy-use processes and l i f e s t y l e s , without 
uneven sectoral hits or overall shock. Phasing w i l l help 
adjustment process, as w i l l encouragement for energy-saving 
technology elsewhere in economic package. Favorable bond 
market reaction to deficit reduction w i l l lower interest 
rates and the dollar, encouraging U.S. exports generally. 

Administration of energy tax w i l l be upstream from r e t a i l 
l e v e l l i m i t i n g number of taxpayers and opportunities f o r 
evasion. Much of tax can be collected through e x i s t i n g 
administrative structures, bringing only l i m i t e d number of 
new taxpayers i n t o system. 



BCGNOKY-WIDB ZKPACTB OF PBBBZDEHT*8 BMESOT TAX 

Output and Jobs 

* With monetary accommodation (an increase in the Boney supply 
by the Federal Reserve Board), GNP losses would be close to 
zero. 

— A credible deficit reduction package would sake favorable 
action by the Federal Reserve far Bore likely. 

— The President's proposal will hit the aiacroeconony less 
hard than other) narrow-based energy taxes, such as taxes 
on gasoline or imported o i l . 

* What should we tax—goods or bads? 

— By taxing things we want less of—pollution, congestion, 
etc.—rather than things we want more of—labor and 
capital—energy taxes move the U.S. in the right 
direction. 

— Energy taxes also have economic, environmental, and 
national security benefits lacking in other revenue 
sources. 

* Energy taxes, like other taxes, reduce economic growth and 
employment over the short to medium term, unless offset by 
other expansionary macroeconomic policies. 

— Taxes absorb purchasing power and increase prices, 
contributing to inflationary pressures. 

— Without monetary accommodation, GXfP would decline 
somewhat. 

— In the long-term, however, energy taxes promote economic 
growth by replacing other more burdensome taxes. 

Competitiveness 

* The energy tax should be considered as part of a larger 
package, which by providing investment incentives and by 
reducing the Federal deficit will favorably affect industry 
costs. 



* The energy tax would affect the competitive position of 
energy-intensive firms, particularly those with large export 
markets and those subject to import competition. 

* The energy tax could result in some relocation of energy-
intensive industries to nontaxing countries. 

— But increased energy costs could be partly or wholly 
offset by reduced domestic interest rates and reduced 
health care costs; also, the President's tax package does 
not increase taxes on led>or (e.g. payroll taxes). 

* Among the G-7 nations, however, the U.S. already enjoys the 
lowest or second-lowest prices for gasoline, natural gas, 
fuel o i l , coal, and electricity. 

— Even after the tax, U.S. firms would s t i l l pay less for 
the energy they use them firms of any other G-7 nation 
(see graph). 

* The EC has proposed a hybrid carbon/energy tax to it s member 
states. The tax i s conditional on adoption of similar 
measures by other OECD countries, including the U.S.; i f 
adopted, the EC tax would reduce the problem of relocation 
(and carbon "leakage"). 

— The EC's proposal calls for a tax starting at the 
equivalent of $3 per barrel in 1993, rising to $10 per 
barrel—nearly three times the President's proposal—in 
2000. 

* Firms in industries with low energy intensities would be 
affected only slightly. 

* The deficit reduction package could have the effect of 
offsetting exports losses in energy-intensive industries with 
export gains in other industries. 

— A lower deficit would reduce interest rates, reducing 
costs to domestic producers, and improving the export 
position of U.S. firms. 

Trade Balance 

*U.S. trade balance would improve from the deficit reduction 
package: a lower deficit would reduce interest rates, 
promoting capital outflow, driving down the value of the 
dollar, and thus improving the export position of U.S. firms, 

— U.S. trade balance would also improve as a result of a 
decline in oil imports. 
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Talking Points on the Proposed Energy Tax 

Admintstrative Issues 

© Rates are generally exprewed on a per-unit basis and based on average Btu content (fi^. $3.47 
per barrel of oil, $0.26 per mcf of naitiral gas) 

- This eliminates the need to determine the actual Btu content of fuel and facilitates 
computation of the tax 

- Because coal varies widdy in Btu content, it is taxed on actual Btu content 

• Compliance burdens are minimized by collecting the tax from a small number of taxpayers (fix. 
refineries for oil, pipelines for natural gas. mine owners for coal) 

- For most businesses and individuals, there is no compliance burden 

- A small number of taxpayers dealing in large volumes can comply more efficiently than a 
large number of taxpayers dealing in small volumes 

- The IRS can focus its collection efforts 

• The tax is imposed at or near the producer level (Lfi., upstream) and before the point at which 
use as a fuel is Ukely to occur 

~ A use tax i$ imposed when previously untaxed products are used as fuel 

- Use taxes are difficult to collect; imposing the tax upstream minimiies the potential for 
avoidance 

• The broad base simplifies the tax 

- In the case of fossil fuels, the only exceptions are for nonfuel uses and exports 

-- The tax can be imposed upstream with fair confidence that the product is actually taxable 

- The number of tax-free sales or downstream refunds is minimized, thus limiting the 
opportunities for avoidance 

• The public will not notice the tax 

-- The tax will not be separately stated in the amount charged to end users 

- Because the base is broad, the price increase should be within the normal range of energy 
price fluctuations 

t Much of the tax can be collected through existing administrative structures 

~ Coal, oil, and refined petroleum products are currently taxed; the mechanisms used to 
collect those taxes can be extended to the new tax 

- Only the tax on natural gas and electricity would bring new taxpayers into the system 



Talkins Points on the Proposed Eaer:gy Tax 

Impact on Typ^ Four-Person FaxniUes 

Family Income 

Direct 
Energy Ej^ditures 

Direct tnd Indirect 
Energy Expenditures 

Family Income Amoimt of 
Bxpenditures 

Amount of 
Expenditures Tax* 

$25,000 S2.242 S105 S6,109 S28S 

40,000 2,570 118 7.002 322 

60,000 2.970 133 8.093 362 

•Assumes fully phased-in rates (per million Btus) of: $0,257 for coal and natural gas. ind 
$0,599 for oil (equivalent to $3.47 per barrel). 

• At full phase-in (beginning July 1. 1996). the ux wiU cost a typial family of four with 
$40,000 of income $118 in tax on direct household energy purchases Q.t., gasolme, heating, 
and electricity). 

The cost to a typical famUy of four U based on the following; the tax would be 
equivalent to increases of 7.5 cents per gallon on gasoline. 8.3 cents per gallon on 
heating oil, 26.5 cenu per mcf on natural gas. and $2.24 per month on the typical 
electric bill. 

o Taking account of the energy tax on businesses that is passed forward to consumers in the 
form of higher prices, the tax would cost a family of four with $40,000 of income a total 
of $322. 

• For a family of four with S25.000 of income, the increase in the Earned Income T» Credit 
would be $691 per year, which would be greater than the total cost of the energy tax of 
$285. 

• The average Aaerican household can offset the tax's iapaet 
on energy prices by buying norm afficiant aquipaant. I f every 
household that expects to buy a new car during ay Administration 
buys a car that i s just two ailas a gallon more efficient, they 
will totally offset the impact of the tax on their gasoline b i l l . 
Similarly, better housing insulation and acre efficient furnaces 
and heatpumps could offset tha iapaet of these taxes on household 
energy costs. 



OIL IMPORTS 

llie eiiergy tax ledoces Ifae aznoiim of ofl die natioii i o ^ ^ This 
mpioves CDcigy secuxity and ledaoes inapott. costs. 

In 2000. Ae tax caiises projected oil inqK>tts to dzop by ab^ 
barrels per day, or by about 33 pereeoL It also is projected to canse a 
small ($0.22 per band) drop in wodd oil price. 

In 2000, tbe tax xeduoes tbe projected dl inipoit biU by î prazimately 
$3.7 billion per year-about $35 to $40 per boDseboId. Between 1994 
and 2010. the U.S. oil in̂ KJit bill is reduced by $74..3 billion Qn $1991). 

Hie tax has almost no effect on domestic CMI production. Almost all of 
the reduction in is attributable to a drop in oil inqKirts. 

Domestic oil production is not affected by tbe tax because ifae 
OPEC nations are tbe "swing" producers in flic world oil market 
As swing producers, Aey absorb almost tbe entire drop in U.S. oil 
consumpdon. 



ENERGY PRODUCnON/CONSUMPnON 

^ is very liitleadver^ Coal 
and nanir̂  gas production « 
^ a ^ M y reduced rate; for oil. tbe tax has almost 

Althou^ ofl consun5)tion fdk more tban dKi consumption of odier fi^ 
S^*^'''^i^P?^°''^2000fa^ ' 

.̂000 barrels per day. iî Knts are projected to absorb flie bnmt of tbe 
uecrease m consunqniorL 

Domestic natural gas production is projected to grow by 12 percent 
between 1990 and 2000, despite tfae inqwsiiion of die tax. focrcased 
support for naniral gas R&D and an expanded alternative f i ^ 
nelp to enlarge fixture markets for nanual gas. 

1990 to 2000. Most of flus mcreasc is atnibutablc to increases in coŜ  
exports 

Energy consumption in 2000 is expected to be reduced by about 1 25 
quadnllion BTUs 6om what it otherwise would have b«i. Hiis is due to 
conservation and energy efBdency in5)rovemcnts brought about by the 



TRANSPORTATION SECTOR IMPACIS 

A total tax of $0399yinmbto on oU at fiUl implî m f̂̂ tim in 1997 
to^htes into a price increase of iqjproxiinatdy 8 ^ 

For a car driven 12.000 miles per year and getting 20 xniles per 
annual foel costs wouW rise by less fla^ 
lyyy. ilie a)st mipact during Ae nmp-q) period would be substantia lower - less Aan $10 in 1994. -umunu/ 

For a fteigitt truck diivcii 100.000 miles per year and getting 5.4 miles 
"̂ ""̂  ^ ^ 51-540 per year at full inqjlementaHon 

m 1997. Cost m?)acts in 1994 would be less than $300. 

For commercial airlines, iheiax would raise total costs by about 2 percent 
at fuU implementation m 1997. If the entire amount of the tax weiT 
passed through to passengers, ticket prices would rise by the same 
amount. 

For railroads, the tax would raise total costs by about 1 percent at full 
in̂ )lementation in 1997. If the entire amount of the enersr tax were 
passed through to shippers, ftei^ rates would rise by the same amomiL 

For water-based fteight. Ae tax would raise total costs by 3.2 percent at 
full impkmeritanon m 1997. If Ae entire amomit of ATcnerJJ^Sw^ 
passed Arough to shippers, fcight lates would rise by Ae saine a m o ^ 



t Talking Points Regarding Environmental Impacts 

On June 13, 1992 the U.S. and 157 other countries signed the Climate Convention in 
Rio de Janeiro, pledging to take action on climate change. Energy use is a key 
source of the climate change problem, and Americans use more energy than atizens 
of other developed countries. The average American uses 75 percent more energy 
than his or her countttpart in Germany, and 113 percent more then his or her 
counterpart in Japan. 

The European Community has already agreed to stabilire its emissions contributing to 
global warming. Instead of lagging behind the world in addressing this problem, the 
U.S. needs to assume a leadership role in moving die world towards a paA of ̂  
sustainable development and environmental stewardship while meeting our 
international obligations. The proposed tax will reduce our carbon dioxide emissions, 
the most significant pollutant causing climate change, by 25 million tons in die year 
2000. This, along with other actions, will help the U.S. meet its greenhouse gas goals 
for that year. Furthermore, die reductions will grow to 34 million tons by die year 
2010. 

By stimulating energy conservation, die tax will cut U.S. energy use by 1.4% in die 
year 2000. These energy savings are equivalent to die energy consumed by 35 
500 megawatt power plants. 

The energy tax vnll also reduce emissions that contribute to urbari smog. Automobile 
emissions of volatile organic compounds, carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides will 
fall by 9,800, 89,000 and 11,000 tons per year, respectively. These pollution 
reductions are equivalent to taking 75.000 to 260,000 older, high emitting cars off the 
road. Other emission reductions would also be registered in die utility sector and from 
industrial sources; powerplant emissions of nitrogen oxides alone would fall by 
150.000 tons per year, equivalent to 3.3% of all power plant emissions. 

Further environmental gains would result from fewer oil spills, less acid rain, less 
disposal of toxic wastes-all of which will lead to a healdiier and sustainable level of 
environmental quality. Oil imports are expected to decrease by 350.000 barrels per 
day, resulting in 128 fewer tanker loads of oil coming to our shores annually (each 
tanker carries a million barrels). 



Per Capita Energy Constimption* in Other Coimtries Relative to the 
United States 

(U.S.«100) 

Country 
Japan 
France 
Germany 
Italy 
Netherlands 
United Kingdom 
OECD Ein-ope 

Per Capita Energy Use (1991) 
47 
54 
57 
36 
61 
49 
44 

*Based on ratio of total primary energy stq^plies per capita. 

Source: Energy Policies of lEA Countries. 1991 Review. International Energy 
Agenqr 

Energy Use Per Dollar of GDP*: Other Countries Relative to the 
United States 

(U.S.B100) 

Country 

Japan 
France 
Germany 
Italy 
NeAerlands 
United Kingdom 
OECD Europe 

Energy Intensity of Economy 
Relative to U.S. 

60 
90 
102 
76 
114 
98 
98 

•Based on ratio of Total Primary Energy Supplies to GDP for 1991 
(using 1985 prices and exchange rates) 

Source: Enerev PoUcies of lEA Countries: 1991 Review. Intemarinnal Bnorgy 
Agency. 



Talking Points on Ae Proposed Energy Tax 

Impact on Consumers by Region 

The attached table provides information on the regional impacts of the Administration's 
proposed energy tax when the rates are fully phased in (beginning July 1, 1996). The first 
column of the table shows by census r îon die dollar amount of tax diat would be paid on 
a per capita basis. The second column of die table expresses die tax as a percent of 
disposable personal income in each region. The third and fourth columns show the same 
information as the first two columns, but expressed as a percent of the nadonal average. 
A map of census regions follows die table. 

The Administration's proposed energy tax is better balanced regionally than alternative 
energy taxes such as an increase in the gasoline tax or an oil import fee. 

Note diat while the tax burden on a given region may be higher dian the national average 
on a per capita basis, it is often lower than die national average as a percent of disposable 
personal income, and vice versa. 



Impact of Energy Tax on Consumers by Region 

Census Region 

Tax Increase (Full Rates*) Percent of National Average 

Census Region 
Amount 

Per Capita 
As a Percent 
of Income 

Amount 
Per Capita 

As a Percent 
of Income 

New England $103 0.54 % 117 % 99% 

Middle Atlantic 93 0.50 106 93 

South Atlantic 89 0.56 102 104 

East North Central 87 0.55 99 101 

East South (Antral 80 0.60 91 111 

West North Central 88 0.58 100 106 

West South (Central 83 0.59 94 109 

Mountain 82 0.57 94 105 

Pacific 86 0.49 98 91 

• Rates become fully effective July 1, 1996. 



U.S. Census Regions and Divisions 

9Q 

5973 



Talking Points on the Proposed Energy Tax 

Impact on Income Distribution 

• The energy tax is part of a broader Administradon proposal ttiat includes low-income offsets 

- Tĥ eunod income tax credit is expanded by increasing the maximum credit, raising die 
income level at which die credit phases out, and extending die credit to low-income 
childless worken 

- Food Stamps and die Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) are 
expanded 

• Taking diese offsets into account, die Administration's proposals reduce die average burden on 
families with less dian S20,000 of annual income 

• The effect of die energy tax will also be partially offset by increases in indexed transfer 
payments 

- To die extent die energy tax increases prices generally, cost-of-living adjustments to Social 
Security and odier transfer payments will cushion its effects on lower-income individuals 
and families 



BROAO-BASED ENERGY TAX 

1. Specifications 

Indexed BTU tax with o i l supplement 

Basic tax: 25.7 cents/million BTU 
Oi l supplement: 34.2 cents/million BTU 
Index: GDP def l a t o r 

Tax rate on per-unit basis 

Coal: $5.57 per short ton; varies by actual 
BTU content 

O i l : $3.47 per b a r r e l ; based on average BTU 
content 

Gas: $0.26 per mcf; based on average BTU 
content 

Phased introduction over three years 

July 1, 1994 1/3 
July 1, 1995 2/3 
July 1, 1996 f u l l y phased i n 

Tax base 

Fossil fuels: BTU content of coal, o i l , and 
natural gas 

Nuclear f u e l i n e l e c t r i c i t y generation: BTU 
content of nuclear f u e l 

Hydro-power i n e l e c t r i c i t y generation: average 
f o s s i l f u e l BTU input required to generate 
equivalent e l e c t r i c i t y 

Excludes non-fuel uses of f o s s i l fuels, non-
conventional fuels (solar, geothermal, biomass, 
wind or other) and exported f o s s i l fuels. 

Collection point 

Coal: minemouth 
O i l : r e f i n e r y ; importation point f o r refined 

petroleum products 
Gas: pipeline 
Hydro and nuclear generated e l e c t r i c i t y : u t i l i t y 
Imported e l e c t r i c i t y : importation point 

Downstream credits provided f o r non-fuel use 



• Revenue estimate 

$22 billion dollars in Fyi997, when fully phased 
in. 

Objectives 

• Increase energy efficiency of economy for long-run 
competitive advantage 

Improve environment through reduced growth of f o s s i l 
fuel consumption and modest incentives favoring cleaner 
fuels 

Enhance national security and U.S. trade balance by 
reducing o i l imports 

• Strengthen economic performance through vigorous 
deficit reduction, boosting long term U.S. investment, 
productivity and growth and encouraging U.S. exports. 

Economic effects 

Broad base of tax keeps tax rate low and spreads 
effects across regions, industries and consumer 
segments. Scale of tax f i t s objectives of overall 
economic package. 

End user prices w i l l increase modestly: 

gasoline - about 7.5 cents/gallon or 5% 
residential natural gas - about 26.5 cents/mcf or 4% 
residential e l e c t r i c i t y - about $2.24/month or 3% 
home heating o i l - about 8.3 cents/gallon or 8% 

compared to the year 2000 level without tax. 

Energy expenditures of about $2,600 per year for a 
family of four with annual income of $40,000 w i l l 
increase by about $120; expenditures w i l l r i s e by about 
$320 when the energy component of a l l goods and 
services i s considered. 

• Consumption w i l l decline less than prices r i s e — 2% or 
less from the year 2000 level without tax --
representing modest conservation and fuel switching 
without shock to the real economy. 

• Producer prices decline very slightly -- less than 1% 
from year 2000 level without tax. Production hardly 
changes, with reductions in o i l , whose consumption 
declines most, coming principally from imports. 



Phasing of tax allows adjustment period for economy and 
f i t s stimulus/deficit reduction timing of economic 
package. 

Competitiveness effects 

• Cost increases for energy-using industries are kept low 
and widely spread. 

Phasing helps adjustment process. Help also from other 
elements of economic package — investment tax credit 
and R&E tax credit, technology transfer from National 
Laboratories, model projects in Industrial energy 
conservation. 

• Deficit reduction w i l l lower interest rates and improve 
export climate for a l l U.S. firms. 

Environmental effects 

Tax-induced reductions in COj emissions w i l l help meet 
U.S. goal (expressed in climate convention at Rio 
Summit) of returning i t s greenhouse gas emissions to 
1990 levels by year 2000. 

• Other environmental benefits include reductions in 
smog, acid rain, toxic waste, t r a f f i c congestion and 
transport accidents. 

Domestic action w i l l enhance U.S. stature and leverage 
in international debate; set the stage for others to 
proceed with their contingent tax plans - notably 
European Community with i t s BTU/carbon tax. 

Regional effects 

Broad tax with low rate limits regional differences 
compared to narrower alternatives such as gasoline tax 
or o i l import fee. 

National average per capita tax increase as percent of 
income varies by less than + or - 10% across regions. 

Regional differential in home heating o i l use 
ameliorated through f i r s t year exemption of home 
heating o i l from supplemental tax, allowing users 
greater time for adjustment. 

Income distribution effects 

Addressed within economic package as a whole, yielding 
progressive overall result. 



other elements of package — earned income tax c r e d i t . 
Food Stamps, Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program 
(LIHEAP) — help o f f s e t any reg r e s s i v i t y of energy tax 
portion. Further cushion from c o s t - o f - l i v i n g 
adjustments to Social Security and other transfer 
payments. 

Energy tax i t s e l f I s less regressive when consider 
embedded as well as d i r e c t effects (e.g., a i r l i n e fares 
as well as gasoline prices), and when look at 
expenditure measures rather than reported income 
measures of household wellbeing. 
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THE CLINTON BROAD-BASED ENERGY TAX 

The broad-based energy tax being proposed Pmident Clinton ii an exdie tax baaed on 
BTU (beat) eoataat, î Ued to all foiul ftials, ind sppUad lo hydioeleotric and nuelcv power on 
the basil of fotall fbel equivalency. 

The btu tax win be phued in between 1994 (raising $1.5 bffllan) ani 1997 ($22.3 UlUon). 
During die period 1994 to 1998, die tax li projected to raias S71.4 billion ddlan. 

Tax. Rates Upon Full Implementatloii in 1997: 

Oil: S9.9 cents per million btu, or about $ 3,47 per banel of cnide oil. Shioe tha tax is to be 
collected at die ivflnory, it remaina unclear whotbor die tax will be cx>UBcted at die front of the 
leSneiy (gate) or after the cnide ie refined into products (rack). If collected at die nek, each raflned 
praduct'a btu value would determine the tax, e.g., motor gasoline will be taxed at 7.5 cents per 
golloHt home he&tinx oil aad dieael at 8.31 cents per gallon; and ken^ (commeidal airline jet fijel) 
at 8.1 cents [adding over Sl.S billion per year in operadng costs to commeidal airUnea fueling up 
inmeU.S.1. 

Natural GBK 2S.7 cents per million btu, or 26.5 cents per mcf, apparendy assessed when die 
natural gu la meeiwd by plpelinea ftom di« field gadtering Byatams. 

Coal: 25.7 cents per million boi, or $5.35 per ton of neam coal assesied at die minemoiidi. 
Nadonal Goal Aisodadon eidmates diat if fiilly passed dirough, diis would Increaae dio avoiage 
clcctrld^ consumen bills about 17%. 

Conclusion 
An energy tax will dampen die economy by decreasing consumers' diiciedonajy Income to 

buy goods and lervkes, put iafladonary pressures on die economy and deoesse manufacturing jobs 
by decreasing U.S. iniBniatlonal competltiveneis. It also appean to be one more income Tranarflr 
mechanism, since the Clinton proposal also contains increases in die eamed̂ income tax credit, 
low.incam« heme iMftdns atdatamw aad Pood Stamps. 

As an example of die impact on industry: Oenenl Motors esdmates diis tax proposal will add 
$68 minion per year in direct maoufacturing costs lo Its U opoBlioaa, plus about 3 to 4 timfia that 
in inoeaaed IndSiect costs (steel, glass, paint and pans) for a total of $370 to $340 million per year. 
This to a company thai lost Sl.S Ullion last year. 

Staff ContBOt: Marie Whltenton, 224-2946 



408 C Street, N.E. Washington, D.C. 20002 ' 202- 547-1141 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: David Wilhelm, Katie McGinty, Craig Smith, Maria Romash, Heather Booth, 
Bob Hattoy 

FR: Reid Wilson 

RE: : Sierra Club;Ac;tivity on. Behalf of Clinton Economic Package 

February 19, 1993 

I want to give you,a b r i e f report on what the Sierra Club has done so far on 
behalf of the President's economic program, and what we plan to do,in the 
future. T,. think you w i l l be pleased. 

Completed A c t i v i t i e s 

l.i A mailing to 250.000 Sierra Club members i s at the p r i n t e r r i g h t now. The 
mailer urges our member^ to contact t h e i r Senators and Representatives on 
behalf of the Clinton package. (I'11 get you copies of i t ) . 

2. Executive Director Carl Pope issued a statement (attached) on Feb. 17 
which was sent far and wide to national media. 

3. P o l i t i c a l Director Reid Wilson spoke at.an environmental press conference 
Feb. 18 (statement attached). 

4. Both Carl and Reid; gave interviews to. radio networks (approx. eight t o t a l ) 
r i g h t a f t e r the speech. 

5. .. We have sent, daily electronic mail messages, to approximately 250 of our 
top . activistis each day , urging them, to activate...their networks. (Copies ' 
attacheid). I h addition, some of these messages have gone out on the computer 
to "ECQNET," which reaches hundreds of environmental a c t i v i s t s from other 
•.groups-. • • .. 

Our/message has been: "The Clinton package i s good for the environment. I t , 
reduces the d e f i c i t , creates jobs, and protects the environment. I t slashes 
subsidies to environmentally destructive a c t i v i t i e s , i t invests i n ' 
environmental inf r a s t r u c t u r e , and i t moves i n the r i g h t d i r e c t i o n to tax 
p o l l u t i n g and wasteful energy use. Please do thie following to support the 
Clinton package: c a l l your Senators and Representative; hold a press 
conference; c a l l radio t a l k shows; write a l e t t e r to the editor;: get a bunch 
of other people to do everything you're doing." 

6.. Oh Feb. 18 Club s t a f f and a c t i y i s t s held press conferences or issued press 
releases i n Ohio and Wisconsin, (We think others occurred as well but we 
haven't been able to reach the people involved). 

"When wc try to pick out anything by ,itselfv wc find it hitched to everything else in the univcisc."7oA« Muir 
National Hcadquancrs: 730 Polk Street. San Francisco, California 94109 (415) 776-2211 

PRINTED ON UNBLEACHED 100% POSTCONSUMER WASTE 



7. We coiitinue to organize additional local press events around the country. 
We expect that there w i l l be at least another ten press conferences and. .. 
perhaps many more once our networks get activated. . 

.8. We have w r i t t e n an a c t i v i s t a l e r t message which i s about to be sent to our. 
top 1000 or so a c t i v i s t s through our bi-weekly newsletter. . 

9. Our f i e l d offices;and our p o l i t i c a l s t a f f have.begun c a l l i n g top chapter, 
leaders from around the country to get them involved. 

10. We've also begun c a l l i n g the Sierra Club a c t i v i s t s who led the • 
Clinton/Gore campaign e f f o r t s i n t h e i r states, to get. them cranked back :up. 

11. Our phone Hotlines into the DC o f f i c e (our.volunteers c a l l them to f i n d 
out what's going on and how they can help) a l l carry the message about the 
.economic package. . 

12. We. have begun working with our.Sierra student c o a l i t i o n to reach college 
and high school, students. 

( I might add that we did a l l of these things without seeing any details, .uf t h ^ 
package beforehand, which had been promised. We went but on a limb arid took a 
r i s k anyway because we thought that supporting President Clinton's package was 
so Important. In the future,. however, we would prefer, not to be i n the. 
position of having to speak positively'about something that we don't actually 
have any w r i t t e r i details about. We were very uncomfortable about i t , but d i d , 
i t anyway because we thought i t was important.) : 

Plans for the FutureJ 

1. We aire organizing a massive environmental lobby day next Wednesday, the 
-24th. . We are bringing i n lobbyists from the otzher DC environmental groups'. 
We hope to have about a hundred people out in.force next Wednesday. The . 
ptogram w i l l be run out of our o f f i c e . 

2. We are setting up a desk system i n our DC o f f i c e .to.coordinate the 
•act i v i t i e s of our grassroots volunteers.around the country: • 

3. We w i l l .seiid out an a c t i v i s t packet to approximatiely 1000 of our top 
volunteers around the. country, on next Tuesday.. The packets w i l l help them 
hold press events and organize other , volunteers : 

4. We are almost done w r i t i t i g an op-ed piece which we'll send put. 

5. We'd l i k e to be able to help b u i l d crowds for events that Clinton, Gore, 
Babbitt, Browner, Pena, and others do i n the near future around the country. 
We'll need your help in'getting t h e i r schedules-. 

6.. We are about to begin outreach t o o u r issue oriented networks w i t h i n the 
Club. For instance, we have a c t i v i s t s that work j u s t on pbpulatioh. Our 
s t a f f that work on that issue w i l l work with the; volunteers to get them 
involved oh behalf of the package, the rationale being that i f they want more 
good s t u f f on population i n a year or so. B i l l Clinton needs to be i n a strong 
p o l i t i c a l position to gist i t done. We ha.ve good a c t i v i s t s l i s t s - on a p r e t t y 



wide array of issues. 

7. We are set to reach out to other enviroiunental groups to get themi to do 
more than j u s t j o i n bur lobby day next week. We w i l l encourage them to get 
t h e i r own grassroots organizations up and running on behalf of the package. 

8. We.are working to make sure that.at a l l regional, state, and local Sierra . 
Club meetings around the country i n the next months, someone gets up and makes 
a p i t c h that everyone there should work on behalf of the economic package. 

9. We are about to send out a "newsletter feed" to a l l chapter and group 
(staite and local) newsletter editors. Almost a l l editors w i l l p r i n t i t i n 
t h e i r next Issue. 

10. We w i l l send a l e t t e r to Congress early next week. 

11. We w i l l , t r y to brganize volunteer phone banks around the country tb 
generate c a l l s and l e t t e r s to Congress. 

We look forward to working with you to pass the President's economic prograhi.. 
Pleaise f e e l free to c a l l me i f you need anything i n pairticular. 



TO 
FR 
RE 

Sierra Club Far and Wide 
Reid Wilson 
President Clinton's State of the Union Address 

February 12, 1993 

As you know, President Clinton w i l l deliver his State of the Union address on 
Wednesday the 17th. The Sierra Club and other environmental groups have been 
i n v i t e d to a meeting at the Democratic National Committee on Monday morning to 
discuss b u i l d i n g public support for the president's message. 

At that time we hope to f i n d out more specifics about Clinton's environmental 
and economic proposals, although we don't expect to get a l l the d e t a i l s . What 
we know now, though, indicates that we w i l l l i k e most of what i s i n Clinton's 
package. We probably won't be t h r i l l e d with everything, but on balance the 
whole package w i l l probably be pre t t y strong. 

The DNC w i l l ask us to generate c a l l s and l e t t e r s into congressional offices 
i n support of Clinton's programs. They r e a l l y want there to be a huge 
groundswell and massive amounts of c a l l s into H i l l offices so that members of 
Congress w i l l be i n l i n e when i t comes time to vote on passage of Clinton's 
proposals. This is something that the Reagan White House did extremely well. 
I think i t s a good sign that the Clinton people are t r y i n g to do the same 
thing, and that they are coming to us, who they recognize did a l o t for them 
i n the campaign, for heljtf. They are doing t h i s with other constituency groups 
as w e l l . We want to be able to help them. 

Please stay tuned to your cc:mail. I w i l l t r y to get out messages on Monday, 
Tuesday, and Wednesday about what we think w i l l be i n Clinton's address and 
how you can help. We need to be able to jumpstart a big grassroots push 
immediately (and cheaply), so we'll a l l probably need to make l o t s of phone 
ca l l s i n the next week to other a c t i v i s t s (assuming, of course, that we l i k e 
Clinton's package). 



TO 
FR 
RE 

Sierra Club Far and Wide 
Reid Wilson 
Number 2 - State of the Union 

Feb. 15, 1993 ' 

The events of t h i s week and next w i l l to a large degree determine the success 
or f a i l u r e of B i l l Clinton's presidency. He w i l l unveil Wednesday his 
economic plan for the nation, which w i l l include a number of environmental 
measures. This could be the defining moment of his presidency. This is a l l 
about p o l i t i c a l power and clout. I f Clinton i s able to persuade the public 
and Congress to support him r i g h t o f f the bat, 'his position w i l l be bolstered, 
allowing him to use his increased p o l i t i c a l strength to do more good for the 
environment l a t e r on i n his presidency. I f , however, the public and Congress 
turn against his proposals i n the next week, he w i l l be substantially weakened 
and w i l l have much less l i k e l i h o o d of being able to get his way l a t e r on. 

B i l l Clinton needs our enthusiastic support r i g h t now. Assuming that his 
package meets our approval on environmental issues, we should do a l l we can to 
support him immediately. He needs an immediate groundswell of support 
commencing r i g h t after the State of the Union address and continuing into next 
week. 

Betsy Loyless and I and approx. 25 other DC environmentalists met t h i s morning 
with Democratic National Committee chair David Wilhelm, DNC P o l i t i c a l Director 
Craig Smith, and DNC Environmental Constituency Outreach s t a f f (not her real 
t i t l e ) Heather Booth. 

The DNC called the meeting. Their purpose was to e n l i s t environmentalists' 
help i n generating public support for President Clinton's economic package. 
They want us to help create an enormous groundswell of support, meaning: 

telephone cal l s to members of the House and Senate ' 
press conferences 
c a l l - i n s to radio t a l k shows 
l e t t e r s to the editor 
op-ed a r t i c l e s 
c a l l s to reporters 

They're not asking for a few of each, or for a l i m i t e d e f f o r t . They're asking 
for as many of a l l of the above as possible. They're asking for the type of 
e f f o r t that we put i n during the l a s t weeks of the campaign. 

We t o l d them that our level of a c t i v i t y would depend i n part on the content of 
Clinton's proposalis. They understood that, and said that they thought we 
would be very happy with the proposals, and that the environment was one of 
the winners i n t h i s package. They thought corporate America would not be 
nearly so happy. 

We expect to receive the details of the package on Wednesday morning. We 
assume that the package w i l l not contain everything we want, and that i t w i l l 
contain some things we don't want. But on balance, we expect that i t w i l l be 
very positive f o r the environment. 



URGENT CALL TO ACTION 

Assuming that the Clinton package meets our standards on the environment, we 
need to mount an a l l - o u t e f f o r t to generate support for these programs. We 
encourage you to support your grassroots a c t i v i s t networks. You can bet on i t 
that powerful corporate special interests w i l l weigh i n against the economic 
package. Clinton needs grassroots public support as expressed i n the media 
and to members of Congress to f i g h t o f f the special interests. 

So, 

* . I f you want B i l l Clinton to designate the Arctic National W i l d l i f e Refuge 
as wilderness i n a couple years, you should t r y to b u i l d support now for his 
economic package. 

* I f you want there to be a positive solution to the old growth forest 
problem, you should t r y to b u i l d support now for his economic package. 

* I f you want wetlands and wildernss areas to be protected down the road, you 
should t r y to b u i l d support now for his economic package. 

* I f you want to see greater recycling and a stronger Superfund program i n a 
couple years, you should t r y to b u i l d support now for his economic package. 

* I f you want to see continued improvements i n U.S. population policy and i f 
you care about the m u l t i - l a t e r a l development banks, you should t r y to b u i l d 
support now for his economic package. 

* I f you ever want to see CAFE l e g i s l a t i o n get passed, you should t r y to 
b u i l d support now fo r his economic package. 

Otherwise, B i l l Clinton w i l l be i n a weak p o l i t i c a l position and w i l l be much 
less l i k e l y to succeed,on the issues we care about most. As Ross Perot would 
say, " I t ' s that simple." B i l l Clinton needs our help to generate public 
support f o r him i n the face of intensive lobbying from narrow special 
interests. Assuming his package meets our standards, we should give i t to him 
enthusiastically. 

We a l l worked so hard to elect B i l l Clinton. Now i s the time to make sure 
that his election w i l l actually mean something positive for the environment 
during his four years (at least) i n o f f i c e . We won the b a t t l e , now we need to 
keep s t r i v i n g to win the war. Let's recreate the s p i r i t and energy of the 
election campaign for what i s now j u s t a d i f f e r e n t type of campaign - - t o 
b u i l d support for his economic package so that i t w i l l get through Congress. 
(Assuming, one l a s t time, that we l i k e the package). 



TO 
FR 
RE 

Sierra Club Far and Wide 
Reid Wilson 
Draft Plan f o r our Campaign on behalf of Clinton's econ. package 

Feb. 18, 1993 

Was that a great speech or what??? We should a l l be glad, once again, that we 
helped elect B i l l Clinton and Al Gore. 

Here's our message at thi s point: 

The Sierra Club supports the Clinton package. The Clinton package i s very 
good f o r the environment. Environmentalists should support i t because i t 
slashes anti-environmental subsidies, makes environmental investments, and 
taxes p o l l u t i n g and wasteful energy use. I t recognizes the positive 
relationship between economic growth and a healthy environment. 

THE MOST IMPORTANT THING YOU CAN.DO TODAY FOR THE ENVIRONMENT: 

Call your Representative and Senators and strongly urge them to support the 
Clinton package as i s because i t i s good for the envirorunent. Be sure to 
mention that you're a Sierra Club member/environmentalist. 

THE MOST IMPORTANT THING YOU CAN DO TOMORROW FOR THE ENVIRONMENT: 

Recruit ten friends and/or family members to make the same ca l l s ASAP. 

For the next two weeks, i t is extremely important that H i l l offices get 
absolutely bombarded with positive c a l l s on behalf of the President. The bad 
guy special interests are l i n i n g up to spend huge sums of money to defeat the 
package because Clinton is asking them to f i n a l l y pay th e i r f a i r share for 
destroying the environment. We must f i g h t back now i n huge numbers. We 
cannot af f o r d to lose. 

OTHER EXTREMELY USEFUL ACTIVITIES: 

Call radio t a l k shows and express your support for the Clinton package. 

Write a l e t t e r to the editor and send i t to your local newspaper. 

DETAILS OF THE CLINTON PROGRAM 

Here's a-quick rundown of a l l the good things that the package does for the 
environment. Melanie G r i f f i n is doing a more complete version which w i l l be 
ready shortly. 

Energy Taxes 

BTU tax of $29 b i l l i o n , with exceptions for solar and wind, but no 
exceptions for hydro and nuclear 



This includes an earned income tax credit of $9 b i l l i o n , for a t o t a l 
net tax of $20 b i l l i o n 
There is an o i l add-on of $3.50/barrel, and i t ' s on a l l o i l , not j u s t 
imported o i l 

Eliminating Subsidies 

Hard rock mineral royalties of 12.5% 
Phase out below cost timber sales i n areas that have had them for three 
years running 
Restructure grazing fees 
Decrease funding for nuclear f i s s i o n R&D 
Surcharge on ag r i c u l t u r a l use of federal water 

Environmental investments 

Fully funds surface transportation b i l l , including increased public 
t r a n s i t 
Increases projects for environmental technology, but not a huge amount 
of money involved here 
Some low-income weatherization, increased government building 
weatherization 
More funds for sewage treatment 
More funds for park improvements 
More funds for forestry restoration 

This i s a very positive package. I t includes most of the things that we 
suggested to Clinton and Gore that they include. 

THE DRAFT ORGANIZING PLAN 

Attached i s a dra f t plan that we've put together to generate support for the 
Clinton economic/environmental package. Please c a l l me with 
suggestions/additions. B i l l Clinton's plan is going to be h i t hard by the 
well-financed special interests l i k e the. o i l , gas, mining, timber, and grazing 
industries. We.must launch a huge campaign immediately to preserve the 
package. We need the same s p i r i t and energy that a l l of us had during the 
presidential campaign. So l e t ' s get going!!!! 

(Some of the things i n the plan have already been done yesterday and today. 
In addition, the plan has already changed a b i t , r e f l e c t i n g ideas that have 
come i n since I f i r s t typed this thing. They are not included yet, but w i l l 
be shortly. I thought i t was important to get t h i s thing out i n a hurry, even 
i f i t s s l i g h t l y out of date. I f a name has a bracket around i t , that person 
hasn't yet agreed to take on the task, but I've t e n t a t i v e l y put them i n that 
s l o t ) 

EVALUATION AND MESSAGE DEVELOPMENT 

I . Reading and Evaluating the Details 
Wednesday AM - Reid, David, DC team leaders, Carl, Bruce, Mike McC, Roni 

I I . Working on message 



Wednesday AM - Same group as above 

I I I . Rounding up help from folks i n DC of f i c e ( i . e . desk system) 
Wednesday AM - David 

IV. Writing statement - [Weiss], Reid, Roni 
Wednesday 

V. Writing INSIDE piece - Reid ( j u s t adapting statement, w/grassroots 
pitch) Wednesday, Thursday 

VI. Writing Talking points for f i e l d , grassroots - Same group as IV 
Wednesday 

V I I . Writing mailer to send to chapter leaders [ A l i t a , N e i l ] , Reid 
Thursday 

MEDIA OUTREACH 

I . Trying to schedule Carl P. event Thurs. - Roni, Teresa 
Wednesday 

I I . Lining up state press conferences - Teresa, Roni 
Starting now, for next two weeks 

I I I . Thursday j o i n t enviro. press conference - Roni, Reid 

IV. Draft op-ed - [Melanie] 
Thursday, Friday 

V. Radio placements r i g h t after Clinton speech - Roni 

VI. Determine Cabinet Sec. schedules for possible grassroots t i e - i n - Reid 
Wednesday 

V I I . Radio a c t u a l i t i e s ? - [Roni], (Reid w i l l t a l k to DNC) 
Thursday 

V I I I . Gather i n f o , on opponents' message, quotes - A l l 
OUR OPPONENTS: Dan Becker w i l l be central focal point for assembling 
what our opponents are saying about the package. We want to use these 
statements i n the media and with our grassroots to help s e l l the 
package because Exxon, GM, the American Mining Congress, and the timber 
beasts are against i t . Get your quotes or other statements to Dan, and 
he w i l l be putting together a summary. 

OTHER: Annette w i l l be working with Melanie and folks i n SFO to get 
the next NNR devoted exclusively to th i s topic, and a newsletter feed 
out as wel l . 

GRASSROOTS OUTREACH 

GRASSROOTS OUTREACH: Reid is coordinating DC-based grassroots 



outreach. He w i l l have a group which i s working on activating issue 
networks such as CDCs or issue A c t i v i s t s , as well as people who are 
working on particular states. They w i l l be meeting and planning how to 
keep i t well-organized. 

Act v i t i e s Needed: Press Conferences, Calls to Senate ahd House, Letters to 
Senate and House, Calls to Radio Talk Shows, Letters to the Editor, op-ed 
placement 

I . Activate Chapter Chairs - Field 
Starting now 

I I . Activate Chapter Conservation Chairs - [Field] 
Starting now 

I I I . Activate Chapter P o l i t i c a l Chairs - Steven K, Betsy, Stacy 
Starting now 

IV. Activate state Sierra Club Clinton/Gore contacts - Reid, [Melanie] 
Starting now 

V. Activate National P o l i t i c a l Committee - Pol. Staff 
Starting now 

VI. Activate non-Club Env. for Clinton/Gore leaders - Reid, [Melanie] 
(need to c a l l Brooks f i r s t , and then perhaps Mary Marra) 
Starting now 

V I I . Contacting couple AR volunteers - Reid 
Wednesday 

V I I I . Activate Alaska Coalition - [Mike Matz] 
Starting now 

IX. Activate Ancient Forest Alliance - [Debbie] 
Starting now 

X. Activate population a c t i v i s t s - Nancy, Karen 
Starting now 

XI. Urge a l l SF s t a f f to contact t h e i r Sens, House members - Bruce 
Wednesday ' 

X I I . Get someone to attend a l l RCC, chapter, group meetings and make a pitch 
- Bruce, f i e l d . Gene Coan 
Starting now 

X I I I . Activate chapter lobbyists through Paula C. - Bruce 
Starting now 

XIV. Carl P. memo to everyone stressing the importance of a l l t h i s - [Carl] 
Thursday 

XV. Make sure our DC Hotlines a l l have th i s message - [Annette] 



Wednesday ^ 

XVI. Activate issue committees - [Team leaders] (through David) 
Starting now 

HILL CONTACT 

LOBBYING: Marty Hayden w i l l be assembling a group to organize an 
environmentalists H i l l b l i t z on one day next week. He w i l l schedule a 
meeting to plan, including agreeing on materials. We w i l l then r e c r u i t 
lobbyistss from a l l environmental groups. 

I . Letter to H i l l - [DanW, Melanie] 
Thursday 

I I . Scheduling Ruckel i n DC Feb. 26 - [Stacy] 
Soon 

i l l . Organize big Env. Lobby Day and flood the h i l l - [Marty] 
Soon 

IV. Mention econ. package i n a l l lobby v i s i t s - A l l 

LATER ON 

I . Determine SIERRA magazine role ? - [Managers] 

I I . Do TV or radio ads with DNC fundraising help ? - Reid 

WHAT ELSE????? 

(Bruce - 'this version doesn't include your additions, but the next version 
w i l l . ) 

We're working on getting out a l l sorts of packets and t a l k i n g points to folks 
so that people have the information they need to be able to communicate 
e f f e c t i v e l y with the press, other volunteers,.and other groups. 



STATEMENT OF CARL POPE 
SIERRA CLUB EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

February 17, 1993 

'President B i l l Clinton's economic package represents a bold 

reversal from the last twelve years of slash and burn economics. 

The Clinton plan w i l l reduce the deficit, create jobs, spur 

investment, and protect the environment. The package offers 

fundamental change in environmental policy. 

B i l l Clinton and Al Gore consulted with leaders of the 

environmental community prior to producing this package. They 

listened carefully, and included many of our suggestions in the 

fi n a l product. They clearly recognize the positive relationship 

between a healthy economy and a clean environment. For twelve 

years Americans have been told that the environment i s the enemy 

of the economy. B i l l Clinton has made environmental protection a 

cornerstone of his economic recovery plan. 

Well financed special interests have already lined up to 

fight this package tooth and n a i l . The o i l , mining, timber, 

chemical, and ranching industries w i l l try to use campaign 

contributions and back room arm-twisting to k i l l the Clinton 

proposal because i t w i l l force them to come clean. We must fight 

back. 

The Clinton program cuts the government welfare programs for 

the mining, grazing, and timber industries, which w i l l reduce the 

def i c i t and protect America's magnificent public lands from 



exploitation. 

The package also invests in environmental progress and 

public health by funding public transit, new environmental 

technologies, park improvements, sewage treatment plant 

construction, and energy efficiency, thus cleaning up the 

environment and creating jobs simultaneously. 

The Clinton plan takes an important step in the right 

direction by taxing wasteful and polluting energy use. Clean 

renewable energy sources such as wind and solar are exempt from 

the energy tax. The tax i s also progressive; i t provides a 

rebate system for low income Americans. 

The upcoming war over this green economic package i s the 

f i r s t — and perhaps most important — environmental battle of 

the Clinton and Gore Administration. Our children cannot afford 

for us to lose this fight. 

The Sierra Club has launched a campaign to educate the 

public about the program's many environmental benefits. We w i l l 

work to ensure that the chorus of voices of average Americans who 

support President Clinton's program drowns out the s e l f i s h 

complaints of the special interests. To leave a cleaner and 

safer world for our children and grandchildren, the Clinton 

economic package must be enacted. 

### 



STATEMENT OF REID WILSON 
SIERRA CLUB POLITICAL. DIRECTOR 

February 18, 1993 

President B i l l Clinton's economic package represents a bold 

reversal from the last twelve years of slash and burn economics. 

The Clinton plan w i l l reduce the deficit, create jobs, spur 

investment, and protect the environment. The package offers 

fundamental change. I t puts an end to the environmentally 

destructive status quo. 

The Clinton package rightly recognizes the positive 

relationship between a healthy economy and a clean environment. 

For twelve years Americans have been told that the environment i s 

the enemy of the economy. B i l l Clinton has made environmental 

protection a cornerstone of his economic recovery plan. His 

program slashes subsidies that allow destruction of our fragile 

public lands, helps build our environmental infrastructure, and 

taxes polluting and wasteful energy use. 

A cadre of well financed special interests has already 

formed to fight this package tooth and na i l . The o i l , mining, 

timber, chemical, and ranching industries w i l l spend huge sums of 

money to k i l l the Clinton-Gore proposal because i t w i l l force 

them to come clean. These special interests •— which set 

environmental policy for the last twelve years — would like • 

nothing better than deafening silence from the vast majority of 

Americans that would benefit from this package, while they use 



campaign contributions and back room arm twisting to undo this 

package. We must fight back. 

We strongly encourage a l l Americans to support the Clinton 

economic package. I t i s good for the environment, and good for 

the economy. I t shrinks the deficit, creates jobs, and greens 

the nation. I t looks beyond the short term to the long term good 

of the country. 

The Clinton program cuts the government welfare programs for 

the mining, grazing, and timber industries, which w i l l reduce the 

deficit and protect America's magnificent public lands from 

exploitation. 

The package also invests in environmental progress and 

public health by funding public transit, new environmental 

technologies, park improvements, sewage treatment plant 

construction, and energy efficiency, thus cleaning up the 

environment and creating jobs simultaneously. 

The Clinton plan tcikes an important step in the right 

direction by taxing wasteful and polluting energy use. Clean ' 

renewable energy sources such as wind and solar are exempt from 

the energy tax. This tax package w i l l encourage energy 

conservation. In addition, the tax i s progressive; i t provides a 

rebate system for low income Americans. 

The special interests w i l l claim that the Clinton package 

deprives them of their livelihood, when in fact they have been 

picking the pockets of American taxpayers for years at the 

expense of our shared natural heritage. They w i l l claim that the 

package w i l l ruin their way of l i f e , when in fact a l l i t does i s 



end their free lunch paid for by the taxpayers. The Clinton 

package changes the rules of a system that has been rigged to 

favor the interests of a few at the expense of the many. 

The upcoming war over this green economic package i s the 

f i r s t — and perhaps most important — environmental battle of 

the Clinton and Gore Administration. Our children cannot afford 

for us to lose this fight. 

The Sierra Club supports this package. We have launched a 

campaign to educate the public about the program's many 

environmental benefits. We w i l l work to ensure that the chorus 

of voices of average Americans who support President Clinton's 

program drowns out the selfi s h complaints ,of the special 

interests. 

To leave a cleaner and safer world for our children and 

grandchildren, the Clinton economic package must be enacted. We 

I urge Americans to c a l l and write their Senators and 

Representatives, phone radio c a l l - i n shows, and write letters to 

the editor in support of President Clinton's economic and 

environmental program. 

### 



Uti l l l 

EnviFonmentalists 
say Cl in ton plan is 
nice shade of green 
By Scott FowMi ON«^^lis3* 

Environraental activists r̂e raving about 
Eresident Clinton's economic package, saying its •— "—>w4iuimw pciuuigc, saying .n» 
tax on polluting ener̂ ry sources and odiai- meas­
ures represent a new level of environmentalists' 
influence m the White House. 

The package's biggest "green" components 
taxes on the heat content of coal, natural gas, oil 
and nuclear weigy, are likely to fece stĴ nff 
mainstream oppoaitifln, 

Tl̂ ose are controveraial measm̂ s that envi-
ronmentalists have pushed unsuccessfully for 
yrars as a way to encjourage the development of 
dean ' energy sources like solar, wind and oeoth-

•.ennaL v̂ -.;..';' •• /̂ iv'----.• •;, ' ^ * ,, 
' i ' S ^ ' i ! ? InitiHtives 
wpimea Iby .inary mwonmental groups, iwig-
1^ Sem new ihoi^ ftr mass transit systems to 

^C^S'Jeroine..C,;ainiaâ  president fbr ie-
for the patlcinal Serra Club and a Columbus 
"''(iailfid the - • • - - -"Christmas in Febru 

ary/',, :He said it sends a 
strong message that the 
Ĉlinton-Gore administration 

iWin be 'friendly to enviiDn-' 
mental ot̂ ganizationfl. 

vV^his is the best chance 
•we've ever had to see our 
agenda enacted," Tinianow 
said. ; 

Clinton and Vice Presi­
dent Al Gore met with 
leadere of national environ-

. mental gm̂ M twice in the 
past two ve&s to discuss the padcage, linianow 
Baid. ,., •y r : - - \ i - ' . f ; , 

Ibnaiiow 
past 

iL-jiT? y envBtmniMital activista, 
SSS^A^S" f^ -^ environmentalist, 
TOre^tTsiTjIy'adlvc -m thê  ctmj5Bign'.last.-feIL'*But 

^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ m ^ - ^ proposed 

o f ' f l M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ? " ^ ' 
r-. « P^^W. 2?<̂  ;»> ."6; Mceas and opportunity 
tn̂ mfluence it,'!,Tfcian6w said. ''They Ibtraed. Not 
only did they Men, they amht va out" : 

• Yesterday, eight national groups, including 
the Sierra Club, the National Audubon Society, 
the Environmental Defense Fund and Union of 
Concerned SdentLsts, announced then* ftipport, 
saying in a joint statement that the padkiigu 
reflects "a new relationship between economic 
and environmental policy." 

Several Ohio chapters and poops chimed in 
vrith support fbr the package, although perhaps 
mcnti cautioufdy. 

Stephen H. Sedam, vice president of the 
Audubon Society's Great Lakes regional ofEce in 
Columbus, said the package is, "A good sign fbr 
the kinds of policies that will seek to marry an 
economic recoveiy with environmental cleanup, 

Richard C. Sahli, executive directoi* of the 
Ohio Environmental Commission, said, " I hope 
tlie fact that he went to the Btu tax (focusing on 
heat content «f enersy sources) mstead of the 
carbon tax is somethmg folks are avrare of be­
cause it doesn't have the regional impart on the 
MdwesL" ; . , . 

Besides the oiergy and gasoline taxes, the 
package includes proposals fbr: 
'• • Reducing subsidies tor mining, grazing on 

Western lands and timber harvffitii^. • 
• More than $750 million in investments tiiat 

could be used to finance light lail, high-speed rail 
and other forms of mass transit 

• An $̂800 million mcrease in fundmg for 
wastewater treatment 

• $80 million for energy efficiency programs. 
• $550 million Ibr natkmal forests, parks and 

wildlife refuges, 
• Increased ftulding for "raiewable energy" 

eourees such as wind and solar energy, which also 
are exeinpt from the energy tax. ;. = 
I V John Rumpkr of the Ohio Public Interest 
Research Group, said the provi&i<ms, "sound like 
steps fn the right direction .. but it is too eariy to 
.tell" • . :>..• • 

i 
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American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy 
WASHINGTON, DC / BERKELEY, CA 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Howard Gsller 
Feb. 18, 1993 DeClCCO 

(202) 429-8873 ' 

ENERGY TAXt GOOD FOR THE ECOWOMY AKD THE ENVIRONMENT 

"President Clinton's energy tax proposal makes sense from an 

economic as well as environmental perspective," states Howard 

Geller, Executive Director of the American Council f o r an Energy-

E f f i c i e n t Economy (ACEEE), a non-profit research group based i n 

Washington, DC. "The energy tax w i l l lower the federal budget 

d e f i c i t and prompt some consumers t o increase energy e f f i c i e n c y and 

save energy. This i n turn w i l l reduce p o l l u t a n t emissions 

associated with energy use and reduce our dependence on imported 

o i l . We support the energy tax and the budget p r i o r i t i e s in the 

President's economic package," Geller continued. 

"Adopting a new energy tax i s j u s t i f i e d because of the 

national security and environmental costs associated with energy 

use — cos.ts t o t a l l i n g hundreds of b i l l i o n s of dol l a r s each year. 

These costs are not currently included i n energy prices. By taxing 

petroleum, f o r example, the cost of defending o i l imports from the 

Middle East begins to be ref l e c t e d i n prices," according to Geller. 

ACEEE estimates th a t the new energy tax whi- f u l i v phased i n 

w i l l increase energy prices by six percent on average. Households 

w i l l t y p i c a l l y pay an extra $10 per month for energy. Lower-income 

households, those earning under $30,000 per year, w i l l not see 

- MORE -

PHOTOCOPY 
PRESERVATION 

1001 Connecticut Avenue N.W. • Suite 801 • Washington, D.C. 20036 • (202) ^29-8873 / FA.X (202) 429-2248 
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t h e i r t o t a l tax burden r i s e because of other offsets included i n 

the o v e r a l l tax package. These o f f s e t s include the earned income 

tax c r e d i t , home energy assistance, and food stamp program. 

"The energy tax i s r e l a t i v e l y modest and the e n t i r e tax 

package i s highly progressive. Even with the new tax, consumers 

are l i k e l y t o pay less for energy than they did a few years ago. 

Furthermore, consumers that save energy by d r i v i n g less, 

weatherizing t h e i r home, purchasing -more e f f i c i e n t cars or 

appliances, or taking other actions to save energy could see t h e i r 

energy b i l l s go down," Geller stated. 

ACEEE estimates that by moderately lowering energy use, the 

energy tax by i t s e l f could lead to a net increase of around 50,000 

jobs i n the United States by 2003. The favorable impact on 

employment could be much greater i f ten to f i f t e e n percent of the 

tax revenue i s "recycled" i n t o energy e f f i c i e n c y programs, i n t h i s 

case, the energy b i l l savings due to conservation would more than 

o f f s e t the energy price increase due to the tax, f o r the nation as 

a whole. With the recycling of tax revenue into energy e f f i c i e n c y 

programs, there could be a net increase of over 500,000 jobs by 

2003. "Combining energy taxes with aggressive energy e f f i c i e n c y 

programs would benefit consumers, businesses, the Federal 

government, and the environment. We recommend that a larger 

portion of the tax revenue be dedicated to energy ef f i c i e n c y 

programs," Geller concluded. 

PHOTOCOPY 
END PRESERVATION 



Working for the Nature of Tomorrow, 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 1400 Sixteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036-2266 (202) 797-6800 
Office of the President 

February 18, 1993 

BY MESSENGER 

The Honorable B i l l Clinton 
The President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

Thank you for a strong, reasoned and hopeful economic message l a s t 
evening. The National W i l d l i f e Federation stands ready to help you 
achieve your v i s i o n for our country and i t s people i n any way we can. 

I am enclosing copies of a press release and an op-ed column NWF 
issued t h i s morning. We enthusiastically support the energy tax and 
see i t as a progressive measure which w i l l encourage energy ef f i c i e n c y 
and conservation, improve our economic competitiveness and reduce our 
dependence on foreign o i l production. At the same time, we f u l l y 
understand that environmental recovery and protection are i n t e g r a l l y 
linked to economic recovery. 

I am g r a t e f u l to you and Vice President Gore for i n v i t i n g me, as the 
representative of the National W i l d l i f e Federation—our Nation's 
largest and most e f f e c t i v e environmental education o r g a n i z a t i o n — t o 
the White House on February 7 and 16. I t was great to have an 
opportunity to hear about your plans i n advance and to have a seat at 
the table to take part i n the exchange. 

On another note, I j u s t learned that you v i s i t e d the Headquarters 
f a c i l i t i e s of the National W i l d l i f e Federation and Resources f o r the 
Future l a s t Sunday on your way to church services. You asked f o r 
information about our two organizations, and I am glad to enclose 
some. 

I would be honored to conduct a personal tour of our building f o r you 
at any time. I n f a c t , I hope you w i l l come for lunch i n our Thomas 
Kimball Conference Center so you can see our b e a u t i f u l "National 
Conservation Hall of Fame" honoring environmental leaders of the past 
century. 



The Honorable B i l l C l i n t o n 
February 18, 1993 
Page 2 

NWF would be glad t o a s s i s t the Secret Service on Sunday mornings by 
making our b u i l d i n g a v a i l a b l e . As you can imagine, we do not u s u a l l y 
schedule s t a f f members t o work i n our b u i l d i n g Sunday mornings so we 
cannot set up c o f f e e or a place f o r them t o w a i t , but we could work 
out some way t o accommodate parking, etc. 

Please have your s t a f f contact Ruth C o r l e t t i n my o f f i c e a t 
(202) 797-6844 i f you would l i k e t o set a time t o v i s i t our NWF 
Headquarters and have lunch, or i f we can a s s i s t you i n any way. 

Thank you, and 1 look forward t o your response. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

JAY D. HAIR 

Enclosures 

c: Vice President A l b e r t Gore, J r . 
NWF Chairman of the Board Robert H. Gardiner 



NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
E D I T O R I A L V I E W P O I N T 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT, 1400 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036-2266 (202) 797-6850 

Enlisting the Environment on the Side of the Economy 

by 
Jay D. Hair 

Maybe now we'll find out i f what's right with America can 

solve what's wrong with America. The merits of President 

Clinton's economic plan are on the table for a l l to judge. 

Each of the ini t i a t i v e s he proposes enlists the environment on 

i t s side. The status quo lobby led by big o i l won't skip a 

nanosecond in trying to tear them apart. But before being 

stampeded by special interests, the f u l l weight of what we a l l 

have to gain from these proposals should be put on the scales. 

The President has laid out a program shielding those least 

well-off while requiring the most from those best able to pay. 

We a l l know what's wrong: debt, deficit and the need for economic 

renewal. To put these right. President Clinton has detailed a 

triad of spending cuts, job investments, and new revenues 

including an energy tax that w i l l touch every American household. 

The new energy taxes Mr. Clinton proposes are the main share 

of the f u l l package that w i l l be f e l t most by average Americans. 

They total $71 bi l l i o n over four years. Energy b i l l s for an 

average household would ris e about $100 to $150 a year by the 

time the measure i s fully phased in over three years. I t i s the 

amount needed along with other elements in the plan to get the 

nation's deficit under control. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



The tax would be based on a given fuel's heat content measured 

in British thermal units or BTUs. Unlike a gasoline tax or a 

carbon tax which would hit different sectors of the country 

harder than others, a BTU tax i s the fairest because i t treats 

f o s s i l fuels and hydropower by a common standard. 

The tax has two objectives. Of course, one i s to raise 

revenue. The other i s to get at the dual environmental problems 

of reducing pollution and creating incentives for energy 

efficiency and alternative fuels. The proposed BTU tax w i l l 

treat coal and natural gas about evenly. I t w i l l be spread most 

widely over the most ubiquitous polluter, gasoline. 

To the degree people use less fuel more efficiently and switch 

to alternatives — and that's part of the intent — we w i l l have 

lower levels of health damaging nitrogen oxide and particulate 

matter in the a i r we breathe, less sulfur falling as acid rain, 

and fewer carbon emissions contributing to long-term climate 

warming. 

Central to this whole economic debate i s how we as a nation 

can resecure confidence in an improving standard of living. Key 

ways to do that in an economy fired by f o s s i l fuels are to stop 

energy waste, to cut costs by efficiency and to lower the price 

of goods and increase their competitiveness by reducing the 

amount of energy needed to make them. A BTU tax would be an 

incentive toward each of these goals. 

In recommending $246 bill i o n in spending cuts, the President 

said, "We're going to have to have no sacred cows except the 



fundamental abiding interests of the American people." Some of 

his proposed cuts strike hard at entrenched federal subsidies 

that damage the environment and waste natural resources. Under 

the President's program, below-cost timber sales from public 

forests are on the way out and fairer prices for water from 

federal irrigation projects are on the way in. Ranchers who 

graze livestock on the public range w i l l have to make up the 

current $50 million shortfall to administer the program. And in 

a measure that can earn up to $400 million, for the f i r s t time 

miners w i l l be called on to pay a royalty of 12.5 percent for the 

gold, copper and other hard rock minerals they extract from the 

federal lands. 

The President proposed "the most ambitious environmental 

cleanup in partnership with state and local governments of our 

time" as a major element to stimulate new jobs. The $8 bil l i o n 

intended for that partnership includes nearly $1 bi l l i o n to 

improve wastewater f a c i l i t i e s and investing $2 bi l l i o n in 

developing renewable fuels and conservation techniques. 

The stimulus plan also incorporates a longer range effort to 

redirect some defense research into development of c i v i l i a n 

technologies of the future. Environmental innovations are among 

the pri o r i t i e s slated for the $17 bil l i o n to be refocused on 

commercializing cutting edge technologies developed at federal 

laboratories. 

The President asks us to test his plan not by "what i s in i t 

for me; i t has got to be what i s in i t for us." By that 



standard, we can inquire, what v i s i o n f o r the future i s the 

president asking us to support? 

For one thing, we'll get our economic house i n order. Without 

tha t , we cannot be strong either at home or abroad. We'll stop 

borrowing against our children's security. Trimming our energy 

d i e t w i l l make us leaner competitors at the same time i t helps 

free us from an expensive dependance that already has taken 

Americans t o war i n the Middle East once. Getting r i d of 

environmentally destructive subt^idies w i l l harness free market 

forces t o the responsible use of our natural resources. 

Switching our tremendous technological s k i l l s from weaponry t o 

innovations i n e f f i c i e n c y plays i n t o our strongest s u i t , the one 

that promises the best paying jobs f o r the future. I t ' s a 

vi s i o n , i n short, that says we can have a better standard of 

l i v i n g with environmental progress, but we are going t o have t o 

earn i t . 

That goal of investing i n our future deserves the support 

President Clinton asks of us. 

Jay D. Hair i s the president of the National W i l d l i f e Federation. 



NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
N E W S 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT, 1400 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036-2266 (202) 797-6850 

For Immediate Release: Contact; 
February 18, 1993 Michael Crook, Print (202) 797-6853 

or B i l l Line, Broadcast (202) 797-6645 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION SUPPORTS PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC PLAN 

WASHINGTON, D.C, February 18 — President B i l l Clinton's bold new 

economic plan outlined i n his economic message to a j o i n t session of 

Congress i s an investment i n America's future. National W i l d l i f e 

Federation President Jay D. Hair said. 

"Healing America's economy i s Job One f o r the Clinton 

Administration," Hair said. "Fortunately, the president and Vice 

President Gore are prescribing environmentally sound medicine for 

America." 

Much i s being said about the tax components of the president's plan, 

and special interests such as Big O i l appear to be mounting aggressive 

campaigns t o d i s c r e d i t these i n i t i a t i v e s . 

"Unfortunately, these industries care more about short-term p r o f i t s 

than bu i l d i n g a sustainable energy future f o r a l l Americans," Hair 

said. "Well, they've been feeding at the public trough too long, 

gobbling up b i l l i o n s of dollars i n o i l depletion allowances and other 

tax subsidies, so i t ' s natural they are squealing now," Hair added. 

"Above a l l , " Hair said, "we need to get the economy straightened out. 

The Clinton plan w i l l do that. I f the costs of economic recovery are 

di s t r i b u t e d f a i r l y throughout society, then we can a l l share the pride 

of p u t t i n g America back to work. 

"For the f i r s t time ever, improving the economy i s being linked up 

(MORE) 



Economic Plan — 2 

w i t h improving the environment," Hair said. "This i s t r u l y good 

government, because the environment must be seen as an i n t e g r a l p a r t of 

s t i m u l a t i n g and s t a b i l i z i n g the economy." 

The Federation s t r o n g l y supports the energy tax t h a t President 

C l i n t o n has included i n h i s economic package. This s o - c a l l e d BTU tax i s 

a very - progressive measure and would apply t o energy sources, except 

s o l a r and wind power, based on the amount of heat they produce. 

"This tax w i l l encourage energy e f f i c i e n c y and conservation while 

improving our economic competitiveness and reducing our dependence on 

f o r e i g n o i l producers, a l l i n the context of p u t t i n g the brakes on our 

runaway f e d e r a l d e f i c i t , " Hair s a i d . "And I am pleased t o see the 

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n w i l l o f f s e t t h i s t a x burden on lower-income Americans." 

The NWF supports public-works spending t h a t f o s t e r s environmental 

p r o t e c t i o n , puts people back t o work and st i m u l a t e s economic growth. 

"Jobs f o r young people i n our National Parks and National Forests. 

Badly needed mass-transit funding. Research money f o r new energy 

technologies. President C l i n t o n has chosen h i s spending t a r g e t s w e l l , " 

said Hair, who was b r i e f e d on the plan Tuesday at the White House. 

"I've spent more time v i s i t i n g the President and Vice President i n 

the l a s t two weeks than i n the l a s t 12 years," Hair said. 

"Environmentalists are welcome again a t the White House." 

The N a t i o n a l W i l d l i f e Federation i s the nation's l a r g e s t 

conservation o r g a n i z a t i o n . Founded i n 1936, the Federation, i t s 5.3 

m i l l i o n members - and supporters, and a n a t i o n a l network of a f f i l i a t e d 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s , work t o educate and a s s i s t i n d i v i d u a l s and organizations 

t o conserve n a t u r a l resources, and t o p r o t e c t the Earth's environment. 



Thomas LWyl ie 
Vice President 
Government Relations 

Sun Company, Inc. 
Suite 1010 East 
55513th Street NW 
Washington DC 20004-1109 
2026281010 

March 1, 1993 

Ms. K a t i e McGinty 
A s s i s t a n t t o President and 
D i r e c t o r of the O f f i c e of Environmental 

P o l i c y 
1650 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Old Executive O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Ms. McGinty: 

Sun Company, Inc. would l i k e t o work c o n s t r u c t i v e l y 
w i t h the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i n addressing p o s s i b l e 
s o l u t i o n s f o r the f e d e r a l budget d e f i c i t , and we 
r e s p e c t f u l l y submit the f o l l o w i n g comments on the 
proposed broad-based energy t a x . 

Sun, which i s headquartered i n P h i l a d e l p h i a , PA i s one 
of the l a r g e s t independent r e f i n e r s and marketers of 
petroleum products i n the United States w i t h crude o i l 
runs of approximately 600,000 b a r r e l s per day a t f i v e 
r e f i n e r i e s located i n P h i l a d e l p h i a and Marcus Hook, PA; 
Toledo, OH; Tulsa, OK; and Yabucoa, Puerto Rico. Sun's 
r e f i n e r i e s produce a f u l l range of petroleum products 
i n c l u d i n g gasoline, j e t f u e l , d i e s e l , home heating o i l , 
r e s i d u a l f u e l , chemical feedstocks, l u b r i c a n t s , and 
asphalt. We market gasoline i n s i x t e e n s t a t e s , 
p r i m a r i l y i n the Northeast, under the Sunoco and 
A t l a n t i c brands. We purchase nearly a l l of the crude 
o i l f o r our r e f i n e r i e s on the open market a t p r i c e s 
d i c t a t e d by world market c o n d i t i o n s . 

While we support President C l i n t o n ' s e f f o r t s t o reduce 
the d e f i c i t , we are concerned t h a t the proposed BTU t a x 
w i l l be unnecessarily harmful t o the U.S. economy. We 
are p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned about the proposed t a x on 
o i l which i s more than twice the r a t e of other forms of 
energy such as n a t u r a l gas and c o a l . Reasonably p r i c e d 
o i l has been v i t a l t o the growth of the U.S. economy 
over the years and t o our competitiveness i n g l o b a l 
markets. Draconian measures t o manipulate consumer 
choices of f u e l s are l i k e l y t o be h i g h l y d i s r u p t i v e t o 



the U.S. economy and, more importantly, unnecessary at 
this time. Substantial environmental and energy policy 
i n i t i a t i v e s — particularly focusing on clean 
transportation fuels and increased conservation — 
already are occurring as a result of the recently 
adopted Clean Air Act and National Energy Policy Act. 

At Sun, we recognize and support the need for 
environmental improvement. Sun was the f i r s t Fortune 
500 company to endorse the CERES (formerly Valdez) 
Principles (See attached), and we are a leader in 
developing alternative fuels for fleet vehicles, 
including methanol, ethanol, propane and compressed 
natural gas. 

We believe the f i r s t priority to deal with the deficit 
should be spending cuts. I f a tax i s needed, i t should 
be a broad based VAT which would have less of a 
negative impact on the economy. 

I f , however, a broad-based BTU energy tax must be 
adopted, we have several comments on the design as set 
forth on the attached sheet. We urge thoughtful 
consideration of the following four points: 

• The tax should not discriminate against o i l or any 
other fuel. A l l BTUs should be taxed at the same 
rate, whether o i l , coal or natural gas; 

• Imported petroleum products should bear an 
environmental equalization fee, in addition to the 
BTU energy tax, to help offset the world's most 
positive environmental mandates for air, water and 
waste. These put the U.S. refining industry at a 
competitive disadvantage over foreign competition 
with less stringent environment protection. Thus, 
we strongly recommend an environmental 
equalization fee. (See attached charts for 
projected U.S. refining costs); 

• Non-fuel uses such as petrochemical feedstocks, 
lubricants and asphalt should be exempt from the 
tax; and 

• Energy used during the refining process i t s e l f 
(estimated at 8%) should be exempt. I f the energy 
used in the refining process i s taxed, domestic 
products w i l l be placed at a further economic 
disadvantage versus imported products which do not 
bear this imbedded cost. This i s an example of 
why the energy tax on imported products must be 
the same as the effective energy tax rate on 
domestic products leaving the refinery gate. 

Ashland Oil, Inc., another independent refiner, i s 
submitting additional comments on the proposed tax 
which we also endorse. 



Attached i s an Op-Ed art i c l e by Sun's Chairman, 
Robert H. Campbell, which appeared in The Philadelphia 
Inquirer on February 26, 1993 and which further 
amplifies our assessment of the proposed BTU tax. 

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this 
extremely important matter and look forward to our 
meeting on March 4, 1993. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas L. Wylie 

Attachment(s) 

TLW/rmc 
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U.S. Refining Industry Capital Expenditures 
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U.S. Refining Industry PolJulion Abatement and Energy Tax Costs 
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Philadelphia Inquirer 
Commentary Page 

February 2€/ 1993 

Clinton's energy tax 
iiiirts oil, helps coal 

By ROBERT H. CAMPBELL 

On the day before President 
Clinton's Economic Address 
to Congress. I was asked if, as 

bead of a company that makes gaso­
line and otber petroleum fuels, I sup­
ported what the President'was say' 
iag about the need for a hroad-based 
energy tax to "provide revenue to 
lower the deficit and invest la our 
people"? 

My answer most deflnitelj'. ' 
But ask me if I support the energy 

tax President 
Clinton actually 
proposed, and 
my answer is; No 
wayl 

•The devil is 
In the details," 
Ross Perot noted 
on Night line fol­
lowing the Presi* 
dent's address. 
And there is a 
very large devil 

The proposal would 
tax BTU's in oil at 

more than double the 
rate of that in cod 
and natural gas. 

hiding among the details of tbe Gin-
ton energy tax proposal. 

The tax was originally represented 
as applying equally to all major forms 
of energy, based on the energy con­
tent — British Thermal Units, or 
BTU's—of each form. In fact, the very 
reason for using the BTU as the basis 
for the tax was to provide equalitj-
between competing energy forms. But 
when the specifics of the BTU tax 
were revealed following Mr. Clinton's 
address, it quickly became apparent 
that sot all BTU's are created equal in 
the eyes of the Clintooians. 

The Clinton proposal would tax 
BTU's in oil at more than double the 
rate of BTU's In coal and natural gas 
—59.9 cents per million BTU's in oil, 
compared to only 25.7 cents per mil­
lion BTU's In coal and natural gas. 

What this means is that every gal< 
Ion of gasoline, home heating oil, jet 
fuel, diesel fuel and all other fuels 
made from oil would have, on aver; 
age. a BTU tax of more than 8 cents a : 
gallon compared to a tax on coal and 
natural gas equivalent to only 3'/4 
cents a gallon. But since the added 5-
cent tax could not be recovered on 
oil products such as residual fuel 
that compete directly against gas and 
coal, it will have to be recovered on 
gasoline and other products, adding 
significantly to their cost. In addi­
tion, reformulating gasoline to meet 
eEvirosmental standards will add to 
the cost. 

• The rationale given by the Clinton* 
ians for this gross discrepancy Is that 
.this is a Vmodest incentive favoring 
cleaner fuels." In fact, requirements 
already on the books for refonnulat* 
ed gasoline, In combination with 
new "tight" autoinpbiles, have dra« 
matlcally reduced gasoline emis­
sions. What the tax amounts to Is 

. riothing more than "oil bashing" and 
a very unsubtle attempt to manipu­
late the energy market In favor of all 
other fuels. . . 

The losers In this game of favorit- • 
. ism will be the American public. Not 

only would it be 
very, costly for 
motorists to con-' 
vert their exist­
ing cars to run 
on the lower-
taxed natural 
gas, but the un­
equal BTU tax 
would have, a 
major impact on 
the economy as 
the' higher tax 

on oil rippled through all segments 
of manufacturing. The added cost to 
consumers above and beyond the di­
rect cost for gasoline and home heat­
ing oil is conservatively estimated at 
S3S0 a year per household. At the 
same time, home heating oil distribu­
tors could be put out of business by 
the government-subsidized incen­
tive for homeowners "to switch to 
natural gas. 

At Sun Company, we pecognl2e and 
support the need for environmental 
Improvement Sun was the first For­
tune 500 company to endorse tbe 

. CERE (formerly Valdei) Principles, 
and we are a leader in developing 
alternative fuels for fleet vehicles — 
including compressed natural gas. 

However, we also recognize that 
there are :those who would like to 
.eliminate oil as ah energy source for. 

. this country — and who see propos­
als such as this as a way of achieving 
that goal. These specific . interests, 
will be' lobbying long and hard un-
der the guise of ehvlrbnmentallsm 
for the adoption of this Inequitable 
energy tai. 

We call on the President to redraft 
bis tax proposal so that it reflects the 
original intent—a tax in the general 
public interest levied equally on the 
energy content of all fuels. 

Robert H. Campbell Is chairmen and 
chief executive officer of Sun 
Company, inc. 



DESIGN OP A BROAD-BASED.ENERGY TAX 

Taxing crude o i l at the refinery iaport gate w i l l require 
an extensive system of exemptions and/or refunds i n order to 
exeinpt non-fuel use. The further the point of collection i s 
removed from the end user, the more cumbersome w i l l be the 
collection process. 

Energy is a major operating cost of a refinery. Unless 
t h i s energy is exempt from the Broad-Based Energy Tax, 
imported petroleum products w i l l enjoy a significant advantage 
over domestic products. 

One objective of the proposed Broad-Based Energy Tax i s 
to enhance national security and the U.S. trade balance by 
reducing o i l imports, i f the reduction of crude o i l imports 
is offset by an increased incentive to import refined 
petroleum products, this objective would be diminished. For 
thi s reason, i t w i l l be necessary to set import fees on 
petroleum products so as to insure f u l l recovery of the Broad-
Based Energy Tax for domestic refineries. For example, i f the 
rate of tax i s not equated between petroleum fuels and natural 
gas, the penalty tax on petroleum fuels must be recovered on 
other products. This w i l l require an appropriate adjustment 
to import fees. 

Consideration should be given to the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
inflationary pressures|involved in the steep tax 
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n among fuels. 

I t w i l l be necessary to provide for a system of taxing 
materials blended into fuels outside the refinery system. 



Sun Company, Inc. 
Ten Penn Center 
1801 Market Street 
Philadelphia PA 19103-1699 

Contact For Release 

The f o l l o w i n g release was issued j o i n t l y by Sun Company, I n c . , and 
CERES — the C o a l i t i o n f o r Environmentally Responsible Economies — 
on February 10, 1993: 

SUN COMPANY BECOMES FIRST FORTUNE 500 FIRM 
TO ENDORSE CERES PRINCIPLES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Public O f f i c i a l s , Environmentalists, Social I n v e s t o r s 
Applaud Sun's Leadership, Explore Impact of H i s t o r i c Endorsement 

Accord Signals New Recognition of the Partnership 
Between Economic Growth and Environmental P r o t e c t i o n 

/ 
NEW YORK, Feb. 10 — Sun Company today became the f i r s t Fortune 

500 f i r m t o endorse the CERES P r i n c i p l e s , a corporate code of 
conduct on the environment. At the same time, CERES recognized 
Sun's r e c e n t l y adopted P r i n c i p l e s of Health, Environment and Safety 
as being " c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the goals of the CERES P r i n c i p l e s . " 

"Sun's endorsement demonstrates i t s leadership and v i s i o n i n 
t h i s c r i t i c a l area of corporate s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , " s a i d Joan 
Bavaria, co-chair of the C o a l i t i o n f o r Economically Responsible 
Economies (CERES), a n a t i o n a l c o a l i t i o n of env i r o n m e n t a l i s t s and 
s o c i a l i n v e s t o r s . Bavaria i s president of the F r a n k l i n Research & 
Development Corporation, a Boston-based s o c i a l investment advisory 
f i r m . 

"The long and productive discussions between Sun Company and 
CERES have r e s u l t e d i n a mutual accord on h e a l t h , environmental and 
sa f e t y p r i n c i p l e s , " said Robert H. Campbell, chairman and c h i e f 
executive o f f i c e r of the Philadelphia-based Sun Company, Inc. 

" I applaud the s p i r i t of cooperation and common sense displayed 
by both teams i n achieving t h i s p o s i t i v e agreement," he added. 
"What we have here i s an example of diverse o r g a n i z a t i o n s working 
together w i t h the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t economic growth and 
environmental p r o t e c t i o n must be partne r s . " 

The t e n CERES p r i n c i p l e s are: p r o t e c t i n g the biosphere; 
sustainable use of n a t u r a l resources; r e d u c t i o n and dis p o s a l of 
wastes; energy conservation; r i s k r e d u c t i o n ; safe products and 
ser v i c e s ; environmental r e s t o r a t i o n ; informing the p u b l i c ; 
management commitment, and audits and r e p o r t s . 

- m o r e -

Sun—42500-54 



SUN-CERES ANNOUNCEMENT, Add 1 

New York C i t y Comptroller Elizabeth Holtzman, investment 
adviser t o New York C i t y ' s $47 b i l l i o n pension funds and a member 
of the CERES c o a l i t i o n , said, "New York C i t y ' s pension funds 
b e l i e v e t h a t responsible environmental stewardship i s good f o r 
business. 

"Sun Company's de c i s i o n t o endorse the CERES P r i n c i p l e s s i g n a l s 
a new p a r t n e r s h i p between shareholders and corporate America i n 
which a healthy economy and a healthy environment s u s t a i n each 
other. The C i t y w i l l continue t o take t h a t message t o other 
c o r p o r a t i o n s i n which i t s pension funds are invested." 

New York C i t y ' s Finance Commissioner Carol O'Cleireacain, the 
only member of both the CERES board and New York C i t y Employees 
Retirement System (NYCERS) board, said, "This agreement shows t h a t 
the new cooperation between shareholders and corporations extends 
t o the s o c i a l realm as w e l l as t o corporate governance issues. 
Enlightened companies, working w i t h reasonable shareholders, can 
devise s o l u t i o n s t o complex issues." 

Rev. J. Andy Smith I I I , a d i r e c t o r of Social and E t h i c a l 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n Investments, National M i n i s t r i e s , American 
B a p t i s t Churches, USA, and also c h a i r of the I n t e r f a i t h Center on 
Corporate R e s p o n s i b i l i t y (ICCR), s t a t e d , "Sun has taken a brave 
step forward t o demonstrate leadership i n p u b l i c a c c o u n t a b i l i t y f o r 
environmental p r o t e c t i o n . " Smith was a key member of the 
ne g o t i a t i o n s t h a t led t o Sun Company's endorsement. 

C a l i f o r n i a State C o n t r o l l e r Gray Davis added, "Hopefully, Sun's 
endorsement w i l l be the watershed event t h a t convinces other large 
companies t o step forward and be counted." 

Alan Gussow, member of the board of Friends of the Earth, also 
welcomed Sun's endorsement. 

F i r s t put forward i n September 1989 as the Valdez P r i n c i p l e s , 
the CERES P r i n c i p l e s already have dozens of s i g n a t o r i e s , i n c l u d i n g 
such companies as Aveda, Ben & Je r r y ' s , Tom's of Maine, and Working 
Assets. I n s p i r e d by the S u l l i v a n P r i n c i p l e s on South A f r i c a , the 
CERES p r i n c i p l e s f o r environmental p r o t e c t i o n were designed t o 
encourage v o l u n t a r y corporate commitment t o progress. 

Representatives of Sun Company w i l l j o i n over 50 CERES 
s i g n a t o r i e s a t a gathering i n Minneapolis on Earth Day, A p r i l 22, 
1993. Key members of the C l i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n w i l l be i n v i t e d t o 
a t t e n d . Vice President Al Gore addressed l a s t year's CERES annual 
s i g n a t o r y conference i n May of 1992. 

-more-



SUN-CERES ANNOUNCEMENT, Add 2 

Sun Company, Inc., the 12th largest U.S. o i l company with 1992 
revenues of $10.7 b i l l i o n , i s the largest independent U.S. r e f i n e r -
marketer. Founded i n 1886 and headquartered i n Philadelphia, Sun 
markets under the Sunoco brand i n 19 states with a focus on the 
Northeast, and also markets under the A t l a n t i c brand i n 
Pennsylvania and New York. 

Once a f u l l y integrated U.S. o i l company. Sun spun o f f i t s U.S. 
o i l and gas exploration and production d i v i s i o n i n 1988 and 
announced i t s withdrawal from international exploration a c t i v i t i e s 
i n 1992. Sun i s now focusing on growth i n i t s value-added 
businesses, which are comprised of branded gasoline marketing, 
lubricants, chemicals, and l o g i s t i c s . Sun i s also i n the process 
of s e l l i n g i t s coal operations. 
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For fu r t h e r information about t h i s h i s t o r i c accord contact: 

For CERES — Rochelle Lefkowitz at Pro-Media, 212/245-0510 
For Sun — Bud Davis, 215/977-3485 



Sun Company, Inc. 
Ten Penn Center 
1801 Market Street 
Philadelphia PA 19103-1699 

a s Contact For Release 

The f o l l o w i n g release was issued j o i n t l y by Sun Company, I n c . , and 
CERES — the C o a l i t i o n f o r Environmentally Responsible Economies — 
on February 10, 1993: 

SUN COMPANY BECOMES FIRST FORTUNE 500 FIRM 
TO ENDORSE CERES PRINCIPLES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Public O f f i c i a l s , Environmentalists, Social I n v e s t o r s 
Applaud Sun's Leadership, Explore Impact of H i s t o r i c Endorsement 

Accord Signals New Recognition of the Partnership 
Between Economic Growth and Environmental P r o t e c t i o n 

NEW YORK, Feb. 10 — Sun Company today became the f i r s t Fortune 
500 f i r m t o endorse the CERES P r i n c i p l e s , a corporate code of 
conduct on the environment. At the same time, CERES recognized 
Sun's r e c e n t l y adopted P r i n c i p l e s of Health, Environment and Safety 
as being " c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the goals of the CERES P r i n c i p l e s . " 

"Sun's endorsement demonstrates i t s leadership and v i s i o n i n 
t h i s c r i t i c a l area of corporate s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , " s a i d Joan 
Bavaria, co-chair of the C o a l i t i o n f o r Economically Responsible 
Economies (CERES), a n a t i o n a l c o a l i t i o n of env i r o n m e n t a l i s t s and 
s o c i a l i n v e s t o r s . Bavaria i s president of the F r a n k l i n Research & 
Development Corporation, a Boston-based s o c i a l investment advisory 
f i r m . 

"The long and productive discussions between Sun Company and 
CERES have r e s u l t e d i n a mutual accord on h e a l t h , environmental and 
sa f e t y p r i n c i p l e s , " said Robert H. Campbell, chairman and c h i e f 
executive o f f i c e r of the Philadelphia-based Sun Company, Inc. 

" I applaud the s p i r i t of cooperation and common sense displayed 
by both teams i n achieving t h i s p o s i t i v e agreement," he added. 
"What we have here i s an example of diverse o r g a n i z a t i o n s working 
together w i t h the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t economic growth and 
environmental p r o t e c t i o n must be partners." 

The t e n CERES p r i n c i p l e s are: p r o t e c t i n g the biosphere; 
s u s t a i n a b l e use of n a t u r a l resources; r e d u c t i o n and dis p o s a l of 
wastes; energy conservation; r i s k r e d u c t i o n ; safe products and 
ser v i c e s ; environmental r e s t o r a t i o n ; informing the p u b l i c ; 
management commitment, and audits and r e p o r t s . 

- m o r e -

Sun—42500-54 



SUN-CERES ANNOUNCEMENT, Add 1 

New York C i t y Comptroller Elizabeth Holtzman, investment 
adviser t o New York C i t y ' s $47 b i l l i o n pension funds and a member 
of the CERES c o a l i t i o n , s a id, "New York C i t y ' s pension funds 
b e l i e v e t h a t responsible environmental stewardship i s good f o r 
business. 

"Sun Company's decis i o n t o endorse the CERES P r i n c i p l e s s i g n a l s 
a new p a r t n e r s h i p between shareholders and corporate America i n 
which a healthy economy and a healthy environment s u s t a i n each 
other. The C i t y w i l l continue t o take t h a t message t o other 
c o r p o r a t i o n s i n which i t s pension funds are invested." 

New York C i t y ' s Finance Commissioner Carol O'Cleireacain, the 
only member of both the CERES board and New York C i t y Employees 
Retirement System (NYCERS) board, said, "This agreement shows t h a t 
the new cooperation between shareholders and corporations extends 
t o the s o c i a l realm as w e l l as t o corporate governance issues. 
Enlightened companies, working w i t h reasonable shareholders, can 
devise s o l u t i o n s t o complex issues." 

Rev. J. Andy Smith I I I , a d i r e c t o r of Soci a l and E t h i c a l 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n Investments, National M i n i s t r i e s , American 
B a p t i s t Churches, USA, and also c h a i r of the I n t e r f a i t h Center on 
Corporate R e s p o n s i b i l i t y (ICCR), s t a t e d , "Sun has taken a brave 
step forward t o demonstrate leadership i n p u b l i c a c c o u n t a b i l i t y f o r 
environmental p r o t e c t i o n . " Smith was a key member of the 
ne g o t i a t i o n s t h a t led t o Sun Company's endorsement. 

C a l i f o r n i a State C o n t r o l l e r Gray Davis added, "Hopefully, Sun's 
endorsement w i l l be the watershed event t h a t convinces other large 
companies t o step forward and be counted." 

Alan Gussow, member of the board of Friends of the Earth, also 
welcomed Sun's endorsement. 

F i r s t put forward i n September 1989 as the Valdez P r i n c i p l e s , 
the CERES P r i n c i p l e s already have dozens of s i g n a t o r i e s , i n c l u d i n g 
such companies as Aveda, Ben & Je r r y ' s , Tom's of Maine, and Working 
Assets. I n s p i r e d by the S u l l i v a n P r i n c i p l e s on South A f r i c a , the 
CERES p r i n c i p l e s f o r environmental p r o t e c t i o n were designed t o 
encourage v o l u n t a r y corporate commitment t o progress. 

Representatives of Sun Company w i l l j o i n over 50 CERES 
s i g n a t o r i e s a t a gathering i n Minneapolis on Earth Day, A p r i l 22, 
1993. Key members of the C l i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n w i l l be i n v i t e d t o 
a t t e n d . Vice President Al Gore addressed l a s t year's CERES annual 
s i g n a t o r y conference i n May of 1992. 

-more-
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Sun Company, Inc., the 12th largest U.S. o i l company with 1992 
revenues of $10.7 b i l l i o n , i s the largest independent U.S. r e f i n e r -
marketer. Founded i n 1886 and headquartered i n Philadelphia, Sun 
markets under the Sunoco brand i n 19 states with a focus on the 
Northeast, and also markets under the A t l a n t i c brand i n 
Pennsylvania and New York. 

Once a f u l l y integrated U.S. o i l company. Sun spun o f f i t s U.S. 
o i l and gas exploration and production d i v i s i o n i n 1988 and 
announced i t s withdrawal from international exploration a c t i v i t i e s 
i n 1992. Sun i s now focusing on growth i n i t s value-added 
businesses, which are comprised of branded gasoline marketing, 
lubricants, chemicals, and l o g i s t i c s . Sun i s also i n the process 
of s e l l i n g i t s coal operations. 
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For CERES — Rochelle Lefkowitz at Pro-Media, 212/245-0510 
For Sun — Bud Davis, 215/977-3485 



'The CERES Board affirms the positive contri­
bution of the Sun Company in endorsing the 
CERES Principles while developing its own 
Principles of Health, Environment & Safety to 
adapt the CERES Principles to its specific 
business and industry. The CERES Board 
recognizes that these Sun Principles are 
consistent with the goals of the CERES 
Principles." 

Joan Bavaria 
Co-Chair 
Coalition of Environmentally 

Responsible Economies (CERES) 

February 10, 1993 



Sun Company, Inc. 

P R I N C I P L E S O F H E A L T H , E N V I R O N M E N T & S A F E T Y 
( H E S ) 

Introduction 

By adopting these Principles, Sun Company, Inc. reaffirms its responsibility for environmental stew­
ardship and for protecting the well-being of our employees, customers and the general public. We 
will strive to preserve our precious human, natural and physical resources through sustainable 
progress in our HES performance. We will improve our performance by developing HES strategies 
and programs for the future which will utilize cost-effective technology and creative approaches. 

Sun's policy is compliance with HES laws and regulations. In addition, where appropriate, Sun 
will seek opportunities to exceed the requirements of HES regulations provided we are able to main­
tain our competitive position. However, we also have a responsibility to challenge unreasonable laws 
and regulations and to seek practical solutions which are based on sound, scientific principles. 

We acknowledge that the businesses and facilities within the Sun family are at varying levels of 
HES achievement. We wiil aspire to continually improve our performance using these Principles as 
our objectives. 

In order to demonstrate our commitment to public accountability for environmental protection, Sun 
has also endorsed the CERES Principles, which establish a generic environmental code of conduct 
applicable to business entities anywhere in the world. Sun's HES Principles represent an adaptation 
of the CERES Principles to Sun's businesses. 

1. Protection of the Biosphere 

We will reduce our overall emissions to the environment (air, water and land) with special emphasis 
on toxic substances. We will pay special attention to the protection of the surrounding environment at 
present facilities and when planning for new facilities or operations. 

2. Sustainable Use of Natural Resources 

We will minimize the use of water in our facilities and strive to improve the quality of our water dis­
charge streams. We will employ practical land management and conservation techniques to con­
serve the soils and forests at our facilities. We will make efficient use of non-renewable natural re­
sources through careful planning and employment of conservation techniques. 

3. Reduction and Disposal of Wastes 

We will continue to reduce and where possible eliminate waste through the use of source reduction, 
recycle/reuse and treatment techniques. The handling and disposal of all waste will be conducted in 
a safe and responsible fashion in accordance with regulatory standards. 



4. Energy Conservation 

We will conserve energy through careful selection of raw materials and energy sources and through 
cost effective improvements in our operations, including technological improvements in new energy 
consuming processes. Environmental protection and sustainability will be considered in selecting 
new energy sources. 

5. Risk Reduction 

Our goal is to prevent HES incidents such as environmental spills and releases, fires, explosions, 
injuries and illnesses and other accidents. We will utilize sound maintenance and work practices, 
safety-conscious design, employee training and incident investigations to minimize risks to our em­
ployees and the communities in which we operate. We will be prepared to respond promptly and 
professionally should an incident occur. 

6. Safe Products and Services 

Through research, planning and analysis we will strive to minimize the environmental impact and 
health and safety hazards of our company products and services. We will counsel our employees 
and customers in the safe use and handling of our products and services and where feasible, attempt 
to correct unsafe use. We will strive to eliminate the use of purchased products which pose known 
environmental hazards such as PCB's and CFCs. 

7. Environmental Restoration 

We will promptly correct any conditions in our operations which result in a significant health, safety, or 
environmental impact. We will take responsibility for any harm caused by our operations to our em­
ployees, customers, the general public or the environment; to the extent feasible, we will also restore 
the environment. 

8. Informing the Public 

We will inform appropriate officials, employees, contractors, customers and the public about signifi­
cant health, safety, or environmental hazards related to our facilities in a timely manner. We will 
regularly participate in dialogue with our neighboring communities and their residents. No action will 
be taken against employees for reporting dangerous incidents or conditions to management or appro­
priate authorities. 

9. Management Commitment 

We will ensure that the Board of Directors, the Chief Executive Officer and senior management are 
fully informed about pertinent HES issues and take responsibility for carrying out HES policy. We will 
consider demonstrated environmental commitment and HES experience as factors in our selection of 
future board members. 



10. Audits and Reports 

We support the concept of public accountability for HES performance and intend to report on our 
progress in consistent, measurable terms. This will be accomplished through publishing an annual 
report on our HES performance and accomplishments. In addition, to promote public accountability 
among others in the industrial community, we intend to cooperate with the environmental and social 
investment communities by completing the annual CERES report. 

February 4, 1993 



"Sun Company endorses the CERES Principles 
as a generic environmental code of conduct 
applicable to business behavior throughout 
the world. Sun has adopted its own set of 
Health, Environment & Safety Principles and is 
pleased that the CERES Board recognizes 
these Sun Principles as consistent with the 
goals of the CERES Principles." 

Robert H. Campbell 
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer 
Sun Company, Inc. 

February 10, 1993 



THE C E R E S PRINCIPLES 
(Coalition of Environmentally Responsible Economies) 

Introduction 

By adopting these Principles, we publicly affirm our belief that corporations have a responsibility for 
the environment, and must conduct all aspects of their business as responsible stewards of the envi­
ronment by operating in a manner that protects the Earth. We believe that corporations must not 
compromise the ability of future generations to sustain themselves. 

We will update our practices continually in light of advances in technology and new understand­
ings in health and environmental science. In collaboration with CERES, we will promote a dynamic 
process to ensure that the Principles are interpreted in a way that accommodates changing technolo­
gies and environmental realities. We intend to make consistent, measurable progress in implementing 
these Principles and to apply them in all aspects of our operations throughout the world. 

1. Protection of the Biosphere 

We will reduce and make continual progress toward eliminating the release of any substance that 
may cause environmental damage to the air, water, or the earth or its inhabitants. We will safeguard 
all habitats affected by our operations and will protect open spaces and wilderness, while preserving 
biodiversity. 

2. Sustainable Use of Natural Resources 

We will make sustainable use of renewable natural resources such as water, soils and forests. We 
will conserve nonrenewable natural resources through efficient use and careful planning. 

3. Reduction and Disposal of Wastes 

We will reduce and where possible eliminate waste through source reduction and recycling. All waste 
will be handled and disposed of through safe and responsible methods. 

4. Energv Conservation 

We will conserve energy and improve the energy efficiency of our internal operations and of the 
goods and services we sell. We will make every effort to use environmentally safe and sustainable 
energy sources. 

5. Risk Reduction 

We will strive to minimize the environmental, health and safety risks to our employees and the com­
munities in which we operate through safe technologies, facilities and operating procedures, and by 
being prepared for emergencies. 



6. Safe Products and Services 

We will reduce and where possible eliminate the use, manufacture, or sale of products and services 
that cause environmental damage or health or safety hazards. We will inform our customers of the 
environmental impacts of our products or services and try to correct unsafe use. 

7. Environmental Restoration 

We will promptly and responsibly correct conditions we have caused that endanger health, safety or 
the environment. To the extent feasible, we will redress injuries we have caused to persons or dam­
age we have caused to the environment and will restore the environment. 

8. Informing the Public 

We will inform in a timely manner everyone who may be affected by conditions caused by our com­
pany that might endanger health, safety or the environment. We will regularly seek advice and coun­
sel through dialogue with persons in communities near our facilities. We will not take any action 
against employees for reporting dangerous incidents or conditions to management or to appropriate 
authorities. 

9. Management Commitment 

We will implement these Principles and sustain a process that ensures that the Board of Directors 
and Chief Executive Officer are fully informed about pertinent environmental issues and are fully 
responsible for environmental policy. In selecting our Board of Directors, we will consider demon­
strated environmental commitment as a factor. 

10. Audits and Reports 

We will conduct an annual self-evaluation of our progress in implementing these Principles. We will 
support the timely creation of generally accepted environmental audit procedures. We will annually 
complete the CERES Report, which will be made available to the public. 

Disclaimer 

These Principles establish an environmental ethic with criteria by which investors and others can 
assess the environmental performance of companies. Companies that sign these Principles pledge to 
go voluntarily beyond the requirements of the law. These Principles are not intended to create new 
legal liabilities, expand existing rights or obligations, waive legal defenses, or othenA/ise affect the 
legal position of any signatory company, and are not intended to be used against a signatory in any 
legal proceeding for any purpose. 

This amended version of the CERES Principles (formerly the Valdez Principles) was adopted April 28, 1992. 



Friends of the Earth • National Taxpayers Union 
Nuclear Information & Resource Service • Public Citizen 

Safe Energy Communication Coimcil • Sierra Club 
U.S. Public Interest Research Group 

February 26,1993 

President William J. Clinton 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear President Clinton 

As organizations committed to slashing subsidies that endanger both our 
environmental and our fiscal health, we support your efforts to cut federal energy 
spending on polluting sources, like nuclear fission. 

In response to your call for ideas of further spending cuts that can be made in the 
budget, we are submitting the enclosed list of proposed spending cuts and revenue 
increases that can help reduce the deficit and fight pollution at the same time. 

Among the energy-related areas that can yield substantial savings are: 

Nuclear Fission Research and Development: As you said in your February 17 
address to Congress, "We're eliminating programs that are no longer needed, such as 
nuclear power research and development." All R&D should indeed be eliminated for 
nuclear fission, a costly and hazardous technology that has already enjoyed fifty years 
of government subsidies. (Nuclear fission and fusion have received 65 percent of all 
federal energy R&D funds since 1948, according to the Congressional Research Service.) 
The Light Water Reactor program should be shut down, in addition to the Advanced 
Reactor program. Ongoing programs in Light Water Reactor development should be 
ended and new commercial subsidies such as the First-of-a-Kind engineering program -
projected to cost $100 million - should not be undertaken. 

Nuclear Fusion Research and Development: Even its proponents admit that 
fusion energy cannot be made commercially viable until 2040 at the earliest. Because 
taxpayers have subsidized the fusion program since 1948, the public will ultimately pick 
up the tab for almost a century of R&D, with no reliable prediction of success. While we 
do not propose the elimination of the fusion program, we recommend that it be scaled 
back dramatically in light of the pressing need to reduce spending on low-priority 
items. Moreover, further R&D should be cost-shared by private industry. 

Clean Coal Technology Program: Although its original intent was laudable, the 
Clean Coal Technology Program has not yielded environmental benefits and is no 
longer necessary because the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 establish a clear 
mandate for the private sector to develop cleaner coal technologies. We recommend 
that further federal funding for the Clean Coal program be eliminated to avoid 
redundancy with private sector efforts, and to discourage dependence on coal, a major 
contributor to greenhouse gas buildup. 



President William J. Clinton 
February 26,1993 
Page 2 

Uranium Enrichment Corporation Revenues: The Energy Policy Act of 1992 
establishes both a new Government Corporation to operate the uranium enrichment 
enterprise and a decommissioning and decontamination (D&D) fund to clean up the 
Department of Energy's heavily polluted enrichment facilities. We recommend that 
proceeds from the Corporation be paid directly into the cleanup fund with an annual 
target of $330 million. Such an arrangement would help ensure that the Corporation 
yields a return to the government while contributing to a past uranium program cost. 

Tax Breaks for Coal, Oil , Gas and Uranium Extraction: Tax law allows coal, oil, 
gas and mineral extraction companies to immediately deduct (expense) certain 
exploration and developnient costs from their taxes, rather than capitalizing these costs 
and deducting them over time. In addition, the percentage depletion allowance for 
these same industries allows deductions based on gross income, rather than capitalized 
costs. This loophole results in a production subsidy, rather than a method of cost 
recovery. Expensing and percentage depletion allowances are tax giveaways that 
encourage extraction of resources rather than conservation and recycling. They should 
be repealed. 

We look forward to cooperating with your administration and the Congress to 
reduce the deficit and enhance the environment and economy. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph De Gennaro Jill Lancelot 
Friends of the Earth National Taxpayers Union 
202-544-2600 202-543-1300 

Michael Mariotte Bill Magavern 
Nuclear Information & Resource Service Public Citizen 
202-328-0002 202-546-4996 

Martin Gelfand Melanie Griffin 
Safe Energy Communication Council Sierra Club 
202-483-8491 202-547-1141 

Anna Aurilio 
U.S. Pubhc Interest Research Group 
202-547-9707 

Enclosure 

cc: Vice President Al Gore, Hazel O'Leary, Leon Panetta, Katherine McGinty, 
Jack Gibbons 
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STATEMENT OF REID WILSON 
SIERRA CLUB POLITICAL DIRECTOR 

February 18, 1993 

president Bi l l Clinton's economic pac)cage represents a bold 

reversal from the last twelve years of slash and burn economics. 

The Clinton plan v i l l create jobs, reduce tho deficit, spur 

investment, and protect the environment. The package offers 

fundamental change, i t puts an end to the environmentally 

destructive status quo. 

The Clinton package rightly recognizes the positive 

relationship between a healthy economy and a dean environment. 

For twelve years Americans have been told that the environment is 

the enemy of the economy. B i l l Clinton has made environmental 

protection a cornerstone of his economic recovery plan^ His 

program helps build our environmental infrastructure, slashes 

subsidies that allow destruction of our fragile public lands, and 

taxes polluting and wasteful ienergy use. 

A cadre of well financed special Interests has already 

formed to fight this package tooth and nail. The o i l , mining, 

timber, chemical, and ranching industries wi l l spend huge sums of 

money to k i l l the Clinton-Gore proposal because i t will force 

them to comis clean. These special Interests — Which set 

environmental policy for the last twelve years — would like 

nothing bettor than deafening silence from the vast majority of 

Americans that would benefit from this package, while Utey use 

"When wc try to pick out anything by itself, we find.it hitched to cveryrhine elsr in thr \mivene." Joiv Mt/ir 
National Headquaners; 7JQ Polk Street, San Francisco, California 9-1109 (415) 776-22U 
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campaign contributions and back room arm twisting to undo this 

package. We must fight back. 

We strongly encourage a i l Americans to support the Clinton 

economic package. I t is- good for the environment, and good for 

the economy. I t shrinks the deficit, creates jobs, and greens 

the nation. I t looks beyond the short term to the long term good 

of the country. 

The Clinton program invests in environmental progress and 

public health by funding public transit, new environmental 

technologies, park improvements, sewage treatment plant 

construction, and energy efficiency, thus cleaning up the 

environment and creating jobs simultaneously. 

The package also cuts the government welfare programs for 

the mining, grazing, and timber industries, which will reduce the 

deficit and protect America's magnificent public lands from 

exploitation. 

The Clinton plan takes an important step in the right 

direction by taxing wasteful and polluting energy use. Clean 

renewable energy sources such as wind and solar are exempt from 

the energy tax. This tax package will encourage energy 

conservation. 

The special interests will claim that the Clinton package 

deprives them of thdir livelihood, when in fact they have been 

picking the pockets of American taxpayers for years at the 

expense of our shared natural heritage. They will claim that the 

package will ruin their way of life, when in fact a l l i t does is 

end their free lunch paid for by the taxpayers. The Clinton 
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package changes the rules of a system that has been rigged to 

favor the interests of a few at the expense of the many. 

The upcoming war over this green economlu package i s the 

f i r s t — and perhaps most important — environmental battle of 

the Clinton and Gore administration. Our children cannot afford 

for us to lose this fight. 

The Sierra Club supports this package. We have launched a 

campaign to educate the public about the program's many 

environmental benefits. We wil l work to ensure that the chorus 

of voices of average Americans,who aupport President Clinton's 

program drowns out the selfish complaints of the special 

interests. 

To leave a cleaner and safer world for our children and 

grandchildren, the Clinton economic package must be enacted. We 

urge Americans to c a l l and write their Senators and 

Representatives, phone radio call-in shows, and write letters to 

the editor in support of President Clinton's economic and 

environmental program. 

### 
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STATEMENT OF CARL POPE 
SIERRA CLUB EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

February 17, 1993 

President B i l l Clinton's economic package represents a bold 

reversal from the last twelve years of slash and burn economics. 

The Clinton plan will reduce the deficit, create jobs, spur 

investment, and protect the environment. The package offers 

fundamental ohange in environmental policy. 

B i l l Clinton and Al Gore consulted with leaders of the 

environmental community prior to producing this package. They 

listened carefully, and Included many of our suggestions in the 

final product. They clearly recognize the positive relationship 

between a healthy economy and a clean environment. For twelve 

years Americans have been told that the environment is the enemy 

of the economy. B i l l Clinton has made environmental protection a 

cornerstone of his economic recovery plan. 

well financed special interests have already lined up to 

fight this package tooth and nail. The o i l , mining, timber, 

chemical, and ranching industries wi l l try to uee campaign 

contributions and back room arm-twisting to k i l l the Clinton 

proposal because i t will force them to come clean, we must fight 

back. 

The Clinton program cuts the government welfare programs for 

the mining, grazing, and timber industries, which wil l reduce the 

deficit and protect America's magnificent public lands from 
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exploitation. 

The package also invests in environmental progress and 

public health by funding public transit, new environmental 

technologies, park Improvements, sewage treatment plant 

oonstruction, and energy efficiency, thus cleaning up the 

environment and creating jobs simultaneously. 

The Clinton plan takes an Important step in the right 

direction by taxing wasteful and polluting energy use. Clean 

renewable energy couroes such ae wind and eolar are exempt from 

the energy tax. The tax is also progressive; i t provides a 

rebate system for low income Americans. 

The upcoming war over thie green economic package i s the 

f i r s t -- and perhaps most important — environmental battle of 

the Clinton and Gore Administration. Our children cannot afford 

for us to lose this fight. 

The Sierra Club has launched a campaign to educate the 

public about the program's many environmental benefits. We will 

work to ensure that the chorus of voices of average Americans who 

support President Clinton's program drowns out the selfish 

complaints of tho special interests. To leave a cleaner and 

safer world for our children and grandchildren, the clinLon 

economic package must be enacted. 

**0 
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February 24, 1993 

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton 
President 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

We_wish tq_conunend you Jbr^^ to find solutions to Jthe ecpn,omic 
challenges facing this Nation and for your commitment to vigorously pursue the dual goal 
01 sustamed economic growth, and a healthy environment. We share your view that these 
goals"are compatible. Your strong support of elevating"EPA' to cabinet ra^k is an important 
step in achieving those goals. Perhaps of "equalrif wot" gfê ^̂  importance, is ensuring that 
EPA's operating budget is adequate to carry out the enormous task of protecting the 
environment. For that reason, we request that every effort be made to provide EPA 
sufficient funds in the 1994 fiscal year to achieve its mission. 

The Institute of Clean Air Companies (ICAC) and the Manufacturers of Emission 
Controls Association (MECA) are two separate, non-profit associations, both representing 
air pollution control manufacturers. ICAC's member companies produce controls applicable 
to all industries for U.S. and offshore industrial projects. MECA members manufacture 
emission controls for gasoline, diesel, and alternative fuel motor vehicles and certain 
stationary sources. 

The industries represented by the ICAC and MECA are living proof not only that 
economic growth and a healthy environment are compatible, but that environmental 
programs create business opportunities and jobs. Both associations have long championed 
performance-based rules which promote flexibility and healthy competition in the 
marketplace to develop the most cost-effective compliance strategies possible. 

Full and effective enforcement of the clean air requirements is critical not only to the 
environment, but to the U.S. emission control industry's maintaining its position as the 
world's technological leader in many areas of air pollution control. In recent surveys of 
MECA and ICAC companies, enforcement of the Clean Air Act was most often cited as the 
way the U.S. Government could help promote the growth of the U.S. emission control 
industry. 
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The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton 
February 24, 1993 
Page Two 

Key to the Clean Air Act's effective implementation and enforcement is the 
availability of adequate resources for EPA. Without the needed resources, the enormous 
task of implementing environmental legislation will not be addressed. It is for this reason 
that we request that EPA's Fiscal Year 1994 operating budget be adequafely fuiiBedlo meet 
the challenges of achieving a healthy environment. 

In closing, we look forward to working with you and your Administration in the 
months and years ahead. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce I . Bertelsen Jeffrey C. Smith 
Executive Director /Executive Director 
Manufacturers of Emission Institute of Clean Air 

Controls Association Companies 
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BUSINESS COUNCIL ON INDOOR AIR 
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February 22, 1993 

Ms. Carol Rasco 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Re: Federal Indoor Air Quality Policv 

Dear Ms. Rasco: 

In last week's State of the Union address to Congress, the President 
pledged to work closely with the business community to develop effective yet 
efficient regulations. The Business Council on Indoor Air (BCIA) strongly 
supports that approach, and we believe that a general mdoor air standard 
promulgated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) is 
the most cost-effective method of improving indoor air quality. 

BCIA represents companies from a variety of industries sharing a strong 
interest in indoor air quahty, including manufacturers of raw materials, building 
and consumer products, and air cleaning equipment, as well as firms involved in 
building engineering, architecture, and indoor air quality monitoring and 
mitigation. 

Although some degree of uncertainty surrounding indoor air issues will 
always remain, there is general agreement that (1) poor indoor air quaUty can 
lead to a wide range of occupant complaints and health concerns, and (2) 
common sense approaches exist that would alleviate most of these concerns. 
From a business perspective, it is also important to note that better indoor air 
quaUty has a great potential for increasing workplace productivity. 
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Fortunately, this is an issue that easily lends itself to efficient regulation, 
assuming federal agencies develop a coordinated strategy. We beUeve that while 
OSHA undoubtedly should play the lead role with regard to workplace air quaUty, 
an effective strategy requires the direct involvement of other agencies such as the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Energy, and the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission. 

We are convinced that OSHA has adequate statutory authority to 
implement a timely and comprehensive indoor air standard. Moreover, because 
of its clear jurisdictional authority in the workplace, OSHA is the appropriate 
agency to promulgate such a standard. In September 1991, OSHA issued a 
request for information as the first step in the rulemaking process to estabUsh a 
generic indoor air quaUty standard. Because an OSHA standard based on what 
we caU the "building-systems approach" would result in reduction of exposures to 
the broadest possible range of indoor air contaminants, it is the essential first step 
toward a national indoor air program. 

The building-systems approach addresses the two most common factors 
found in buildings with reports of poor air quaUty: inadequate ventilation and 
poor filtration. Poor filtration, in turn, is a frequent contributor to a third 
common problem: the accumulation of dirt, dust, microbes, and mold inside air 
handUng units and their associated duct work. Our approach goes far beyond 
requiring adequate ventilation; it consists of a comprehensive and continuing 
process that focuses on the design, operation, and maintenance of heating, 
ventilation, filtration, and air conditioning systems. It offers the most cost-
effective method for deaUng with the broadest spectrum of potential contaminants 
throughout the Ufetime of a building structure. A detaUed description of the 
building-systems approach is provided in the enclosed white paper. 

BCIA disagrees with the view that additional regulatory authority is 
necessary to address indoor air quaUty. Sufficient statutory authority aheady 
exists within several federal agencies to regulate poUutants and sources, and a vast 
array of regulatory and voluntary initiatives have been implemented or are 
underway. An OSHA regulation requiring the implementation of the building-
systems approach would not eUminate the usefuhiess of such programs but would 
aUow agencies to focus both regulatory and non-regulatory programs far more 
effectively. For these reasons, we urge the Administration to direct OSHA to 
vigorously pursue a comprehensive indoor air quaUty regulation that focuses on 
building systems. 
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During her confirmation hearing, EPA Administrator Carol Browner 
foresaw "a new era in communication between the EPA and America's business 
community, between environmentaUsts and business leaders." We beUeve that 
Ms. Browner's comments should set a tone for the Administration as a whole as it 
seeks to find practical solutions to today's environmental chaUenges. We look 
forward to working with your Administration to promulgate an efficient and 
highly effective indoor air program based on a building-systems approach. With 
that in mind, we would greatly appreciate meeting with you to discuss the issues 
raised herein. I will caU your office later this week to see if such a meeting is 
possible. 

Sincert-„ 

Paul A. CSmmer, Ph.D. 
President 

Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr. 
The Honorable Carol M. Browner, EPA Administrator 
The Honorable Robert B. Reich, Secretary of Labor 
The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary, Seaetary of Energy 
The Honorable Jacqueline Jones-Smith, CPSC Chairman 
The Honorable Max S. Baucus, Chairman, Senate Environment and 

PubUc Works Committee 
The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy, Chairman, Senate Labor and 

Human Resources Committee 
The Honorable John D. DingeU, Chairman, House Energy and 

Conunerce Committee 
The Honorable WilUam D. Ford, Chairman, House Education and 

Labor Committee 
The Honorable George E. Brown, Jr., Chairman, House Science, 

Space and Technology Committee 
Mr. Michael H. Shapiro, Assistant Administrator for Air and 

Radiation (Acting), EPA 
Mr. David C. Zeigler, Assistant Seaetary for Occupational Safety 

and Health (Acting), DOL 
Mr. John P. Millhone, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Buildings 

Technologies, DOE 
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BUILDING-SYSTEMS APPROACH 
TO INDOOR AIR QUALITY 

Executive Summary 

It is generally beUeved that the vast majority of cases of poor indoor air quaUty 
are the result of energy-saving practices implemented since the 1970s, coupled with 
the inadequate design, operation and maintenance of ventilation, filtration, and other 
building systems. In studies of hundreds of buildings, the most common factors 
affecting indoor air quality were found to be poor ventilation, poor air filtration, and 
poor operation of building ventilation systems. 

The building-systems approach to indoor air quaUty is a comprehensive, 
continuing process that promises to improve air quality indoors with a minimum of 
expense and regulatory intrusion. In the case of new buildings, this approach 
conmiences at the buUding-design stage, continues through the construction and 
commissioning stages, and includes proper operator training and effective building 
operation and maintenance throughout the entire Ufe of the building. For existing 
buildings, it includes testing, maintenance, and possible redesign of ventilation, 
filtration, heating, and air conditioning systems. In either case, the buildmg-systems 
approach incorporates the principles of a number of American Society of Heating, 
Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) standards and guidelines, 
including ASHRAE Standard 62-1989 regarding ventilation rates for acceptable 
indoor air quality. It also requires the use of appropriate design criteria and 
construction documentation, and the provision and implementation of operation and 
maintenance procedures to ensure the health and comfort of building occupants. 

The Business Council on Indoor Air (BCIA) considers the building-systems 
approach to be an important management tool that should be applied to both 
existing and plaimed buildings to provide good indoor air quality. BCIA 



recommends that future regulatory approaches to indoor air include provisions for 
optimal air exchange and filtration and proper management of building systems. 
Because of its potential to address the majority of potential indoor air quaUty 
problems in the most cost effective way, the building-systems approach should receive 
high priority in federal or state indoor air research programs. 

The Business Council on Indoor Air (BCIA) was formed in 1988 to address 
growing mutual concern of a wide spectrum of industries about the national issue of 
indoor air quaUty. This paper represents a consensus among BCIA member firms 
with industrial hygiene, analytical chemistry, and engineering expertise regarding the 
most effective program for ensuring good indoor air quality. 

Introduction 

Indoor air quaUty concerns emerged as an issue in the 1980s primarily as a 
result of the energy conservation philosophy that evolved from the energy crisis of 
the 1970s. WhUe reducing the amount of outdoor air used to ventilate buildings, 
many new and renovated buildings also were made more airtight to improve energy 
efficiency. Other exacerbating factors included the proUferation of poorly designed 
and operated building ventilation systems, overcrowding and alteration of office 
spaces, and changes in building use without appropriate ventilation modifications. 

As a consequence of these trends, concerns have emerged about potential 
emissions from construction materials, office equipment, pesticide appUcations, and 
other sources. In fact, measurable concentrations of substances attributed to these 
sources have been observed in several studies. These trends also have been found 
to exacerbate the potential for the proliferation of biological contamination. 

In its 1987 report entitled "PoUcies & Procedures for Control of Indoor Air 
QuaUty," the National Research Council (NRC) concluded: 

The levels of both chemical and biological contaminants 
are strongly associated with the cleanliness of the heating, 
ventilation and air conditioning system. 

Moreover, the NRC report noted the complexities associated with identifying the 
source of indoor air quaUty problems: 

A number of factors are involved in the generation of 
building-related occupant complaints. Many of these can 
occur simultaneously. It is rare that a specific source for 
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the complaints can be identified, and solutions can usually 
be implemented without such identifications. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in the Research Needs section 
(Volume III) of its recent Report to Congress, further noted that "more can be done 
to reduce overall exposures and risks by altering building designs and ventilation 
patterns than by approaching the problem source-by-source or poUutant-by-
poUutant." 

Adequate Ventilation and Filtration 

Two of the most common denominators in buildings with reports of poor 
indoor air quality are inadequate ventilation and poor filtration. Ventilation 
problems, in turn, can result from insufficient outdoor air intake and/or poor 
distribution of that air. Inadequate filtration is ft-equently a major contributor to the 
third most common problem: the accumulation of dirt, dusts, and microbes inside 
the air handling units and their associated ductwork. 

The American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning 
Engineers (ASHRAE), a standards-setting group that develops voluntary consensus 
guideUnes for building designers and contractors, has recognized the importance of 
higher ventilation rates in improving overall indoor air quaUty. ASHRAE's new 
ventilation standard (ASHRAE 62-1989, Ventilation for Acceptable Indoor Air 
QuaUty) increases the base minimum ventilation rate from 5 cubic feet of air per 
minute per person (cfin/person) to 15 cfm/person. In developing its new ventilation 
guideUne, ASHRAE recognized that the previously recommended ventUation rate 
was insufficient to provide adequate indoor air quality in most modem buildings. 

For general office space, ASHRAE 62-1989 recommends a minimum rate of 
20 cfm/person, assuming a maximum occupancy of seven persons per 1000 square 
feet. The ASHRAE guideUne also prescribes supply rates of outdoor air required 
for acceptable air quality. In addition, ASHRAE 62-1989 specifies a second method 
for achieving acceptable indoor air quaUty (the "Indoor Air QuaUty Procedure") 
which provides a contaminant-based approach considering the different kinds of 
ventilation systems and incorporates both quantitative and subjective evaluations. 

There are relatively few sources of indoor air contamination that cannot be at 
least reduced, if not eliminated, through proper design and management of heating, 
ventilation, filtration, and air-conditioning systems. In fact, if the prime factor in the 
design and operation of a building's ventilation system were air quaUty, rather than 
the maintenance of a specific temperature, far more emphasis would be given to 



minimum outdoor air intake levels, filtration efficiency, and a greater awareness of 
the hygiene aspects of air handling systems. Such a building-systems approach, 
including design, operation, and maintenance, is the most important and cost-
effective step toward reducing contaminants in indoor air. 

Building-Systems Approach 

The building-systems approach incorporates the principles of the recently 
adopted ASHRAE Standard 62-1989 and a number of other ASHRAE Standards 
and Guidelines as the basis for achieving acceptable indoor air quaUty. Among these 
other ASHRAE consensus documents are the following: ASHRAE Standard 
55-1981 (for comfort); ASHRAE Standard 52-76 (for filtration); and ASHRAE 
GuideUne 1-1989 (for commissioning). 

BCIA beUeves the necessary technology is aheady available to achieve 
acceptable indoor air quality. Based on the coUective experience of BCIA members 
and others, few indoor air quality concerns result when an adequate ventilation rate 
is maintained in conjunction with clean, well-maintained heating, ventilating and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems with efficient filtration equipment. 

It is, therefore, unnecessary and counterproductive to develop an entirely new 
approach or avenue of research. The building-systems approach is a compre­
hensive, on-going process that commences at the initial buUding design stage, 
continues through the construction and commissioning stages, and includes proper 
operator training and effective building operation and maintenance throughout the 
life of the building. It requires the use of appropriate design criteria, construction 
documentation, and the provision and implementation of building systems operation 
and maintenance procedures to ensure the health and comfort of buUding occupants. 

Within the expected Ufe of the building, reasonable changes in its use and 
occupancy should be anticipated in the design stage. Consequently, specification of 
the design intent and performance of all installed building systems in suitable 
commissioning guideUnes should be a critical part of the building design. Develop­
ment of such a comprehensive statement of the ultimate heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (FT/AC) system performance criteria will provide individuals interested 
in buUding renovation or modification with the necessary mformation to provide 
adequate indoor air quality. 
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AppUcation of the Building-Systems Approach 

The key to addressing potential indoor air quality problems is prevention. 
With the comfort of employees at stake and the prospects of increased absenteeism 
and the potential loss of productivity, forward thinking employers are finding it cost 
effective to ensure that indoor air quaUty and employee welfare are maintained. The 
building-systems approach, as described here, is an important management tool that 
should be appUed to both existing and planned buildings to prevent problems rather 
than attempting to cure them once they happen. BCIA recommends that any 
regulatory approach to addressing indoor air quality include the foUowing items: 

I. Incorporation of the minimum ventilation rates defined in 
ASHRAE Standard 62-1989 ("Ventilation for Acceptable 
Indoor Air QuaUty") into applicable building codes. These 
rates will maintain the levels of most, if not aU, indoor 
contaminants below acceptable levels. 

These ventilation rates presuppose that the air provided 
from the outdoors contains acceptable levels of any of the 
contaminants in question. If the outdoor air exceeds any 
of these levels, air cleaning systems may be required. If 
such technology is not available, it may be necessary to 
reduce the amount of outdoor air during periods of high 
contaminant levels (e.g., afternoon ozone level peak and 
rush-hour periods). 

II. Provisions for annual inspections of the air handUng 
equipment of all commercial buildings to ensure 
cleanliness and proper operation. These inspections 
should include, at a minimum: (1) internal chambers of 
each air handling unit, (2) coils and drain pans, (3) 
internal insulation of the air handling chambers and the 
main air supply duct, and (4) humidifying equipment. 
Inspections also should include verification of compUance 
with proper schedules for filter changes and maintenance 
and caUbration of HVAC controls. 

It is critically important that building system performance 
and air quaUty be periodicaUy reviewed as part of an 
ongoing building systems audit process, thereby assuring 
that the health and comfort of building occupants are both 
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monitored and maintained throughout the life of the 
building. 

III. Specifications that air handling systems in commercial 
buildings contain filters that meet the applicable ASHRAE 
guideUnes. This will assure an efficiency of approximately 
15 to 20 percent for the respirable sized particles 
(generaUy accepted as under 3.5 microns in size), while 
miiumizing resistance to the airflow for energy 
conservation purposes. 

These filters should be fitted to prevent air by-pass, 
periodicaUy inspected for fit and condition, and replaced 
according to manufacturers specifications to provide 
continuous performance at rated efficiencies. 

IV. Provisions that new building designs include a compre­
hensive statement of the ultimate HVAC system perform­
ance criteria to provide individuals interested in building 
renovation or modification with the necessary information 
to assure adequate indoor air quaUty. 

This statement should include the following information: 
(1) suitable design criteria for aU appropriate building 
systems and components, (2) a complete description of the 
HVAC system and its intended operation and perform­
ance, (3) a commissioning plan including a complete 
description of the work to be performed during construc­
tion, (4) verification procedures for any tests and 
demonstrations to be performed, and (5) a complete Ust of 
documentation submittals required at the completion of 
commissioning that can be used as educational tools for 
operator training of building personnel. 

A large body of experience from pubUc and private environmental 
organizations supports the building-systems approach. Extensive field experience m 
recent years has shown a very high level of success when applying these principles. 
AppUcation of this approach has already proven itself to be the most economical and 
effective means of unmediately making indoor environments more pleasant places 
to work. The use of this building-systems approach would eliminate complaints in 
most reported problem buUdings. 
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Additional Research on the Building-Systems Approach 

Indoor air research funds should be directed toward those strategies that are 
proven, or most likely, to provide practical, effective, and permanent solutions. It is 
clear that proper design, operation, and maintenance of buUding systems is the most 
effective strategy for addressing the widest variety of mdoor air quality problems. As 
such, BCIA recommends that greater emphasis be placed on ventilation, filtration, 
and building-systems research, and that this research be conducted in cooperation 
with the private sector. 

While much is known about the potential for the building-systems approach 
to elkninate or mitigate any potential indoor air quality problems, additional research 
is necessary to refine our understanding of the application of such an approach. 
Among those areas requiring additional research, BCIA includes the following: 

1. Ventilation optimization - Ventilation for indoor air 
quaUty not only depends on the quantity and quality of the 
outside air that is brought into the buUding, but also on 
the movement of that air within the buUding. Research 
mto the distribution of outdoor air through the buUding 
may provide insight into the maximum use of outdoor air 
m maintaining the comfort of all buUding occupants. It is 
possible that we could place less reUance on the quantity 
of outside air necessary to achieve acceptable air quaUty if 
more was known about optimal placement of the outside 
air coming into a buUding. 

Such research could include extensive measurement of the 
actual outdoor air volumes taken into buUdings and 
investigation of indoor air distribution patterns, as well as 
the design and placement of supply and return points 
within individual rooms. The use of sampling systems buUt 
into the construction of buUdings should also be included 
in this research area. 

2. FUtration - At present, no standards exist for filter 
efficiency testing that uses particles of a size and type most 
representative of mdoor air environments. Furthermore, 
continued research should be encouraged in the use of 
adsorbents and absorbents for removal of gaseous 
contaminants in both supply and return air. 
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3. Dry and liquid dessicants - These technologies are 
emerging as potentially useful tools in indoor air quality 
control. The potential for their widespread use should be 
studied. 

4. Biological contamination - There is insufficient information 
about the extent, routes of exposure, and health 
consequences of microbiological contamination within 
buUdings. Given that great variations occur with regard to 
the numbers of a particular species of microbes required 
to trigger infections or allergic reactions, compounded with 
the variability of individual susceptibiUty, research is 
needed to elucidate the role of microbes in the indoor air. 
It is essential that standard methods of sampling and 
culturmg be established so that the results of independent 
researchers are comparable. Suggested areas of research 
include the health effects of bacterial endotoxins and 
fungal glucans, including evaluations of substances from 
commonly found species previously discounted as 
"harmless." 

5. Productivity - Research on the effects of poor indoor air 
quality on productivity should be combmed with buUding-
systems research to provide additional incentives for the 
implementation of recommendations on buUding systems. 

Summary 

BCIA recognizes that not aU indoor air quaUty problems can be avoided 
through improved design, operation, and maintenance of buUding systems. It is clear, 
however, that the buUding-systems approach is the most cost-effective way to address 
the majority of potential indoor air quaUty problems. Consequently, the highest 
priority should be placed on the promotion of responsible buUding systems design, 
maintenance, and operation. Steps to identify and control sources of individual 
poUutants should be undertaken only after it has been determined that the buUding-
systems approach wUl not adequately address the problem. 
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TO: 

FROM: Harry L. Gutzma^^ 
H. B. Hartley 

DATE: Febr^jary 5, 19 93 

SUBJECT: Issues i n Design of a Comnrehensi 
ve Enerav Tax 

Recenc press reports have ind i c a t e d t h a t the Ci^nton 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s considering proposing a broad-based or 

oac?fa^^%\"^' -̂̂ "̂̂ Ĥ P̂ ^̂  °f ^^^^^ d - ^ i - i ^ reduction package. This memorandum provides an overview of the s t r u c t u r e of 
^ t t L l ^ " " ' ""̂ ^ .i i i s t o r y of I t s consideration, and an o u t l i n e of major 
issues r e q u i r i n g r e s o l u t i o n . ^ 

A current JCT revenue opt i o n d e s c r i o t i o n and analvsis wi-h 
."fon^^ attached as Appendix l . Two spreadsheets / developed 

m 1990, comparing (1) the comprehensive eneray tax to carbon 
"̂"̂  ^^^-^ ^ ^ e s , and (2) BTU' and ad valorem 

approaches to a comprehensive energy tax are included as Aocendices 
2 and 3, r e s p e c t i v e l y . 

Overview o f Ta:x: 

The comprehensive energy tax proposal consists of f^'ve 
separate Federal excise taxes, s t r u c t u r e d where possible to 
p a r a l l e l other, e x i s t i n g excise taxes. The taxes are imposed on 
the f o l l o w i n g products: petroleum, n a t u r a l gas, coal, fue^ 
alcohol, and e l e c t r i c i t y . ' The comprehensive energy tax proposal 
evolved as a less - economically d i s r u p t i v e way to achi<=vi ene-qy 
conservation and raise revenue than the more s e c t o r - s p e c i f i c 
?^^?!^!^^°/%' motor f u e l s taxes and a tax on carbon 
content of f u e l s . Because of i t s broader tax base, equivalent 
revenues can be produced by the energy tax at s u b s t a n t i a l l y lowe-

The taxes are s t r u c t u r e d to ensure t h a t taxable energy 
products (e.g. coal) used to produce taxable e l e c t r i c i t v are taxed 
only one time. 



tax rates than i s true of e i t h e r the motor fuels or carbon taxes; 
however, these lower rates may reduce the environmental benefits 
from the tax. 

The major issues that must be resolved i n designing a 
comprehensive energy tax involve determining aooropriate (1) 
regional impacts of the tax and (2) market e f f e c t s "across f u e l s . 
The f o l l o w i n g f a c t o r s are relevant i n t h i s context--

-- A nat i o n a l average ad valorem tax or a BTU tax can be 
expected to lessen regional energy p r i c e d i s o a r i t i e s 
while an actual p r i c e ad valorem tax w i l l increase 
those d i s p a r i t i e s . 

- - An ad valorem tax (both n a t i o n a l average or actual 
price) can be expected to produce fewer'market s h i f t s 
among fue l s than w i l l a BTU tax. 

-- An actual price ad valorem tax can be administered 
e f f e c t i v e l y only as a r e t a i l sales tax; r e t a i l taxes 
present s i g n i f i c a n t Federal tax a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
problems. 

- - Both a national average ad valorem tax and a BTU tax 
can be c o l l e c t e d before the consumer l e v e l , using 
s t r u c t u r e s much l i k e those used f o r the current 
highway motor f u e l s taxes. 

Pr i o r Consideration 

A comprehensive energy tax was approved by the Finance 
Committee i n l a t e 1983 as par t of a d e f i c i t reduction package. 
Changed budgetary requirements i n early 19 84 l e d to abandonment of 
the proposal. 

The tax next was debated during the 199 0 budget summit 
meetings. I n conjunction w i t h that consideration, a s t a t u t o r y 
d r a f t was prepared f o r the House summit p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

F i n a l l y , during 1991, the proposal resurfaced at the request 
of then-Senator Gore and Representative Downey. The Gore-Downey 
proposal would have combined the comprehensive energy tax with a 
surcharge on carbon content. (Net revenues from the Gore-Downey 
energy tax, a f t e r c e r t a i n environmental incentives were funded, 
were to have been used to finance refundable tax c r e d i t s f o r 
ch i l d r e n i n low-income f a m i l i e s . ) 



Desicm lasuea 

Structure of tax: BTU or ad valorem t.^^ h;,.̂ ^ 

J ^ ^ comprehensive energy tax can be s t r u c t u r e d on e^the- a 
BTU-equivalent or an_ad valorem basis. Deoending on the poin?"in 

st^uc'ures f V h ' "^^"^ t h e ' t a^ L imoosed bot5 
stru c t u r e s may be used to achieve a tax which i s c o l l e c t e d as a 

otne. at.r^butes (e.g., environmental f a c t o r s or ease of Sse) rh-r 
a f f e c t r e l a t i v e market prices. Thus, a BTU-based tax can a'ne' 
f o s s n fupTJ .̂ ' I?,°"H''°"" ^"^^^y sources. For example; 

BTO b L e t h f n .n ?H f ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^° taxed more heavily under a 
s™h as l a r ^ n f f i o •̂ >f-̂ °̂ '̂"̂  .'̂ ^ ^^^^ because of other a t t r i b u t e s 
such as lack of f l e x i b i l i t y m use and clean a i r concerns.-

t-;,v ĥ ?ô î''̂ \°''°"l:̂ ^̂ '̂̂  °t^^^ h^^d' captures i n th« 
' J f , ^ ^ ^ ^ a l l a t t r i b u t e s of each energy source r e f l e c t e d i n marker 
pric e ( i n c l u d i n g the value added as the f u e l i s d e l i v e - d to the 
customer) i f xt i s imposed at a s p e c i f i e d percentage of the r e t a i ? 
neutral . f-rr^Vt^'f' f / ^ ^ g e s t the ad valorem-based tax i s more 
ŝ m̂  .d i t niust be noted that aoolvina the 
f f ^ T . l . Z i -""̂ ^̂  i° d i f f e r e n t l y priced energy sources'lAcriases 
the absolute p r i c e advantages of the least expensive sources.^ 

In both cases, consideration could be given to d i f f e - - n t i a l 
tax rates among energy sources i f desired. For examole in^lQQO 

^ i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ d d r a matically during the Des'ert Shield 
operation, the budget summit p a r t i c i p a n t s debated a reduc-d 

or 

K argument i s most persuasive f o r petroleum and natural 

? e L t i t ^ l v ^ l ' " ^^^^^^ p r a c t i c e has a 
because r L ^ t /'?̂ '̂'.'' °^ ^^^^^ models. This occurs 
f u i l ^ ^ ^ - ^ ^^"^ °^ e l e c t r i c i t y outout w i t h 
J?aifv n!^. .̂ '̂7'r?''c°'' a c t i v i t i e s being exempt. Aonroximately 
eighty percent of U.S. coal i s used i n e l e c t r i c i t y ' generation 
S T ? r p S . , f r - ^ ' ' ^ / % ^ ^ " "̂ ^̂ -̂  followed i n a l l e a r l i e r o p t i o S l due to 
GATT requirements f o r taxing imported e l e c t r i c i t y . 

\ A c o r o l l a r y to t h i s issue i s the method by which prices ar° 
determined i f an ad valorem-based tax i s adopted. Only r e t a i l 
prices r e f l e c t f u l l market values; however, as described below' 
there are numerous tax a d m i n i s t r a t i v e proble.ms with c o l l e c t i n g 

?^5i^^' t ch^^n of d i s t r i b u t i o n , use of average r e t a i l prices 
(national or regional) may be necessary. 



phased-in, rate for the o-trolpnm ^ 
o b j e c t i v e s l e d Senator Gor̂ e and^^n^f^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ' environmental 
propose t a x i n g carbon-based fuels more ̂ ê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ ' ' ' ' to 

. ^eoaranhic ^mn^n^.-T^p sprnnH 

?^'f'"";.r°^^^P^i^ impact Of the tax R'i"/^^ ^^^^ involves the 
States d i f f e r s not only i n the t?pes of . ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i ' ' the United 
m r e l a t i v e p e r - u n i t energy c o l t s I n ^ 7 ^ consumed, but also 
p r i c e of n a t u r a l gas i s a t t r i b n r . ' h i ^ ^ ^ P l e , much of the r e t a i l 
wellhead to consider. Because S t r a n s p o r t a t i o n costs f?om 
source, the Southwestern States exoeri^n^^ Pf°^i^ity to the fuel's 
energy-intensive petrochemicL "•^^''^^ concentrations of 
inexpensive n a t u r a l gas eneray Simfi/'i"""^^ ^^""^ relative?', 
region has high concentrations of e lT r rV"^^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ f i c Northwest 
because of r e l a t i v e l y ine^Sensiv^ H i ^ ^ ' ^ " ' - ^ ' ' ^ ^ ^ i ^ ^ i n d u s t r i e s 
provided through the -"onnel\^re^%Z%r'^^^^^^ e l e c t r i c i t ^ 

Both a BTU-based and an ad ^ r ^ i ^ ^ 
average p r i c e s could be e j e c t e d to ".̂ ^ national 
heavily than high energv c o l t Ireas sn/h ^'^^^^ regions more 
e l e c t r i c i t y rates) and New Enaland^h \ ^ i t y (hiah 
Conversely, an actual p r i c e ad t a o T ^ heating o i l dependence) 
Senator Bentsen i n 1990) would ? a v o r i h ^ T (preferred by 

^vor the lower energy cost regions Point nf impn.gT f--; 

Several competina far-nr-c =,>-.;̂  
c o l l e c t i o n f o r th^e com?,rehensfve ene' v'tax'^" ^S'^C °' ^^^^^^ 
being a d m m i s t r a b i l i t y and p a r i t v ^ r l o ' '''•̂ ^ primary ones 
decisions i n t e r a c t with the ad v^^ energy sources. These 
xt may be d i f f i c u l t or impossible to a ^ ^ i " ^ , ^ ^ - - d ecision i n t h i t 
except at a given point i n the taxab!?^t c e r t a i n tax bases 
d i s t r i b u t i o n . taxable energy source's chain of 

For maximum compliancp ;=n-ir? • 
Federal excise taxes are JmpoSed S ^ i r " " ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^°^t current 
taxable product's d i s t r i b u t i o n where ""^th"' ^""^ "^^^^ °^ the 
taxpayers. This point allows the TnJo ^""^ fewest 
concentrate i t s resources rn m̂ r, ^^^ernal Revenue Service to 
f o r example, t h i s Irg'u^ent p e r ^ i a d ^ d l o n a f 
which the highway motor f u e l l t ^ ; s ^ . ? r i ^ P°i^ts at 
from the consumer l e v e l because nl' - c o l l e c t e d "upstream" away 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the Net Y o r r i n d ^ L ^ ' ^ e r s e y l r : ^ ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ " ^ 

Choosing such upstream c o l l e r r i n n r^^^ *. 
of an a c t u a l p r i c e ad valorem t ^ ^ ^ a s V d i ? ? ^ ' ^ ° ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' renders use 
F i r s t , a c t u a l r e t a i l prices mav nnr L t '"''''̂^ two reasons, 
wholesale taxpayer. Second; i T ^ h ^ ' f . . ^ ° the produ cer or 
are used i n the tax base substanr^" f i i charged by these persons 



p r i c i n g arrangements to reduce f̂ ,T-̂ ho>- v̂, • 
s i m i l a r problems occur w i t h e i t h e r a BT̂ T H^^^H '̂ "̂  l ^ ^ ^ ^ l i n y . No 
ad valorem-based tax. ^^tner a BTU-based or an average p r i c e 

c o l l e S o T p o ^ L T s ^ r ^ e c T l i o n ^ T o ^ T ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
fue l s , the c o l l e c t i o n points ac rns l f L i u s p e c i f i c f u e l or 
remaining days to market and price ma^^ P°"^'^ ""̂ ^̂ ^ 
energy sources.^ This o b i e r r f j i " ^ mark-up are comparable across 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e concerns i n some tax"" t^^^^^^""^ s i g n i f i c a n t l y with 
market pa t t e r n s . For exampll tn ̂ho ^ ^ ' ^ because of d i f f e r i n a 
u t i l i t i e s , r e t a i l tax c o l l e c t i o n can hr'?;^' -̂̂ "̂̂ ^̂  marketed bv 
by the telephone excise tax) ' ^ e f f i c i e n t (as demonstrated 
are l a r g e l y marketed by u t i l i t i e T i r . ! ^ ^ ^ ' ' ' ' ^ ^ ^̂ ^̂  e l e c t r i c i t v 
products are not and r e t a i l tax c o l ^ ^ . r ' '^ ' '^^^ l e v e l , * petroleum 
e a s i l y admmistrable Thus '̂ =.t̂ °n on those products i s not 
disadvantage petroleum products / n J ^ f I ^̂ "̂  expected to 
sources because e a r l i e r coUect!on Sn, ?5'. ^ ^ ^ ^ t i v e to other enerav 
of the tax i n inventory and lead ,o a no "̂ .̂ C.̂ ^̂ ^ carrying c o i t 
margin on a t a x - i n c l u s i v e p r i c e P°ssible mark-up of a p r o f i t 

the P ° - ^ ^ c o l l e c t i o n include 
tax allows t h e i r r e a l i z a t L f t h r o u a h ^ ̂ ""^ ^ ^ ^ t a i l l e v e l 
are t y p i c a l l y r e q u i r e d wTth ,̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  while refunds 
commonly requested exemptions ar^^?^?? ^ ^ - ^̂ "̂ ^̂  • "̂ °st 
highway motor f u e l s taxes starP . n n f ' provided f o r the 
and other o f f - r o a d users Of courst h"" 5°"^-^/^^-^ts, farmers, 
energy tax would not be a "user r ^ ^ ^ T""/-^ comprehensive 
s p e c i f i c programs, exemptions m;fJ v.̂  dedicated to financma 
approved, the t a x - f r e T s ' a i ^ ' ^ e ^ u ^ T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i e d . i f 
exemptions must be evaluat-d "in i f a h r f method of r e a l i z i n g 
and the impact on business of t h . ^^^ ^ ^ t i v e evasion p o t e n t i a l 
Government that i s implic?t^\n\'he'"refu'n"d'^m7t\'^^^^ ^̂ ^̂  

energy i n ' ^ . t ^ l ^ J ' ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ r e p r e s e n t i n g 

paid a t t r i b u t a b l e to the period when tax n. H '^"^ '"̂ ^̂ ^ °^ 
inventory, and can be mitiaatPd e i^^^"^ proaucts are held i n 
deposit requirements "^^tigated somewhat by d i f f e r e n t i a l tax 

whereby Sr^e^^'c^ons'^e^^^^^ ".^/-Pass" arrangements 
wi t h producers has l e s s e n ^ t L s eaJe o f n ^ i ^ ^ '° d i r e c t l y 
supplied services i n recent yeaJs. c o l l e c t i o n on u t i l i t y -

gas P r / c ~ n d ™ r'aTf^^^^ deregulating natural 
independent power producers have ^ s r a n f f i r . n r i ^ ^ ^ ^ t r i c i t y by 
arrangements f o r these energy sources ^ expanded by-pass 



Second, an upstream tax mav necPSQ-f h=>i-= • i 
to the cost recove-y "normalirJ^.-^^^ t special rules s i m i l a r 
Code to ensure thaY reaS^?te| nnSf' the I n t e r n a l Revenue 
costs i n t h e i r rate base Th?rd . ̂ "^^^^^^^ i^^lude these 
arises f o r "independent nnwp^ J s i m i l a r pass-through issue 
u t i l i t i e s under long t e L ^ ffJpd^ ^^^^ e l e c t r i c i t y to 
i s Of growing i i ^ o r t a n c T u n d t f nô ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
the p o l i t i c a l issue of t l x viJih???; ^ f " " ^ p o l i c i e s . Further, 
issues. v i s i b i l i t y may force compromise on otiier 

Taxable energy souri-pg 

s e p a r a t e ' t l x f s on̂ e'tro'rê °"̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^̂ '̂̂ ^̂  — o f 
e l e c t r i c i t y . Both price a^d B^T . I ' ' f ^ ^ l alcohol, and 
d i f f e r e n t petroleuS'p'roduo.s anT^ s i g n i f i c a n t l y across 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s of these snnr-noo ^ °^ ^°ai • "̂ ^̂ '̂ ^ub-
Certain of these d e ^ i s i l l l can h ^ i ^^^^ ^° delineated, 
r u l i n g s , but g u i d l n c f f o r J n i t L l np '° J^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 
s e n s i t i v e products ( I a An^.^ I • ̂  "̂""̂  p a r t i c u l a r l v 
coal and ^ ^ . r ^ ^ . e ^ . ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

f S c \ t V ^ - r e d ^ a s ^ % - f a t a % s r - " ^ ^ ^ 
petroleum and n a t u r a l gas used a- aluminum production, and 
f e r t i l i z e r manufacture Tf i t ̂ s feedstocks i n p l a s t i c s and 
nonfuel uses, the poZnt nf ^nn desired f o r these 
determinate of whither the Lp°iMo °'' becomes a kev 
sales or refuncL Thp f.o?^ "̂"̂  ̂ ^^^ 
s i g n i f i c a n t ^ ' f i n a n c i a l L\\e"?orcer?ain affec?'d ^""^^"^^ ^^^^ ^ 
as f o r the Federal Government ^^"^ a f f e c t e d i n d u s t r i e s as wel l 

High energy content prndnots: hn.H». . . - j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

be ex^lcred\"o''be°Si;^Srbv"con?'' " ^^-P^^^^^-ive energy tax can 
a l l o w E n e r g y costs reoresPnt T ? ^ '° ^^'^^^ ^^^^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ t s 
c e r t a i n products ThK f f S ^ ̂  large p o r t i o n of the cost of 
feedstocks exemptions such as thnTp' c a t a l y s t and 
provided. Thus, dependina nn ^hp . described above are not 
both domestic and S ^ t ^ i o T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

exemptions a n i de'AvatTves'taxes°^''°"^ '"^'"^^^ ^^^^^^^ ^ - P - t 
energy content pro'ducts opê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ '̂̂ "̂  
because the energy componSi of r i ^ n , ^ ""^^^ • complex 
determined Par?imnTr^ HT^^- . manufacturing processes must be 

b e c a u s ^ l f the lack of d-r̂ ^̂ ^ ""'̂ ^ imported products 
tne lack of data on f o r e i g n manufacturing processes 



E x c e p t ' ^ n ' ^ t j i r ^ i ^ l o T a V a T u r i d d ^ r ^ ' ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ - ™ • 
generally are only permitted l o r r. adjustments 
incorporated compoLnL of e l ^ o S d ntnH^ imposed on phy s i c a l l y 
energy tax i s a so-called cascade r.v^ ^.''''t- comprehensive 
several GATT proceedings i n v o l v i n a r ̂ ""̂  ^^^^ ^as argued i n 
energy i s not p h y s i c a l l y i n c o ^ o r t r p d ^"^°P^an energy taxes that 

J ±±y incorporated m manufactured goods. 

E f f e c t i v P rl;^^o 

i ™ p l e S . ? c e r d e S ' Targer'^ on %,%™P-hen..ve e.^e.^y .ax .ay 
points e i t h e r (a) track e x i V r i n ^ degree to which c o l l e c t i o n 
or (b) ™ l v e r e l a t i v e l y fewer^a^^^^^^^^ ^ ' '^ -̂"-̂ -'SJ-

.ax i ^ ^ ' c ^ i ^ ^ l J ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ also ar.se. P i r s t , the 
generally be imposed on supplies hp id h i " 1°°"" stocks tax would 
These taxes are standard whenever a T ^"^""^ °^ taxation, 
imposed or an e x i s t i n g tax r f t P ?^ f Federal excise tax i s 
preclude advance purchases to avoid t l x ^ ^ ' t p " " " intended to 
mforination was presented by t h i New Ynrl. M ' ̂ ""̂  
regarding flow-throuah problpms on nro Mercantile Exchange 
contracts f o r some petroleSS products ^ i t ' l f ^̂ "'"."̂  ^^'^ 
contract terms creating t h i s iss^fp h... K whether the 
time. ^ ^^^^ ^^^^^ have been changed since that 



APPfMDLX' L 

Excise T « Revenue Options: Con,prehenBive Energy Tax 

Present T.ar^ 

No comprehensive enerav exci^p =̂ • • 
law. c e r t a i n energy s o u r c l ^ ?e a Sf^n"-^ imposed under present 
subject to tax, with part or a l i ^ o f ^ H ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^"^^ are 
dedicated to various t n i s t fund eSnpnSf. "'̂ ''̂ ''''̂ ^ frequently beina 

ejcpenaiture purposes. 

Poaaibi*. D^opoaaTa 

1. Base energy tax 
Tax basP ^nd nolT.^•, 

Impose exc'se t;^vpa -̂r, ».u 
the Chains of d i s t r i S J L n i n d L J ? e 5 f "̂̂  5°^=^^= 

Petroleum _ 
i i e f m e r y gate or te rmina l rack 

Natura l gas 

E l e c t r i c i t y 

Coal 

Fuel a l coho l 

-^gagyaj^ from pip_eline to l o c a l 

^^^^^i^mLimlE^sE^rroF 
d i r e c t user) 

Removal from generating plant 
Use by major i n d u s t r i a l 

i n s t a l l a t i o n 
Removal from distillery 

Imported electrin-f ̂ T^ -r-r^-c-;^ 
alcohol-are taxed a r t i i e ' ^ ^ o r d f r otger^"'^ ^^"^ 
natural gas, and coal a?e t S l d ' a t Petroleum products, 
domestically produced enlrg^sources provided f o r l i k e 

.he . o , T . T . ^ ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ sources used before 

cost of producing the p r o d S c t l e i c e e d ^ ̂ "̂"̂ ^̂  imbedded energy 
on importation. P-^oauccs exceeds 30 percent of t h e i r value 

Tax TAt^tf 

Rates f o r the tax are set ar F-f^^^ ^ i-, 
u n i t of energy equal to f i v e pe?cenJ o f ?°ilar/cent3 amounts per 
r e t a i l sales p r i c e of each taSi^lTe\e^^g^^%S?L^°^^^^ 



Revenue Se->-vf c° ic; rp,-n,,' ^ 
t:hese p e r - u n l t ~ t a x rlSs^'and'^H^^'^^-'f ^P^ate annually 
r e t a i l sales prices ^ ""^^ unaerlymg n a t i o n a l average 

Ejcemiat.inn.q 

approp?;??Sf°^?e p I S ^ j L l ^L^":^-""^^ ^ credits/refunds, as 

(a) Exports of taxable primary energy sources; 

generate ela^triL'ty"''™' " " " " ^ • - e l e c t r i c i t y usee to 

eeedstocic U n c i u ^ f ^ r c l i ^ : ; u s e r a n f ' "^-^ 

energ;'^iost'fL^=Lc1sf^fjl5%™--,|j- i'-^edded 
exportation. percent of t h e i r value on 

•No other exe.mptions are allowed. 

Effeettive dat>» 

lS94/witfl!ooTs?^c^rt^efh™"^ " effective on January . 

held beyond t..e po"t o%^?J^%LTInX°rda?^. "^^"^^ 

2. combination base energy tax and carbon surcharge 

Impose both the base tax and = ̂ ^̂ -v, 
option, a carbon, or g l o b a l ^ a S f n ^ carhon tax. Under t h i s 
surcharge on the bale t ^ r a t 1?!^ ̂ ' imposed as a 

Tajc base and poinh^ -̂P gpn^^^H^^ 

point'as^tSe"base'tL'^"?Se surc^a"^" -ame 
co l l e c t e d at the s a ^ ' p o S t I s ̂ ^p""^^ imposed and 
however, rather thS? the poin? J^ '^^^ ' '^ '^^ ' ' ^-^=i=^ tax, 
co l l e c t e d because the cove°ige of th i " " ^ , '"^J base energy tax i s 
comparable to that of the i x i l t i n g coal t S ^ " ^ ' 

Surcharge rat:*»H 

Petroleum « 
Natural gas 5 2.00 per b a r r e l 
Coal per MCF 
Fuel alcohol P̂ - ton 

0-25 per b a r r e l 



3 

The carbon surchar-rro -̂̂ ^ 
indicated above becoming e? ? J c ? i v r ^^S^^^ ^ ^ t h the rates 
schedule of rates assumed P n S ^ October l , 1999 A 
January 1, 1994 - slpSer°3o' t ^ f s ' T s ' ' ^ ^ ^ ^ t i e period 
to t h i s option. 1359, IS included as an appendix 

No 

Exemptions 

exemptions (includina border- adinc. 
- adjustments) are allowe'^ 

Effect-lve daro 

1^ «orl?I|LiaxflTlL^°.''^ - January 
held beyond the point of r;,v=? ^^Posed on ene-av snut-L 
subse^ent dates^whe.^ "'e ^ \ ^ s % ^ d ° ^ ° 1 - L 1 e % i ^ L l S 

AnalyHi « 

they «m^n'Srionge-''m'?^ "^^ "^="^'1 " bene- c i a l i n 
pric e s . The base enlrJy'^L^I™"" f°''««=-ation ̂ ^^SSah'hJghe^' 
p a r t i c u l a r l y accomDlishes f h i f ?ff, ̂ "̂̂  '̂ '̂ ^ P°ssible'proposli 
economic d i s t o r t i o i , wMle at r h f ""'^ tninimal geogJ^Dhi? ard 
amounts Of revenue. ^ ^ ^ ^ / ^ =^aisino s i f J i f l c f n t 
base energy tax, the Srbon su?S=^S" """^ di s t o r J i o n ' t h a n t S I 
addressing more 3pecific\°Sv™;||,-^,^|J-|ified as 

With L%%^^Ja^e%^^^ administrative issues a r i s e i n connection 

1. Points of c o l l e c t i o n 

adminL°t?|^joT S ^ ' ^ l ^ e l l h l S J d ^ S e ' e f f i c i e n c i e s of 
taxable energy s o u r c e ^ c h f i n i ? 5 ^ o s e d at the point i n each 
both (a) the l e a s t f l a l i S i nuSe^or^'''^'^°^ v.here'^there L I 
manageable numbers of aibslgSS? L n ^ . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' and (b) 
f°^^=s- A d d i t i o n a l l y , t h l S^es p f ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ the energy 
imposed at comparable p o i S t s ^ l t ? " ! 5 ^ ' ' ^ ' ' ^ should be 
prevent possible tax-d?iven m^?kp? !h•?5 competing sources to 
intended by the carbon s u l ^ h ^ g e f ' ^^^^^^ than those 

o b j e c t ' ^ ^ l s ' ^ r ^ h l ^ ^ ^ i n ^ T " " ^ ' conservation 
produce greater consumed IwaJeneL u "^^^^ ̂ ^^^^ tax ?ould 
taxpayers may render a r e ? S ?PVP7 ,^°^e^e^' the number of 
p a r t i c u l a r note i n t h i s legard f r r h p ^^administrable. Of 
evasion w i t h the highway ^ ^ l o r fuels t ^ ^ p f " alleged 
wholesale and r e t a i l l e v e l s Pur?hf^ imposed at the 
deregulation of these i n d u l t r i e s aSd Arhp °^tgrowch of 
p o l i c i e s , r e t a i l d e l i v e r y o f " c l l t a ? n soulces°?eT 

le.g., e l e c t r i c i t y 



and n a t u r a l gas) f - a d i r n n = T T 
now i s accomplished th^^ugfa'^.^r^^^ regulated u t i l i t i e s 
arrangements. ^ ^ myriad of so-called "by-pass" 

2. Tax rates 

. or by'a^ ^^^^"^^^^1^^^^^^^ ^energy) content 
taxes energy value only w i i l | ^ ? C ^ 2 ' , , 7 ^ e BTU-content approach 
tax rates that r e f l e c t the f i n m= u "valorem approach produces 
taxable energy sources . ̂ L l i c h f l ^ - T ' ' a t t r i b u t e d of the 
a l t e r market rank^nas of P H P ™ ^TU-content approach mav 
r e l a t i v e l y i n e x p e n l l l e s o l r l l ^ ^ f ^ B ^ ^ s ' " f°^--ample, coai; a 
taxed^more heavily under a B ? u % ^ ^ ; , - - ^ ^ -

d e c i s n i ^ ^ ^ ^ l I ^ i ^ ^ r i i r ^ i ^ l ^ r ^^^^^^^^ - this 
cost energy states coSld be e J I c l J I rn " '^ '^ imposed, low-
energy cost advantage r e l a t i v ^ t l 1?^^ increase t h e i r current 
both the BTU-content and n a t i l n a ? ^ t l • Converselv, 
tend to lessen any cu r r e n i advaltage^^^^^ approaches^ 

the B ^ contenrSr'nltillal^ave°age'^^ minimized i f 
adopted because taxpaye-s w i l l haSf ad valorem approaches are 
rather than a rate w h i l i i varies wrih ifd?^'';P^f"^^'' ^ ^ t e arrangements. «i"es wi t h i n d i v i d u a l contractual 

fixed"^I^°u\friS"n't%r^L%%^,^:^-/- e f f i c i e n t l y set at 
carbon content. determined m t h i s case by reference to 

3. Exemptions 

b a l a n ^ n l ^ ^ i ^ ^ T ^ l f ^ ^ ^ S ^ ^ ^ ^ y r e f l e c t s a 

i^ptiiScfrijS^^^^ 
Because some o ^ l i r ^ ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ to t^e _ exemp use^. 
numerous products, exemptions m^ be colJIdp w ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
however, to pr o t e c t i n t e r n a t i o n a l ™ considered appropriate, 
economically'^iznportant S I h?2h " ^ ^ ^ ^ t s . and c e r t a i n 

y imporuant, but high-energy content, products. 
4. Effective date 

many ellllllg'^ld^la^'lilis'l™^ ^escri^e^ are modelled on 
data f o r t a x ^ a t e d l t e m l l H i o r ^ ! ; . ^ ^ r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e price 
points, e a r l y implemelS^SIn ?|'p|ssiS|'"^'vl ^ ^ ^ i ^ c t i o n 

possioie. Variations whirh aiho>-



any of numerous aspects of chp nT-r,r-, i 
i n implementation or reduced cnm^???^^ necessitate delays 
period. reauced compliance f o r at least an i n t e r i m 

Impact n-F Propoaalfl 

Because of t h e i r arnnp 
energy tax a f f e c t 111 s l l S l n t s I f 1 ? ^ comprising a comprehensive 
and i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y . I I ^ | | | | i | L ?lo • domestically 
be produced at r e l l t i v f l o l r i t e l n f ^ ^ ^ m f l e a n t revenue miv 
tax, however, i s that the low l r r a i l oJ^^h \^^^advantage to the" 
compared to the carbon surchalg^el^^L^^^c^L^e'^L^I^^In^Lila^Jon. 

an e n e l g ^ " ^ a l " L " " w i t T l l y ^ L \ s ' S l ^ S l ^ ^^-^ P - ^ - t s , 
increase i n f l a t i o n b e c a l L I l l i ^ S ^ ' i r a ' ^ ^ ^ ^ f ? . ^ ^ expected to 
personal consumption and b u s i l i H i L r , ^^u^""^ p o r t i o n of 
The comprehensive ene-gy t i l l ^ n ^ S the economv. 
energy source, reduces^hal^implcl^ol^ln.'° ^ °^ ^̂ ^̂ ^ °̂ e' 
described above, the base P H ™ ^ ^ ^"^^ sector. As 
these d i s t o r t i o A s Thl l a l l l l ^ u l I J a ^ ^ ' ' expected to minimize 
increase costs a s s o c i a t e l w i l l 1?^?^''^!' °" ""^^ °^^e^ ^and, w i l l 
sources. The impact I f rhTa? ^ carbon content eneray 
to users of l o l ? ' ^ ^ I L | f . ' 5 ^ | e c l ? v " l ^ ? l P a r t i c u l a r l y s i i ^ i f i c a n t 
e l e c t r i c i t y . a i r e c t l y or m the production of 

c a r b o n ' l l r c L r g e ' \ 5 l ^ r t a ^ L ^ ? ? \ ^ ^ e ^^^^ ^ - - - ^ tax and the 
are r e g r e s s i v l ^ ^ i t h l l e a l J I r i l l r L r ' ' ^ consumption-based taxes) 
households thaA on hiah i l l L f ! °^ low-income 
the lack of dilclltiln fll ll^v ?nr^°^^^- "^^^ compounded by 
purchases of energ^^?lr'|lmirL^°|;a™,a\°^^^^^ ''^'^ 



APPENDIX 

Carbon Surrharge PhaF»P-ln P;,̂ o», 1994-iqqq 

Petroleum -- $2.00 per b a r r e l , phased-in as 
f o l l o w s 

A f t e r 
December 31, 
September 30, 
September 
September 
September 
September 

30, 
30, 
30, 
30, 

1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

A f t e r September 30, 1999 

Beforp 
October 
October 
October 
October 
October 
October 

1 
1, 
1, 
1, 
1, 
1, 

1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

N a t u r a l Gaa $ 0 25 per MCF, phased-in as f o l l o w s : 

A f t e r 
December 31, 1993 
September 30, 1994 
September 30, 1995 
September 30, 1996 
September 30, 1997 
September 30, 199 8 
A f t e r September 30, 1999 

Beforp 
October 1, 1994 
October 1, 1995 
October 1, 1996 
October 1, 1997 
October 1, 1998 
October 1, 1999 

Coal $9.00 per ton, phased-in as f o i l ows 
A f t e r 
December 31, 1993 
September 30, 1994 
September 30, 1995 
September 30, 1996 
September 30, 1997 
September 30, 1998 
A f t e r September 30, 1999 

Fuel A l g o h o l $ 0.25 cents per b a r r e l , phased-in as 

Bef or?? 
October 1, 1994 
October 1, 1995 
October 1, 1996 
October 1, 1997 
October 1, 1998 
October 1, 1999 

0 
0 
0 
1 

2 

,30 
60 
90 
20 
50 
30 
00 

0 . 04 
0 . 08 
0 . 11 
0 . 15 
0 .18 
0 .22 
0.25 

$ 1.50 
. 00 
. 50 
, 00 
50 
00 

3 
4 
6 
7, 
9 . 

10 . 00 

A f t e r 
December 31, 1993 
September 30, 1994 
September 30, 1995 
September 30, 1996 
September 30, 1997 
September 30, 1998 
A f t e r September 30, 1999 

Beforp 
October 
October 
October 
October 
October 
October 

1, 
1 . 
I , 
1, 
1, 
1, 

1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

f o l l o w s ; 

$ 0.04 
0 . 08 
0 .11 
0.15 
0 .18 
0 .22 
0 .25 
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ESTIMATED REVENUE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS ENERGY 

Fiscal Years 1994-1998 

IBiUions ot Dollars] 

TAX PROPOSALS 

1 5% ad valorem broad based energy lax 

2. 5% ad valorem broad based energy lax with 
global-warming surcharge 

1/1/94 

1/1/94 

194 203 21.3 

159 260 31 0 36.4 41.9 

92.7 

151 2 



No. of States in Which 
Companies Operate 

Company Operations 

states 

2 5 ^ 5 0 % 7 5 ^ 

Avg. % o( R e s p o n d e n l s 

AJaska. More than two-thirds operate in more than one 
state. An average of 17 percent of their operations takes 
place on Federal and Indian lands, with the range 
varying from 0 to 100 percent. 

In line with the image of typical independents, 13 
percent I'esponded that they operate offshore. The larger 
firms (with more than 1,000 employees) have a much 
higher relative share, w'ith 78 percent of their operations 
in the outer continental shelf 

When asked whether they expected to be involved in 
U.S. offshore operations by 1995, only 11 percent an­
swered yes. This decrease in plans for future offshore 
activity occurred in nearly every size category of firms, 
including the largest companies. The reduced interest 
could be partly attributable to the growing amount of 
acreage declared off-limits by Congress, as well as the 
increasingly stringent offshore bonding requirements. 

The outcome was similar when the survey asked 
whether they operate internationally. Only 12 percent 
answered yes, with Canada as the primary country, 
followed by Australia, Indonesia, the United Kingdom, 
and South America. When asked w'hether they expected 
to operate internationally by 1995. the response rate fell 
to 10 percent. The trend appears to be for independents 
to continue concentrating their operations in the domes­
tic onshore area in the coming years. 

An average of only 15 percent of the respondents 
said that they participated in a horizontal drilling 
venture last year. The geogi'aphical location of leases 
already held may have influenced this answer. Larger 
companies (with more than 1,000 employees) had a much 
higher response rate, with 56 percent involved in hori-

Avg. % 0 ' R e s p o n d e n t s 

H o r i z o n l a i D r i l l i n g I n t e r n a t i o n a l 

1995 F c r e c a s i J 
zontal drilling. This is no surprise considering the high 
cost of drilling a horizontal well compared to traditional 
drilling methods. 

Unlike the situation with offshore and international 
operations, many companies are optimistic about the 
future of horizontal drilling. An average of 41 percent of 
the respondents expects to participate in a horizontal 
drilling venture by 1995, up from 15 percent in 1990. 
Even the smaller firms have significantly higher re­
sponse rates for this category. 

An important financial question in the survey pertains 
to the source of operating funds. On average, indepen­
dents obtain funding from: internally-generated funds 
(55 percent), oil and gas investors (22 percent), non-oil-
and-gas investors (10 percent), and banks (9 percent). 
The remaining four percent come from other sources such 
as pension funds, public securities, consulting fees, 
owner's equity capital, etc. 

Although capital formation, environmental regula­
tions and tax penalties present serious problems for the 
future, the information in this survey confirms that 
independents are still a viable part of the U.S. energj-
scene. 

Source of Operating Funds 
(Avg. % ot Respondents) 

• , - ; : i ' 5 : i . " . . . 

F u n d s • • ^ W t ^ ^ ^ ^ f $ ^ W \ n«, 

• ^ ^ M i & ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ S g \ w o r , Oty S G a s I '>¥^. i 'v>. ' , ; 

Investors 
(Oil i Gas) 

22\ 

Technical Information on Survey 
Vice President of Economics Deborah Rowel! and the 

IPAA Petroleum Information Services Department 
conducted a Profile Survey of Independents in 1991 to 
compile a statistical portrait of its members. For years. 
IPAA has used the basic statistical information on 
independents available through public sources. However, 
this survey marks the first time that we have sought 
information on all aspects of IPAA members' operations. 

IPAA conducted the survey in association with CC. 
Pace Resources Inc. of Fairfax. Va. The questionnaire 
included questions on demographics, company opera­
tions, sources of funds, and enhanced oil recovery 
projects for the year 1990. 

We mailed a questionnaire to the approximately 5,300 
members of IPAA. Members were asked to return only 
one response form per company, since many of the firms 
have multiple memberships. We received 555 responses 
to the survey, which represents 14 percent of the 
approximately 4,000 individual companies that are part 
of IPAA. There was no telephone follow-up effort in 
getting members to respond to the survey. 

IPAA plans to conduct this type of survey on an 
annual basis to maintain a current statistical profile of 
independents. 

January 1992 

Petroleum Independent 
1101 Sixteenth Street. N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

1-800-433-2851 



Education 
(Avg. % of Respondents) 

College Graduates 

Post-Graduate 
Work 
44% 

Position in Company 
(Avg. % of Respondents) 

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 

Avg. % of Respondents 

Average % of Total Production 

Natural Gas 
4 5 \ 

1-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 101-1 000 1.001 S uD 

The characteristics of the U.S. independent oil and gas 
industry that have made it a reliable source of energy 
supplies for the past century have been confirmed in a 
recent profile survey of independents conducted by the 
Independent Petroleum Association of America in 
association with CC. Pace Resources Inc. of Fairfax, Va. 

The major conclusions of the survey include: 
• Independents are optimistic about the future pros­
pects of exploration and production in the Lower 48 
states. They indicate a waning interest in future offshore 
and international operations. This is in contrast to the 
reports often heard that there are no major petroleum 
resources to be developed in the U.S. except offshore and 
in Alaska. 

• Independents are on the leading edge of business and 
technological developments. In particular, they have a 
high level of interest in enhanced recovery projects. 
• By 1995, independents plan to significantly increase 
their participation in horizontal drilling ventures. 
• Although independents range in size from small one-
or-two person companies up to very large public firms, 
the typical independent is a small business owner who 
has been established for many years. 

• Independents tend to be well-educated, and many are 
active professionally and politically at the local, state and 
national level. 

These factors represent the spirit of the approximately 
8,000 independent companies in the United States. 

The following summarizes the results of the survey's 
four major components, with highlights on demographics, 
company profile, drilling and production, and scope of 
operations. 

Demographic Summary 
The survey showed that nearly two-thirds of respon­

dents are age 59 or younger. Independents are keeping 
pace with the professional challenges of today's industry 
through higher education. Nearly ail (93 percent I are 
either college graduates or have post-graduate work. 
Two percent of independent companies have female chief 
executive officers. 

Many independents are active politically, with 13 
percent having held elected or appointed government 
office at the local, state, or national level. This includes 
service as mayors, local or county council members, 
state senators, or energy-related government commis­
sions — including the U.S. Presidency and various 
cabinet posts. IPAA members are also very active within 
professional and trade organizations, with nearly 90 
percent holding membership in two or more industry-
related associations. 

Most the respondents (73 percent) are either the Chief 
Executive Officer, Owner or Co-Owner of their own firm. 
Nearly the same percentage said that they make the 
final decisions for purchasing oilfield services and 
supplies for the company. These statistics confirm that 
IPAA represents the decision-makers of the independent 
producing industry. 

Company Profile 
Despite the modern image of independents as efficient 

entrepreneurs, i t is important to remember that the 
typical independent still operates as a small business 
owner. Almost one-third of all independents have one to 
five employees. More than two-thirds have 20 employees 

or less. Clearly, the independent company faces all the 
constraints and problems of any small business person on 
Main Street, U.S.A. 

The main business activity of IPAA members is 
exploration and production, with 75 percent of the 
respondents stating that their primary business function 
is within one of these two areas. Other members are 
geologists, engineers, drilling contractors, landmen, and 
service and supply companies, and from finance and 
banking. 

Respondent companies have been in business varying 
lengths of time, ranging from one year to 135 years. 
However, the average is 27 years. This shows that those 
independents who are still in business tend to be well-
established and are not "fiy-by-night" operations. 

Drilling and Production Summary 
An average of 61 percent of the wells operated by 

independents are stripper wells, which produce less than 
10 barrels per day (b/d~i of crude oil or 60 thousand cubic 
feet (Mcf) per day of natural gas. Some companies have 
100 percent of their wells in the stripper category, while 
some have as few as two percent. 

The typical independent's production is split almost 
equally between crude oil (55 percent) and natural gas 
(45 percent). That ratio changes depending on the size of 
companies, with the larger firms producing a much 
higher relative share of natural gas—up to 76 percent of 
their output. The accompanying table shows production 
ratios according to the size distribution of firms. 

Production Ratio by Company Size 

No. of 
Employees 

1-
6-

11-
21-
51-

101-
1.001 

5 
10 
20 
50 

100 
LOOO 
& up 

% of 
Respondents 

32 
20 
16 
13 
6 

10 
3 

% of 
Production 
Natural Gas 

56 
61 
59 
50 
71 
39 
24 

(Weigfited averages by company size) 

TOTAL 100 55 

1- 10 
1- 20 
1- 100 

52 57 
58 
57 

% of 
Production 
Crude Oil 

44 
39 
41 
50 
29 
61 
76 

45 

43 
42 
43 

Exploring for and producing petroleum in today's 
economic climate requires business and political acumen 
and technical sophistication. More than tw^o-thirds of 
independents currently use enhanced recovery methods, 
suggesting that the use of new technology is increasing 
steadily throughout the industry. Waterfiooding is the 
technique used by 80 percent of the survey respondents, 
followed by natural gas injection, C02 injection, and 
polymer-augmented waterfiooding. 

Scope of Operations 
Most companies list their operations as located in 

Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, New Mexico, Kansas, 
Colorado, Wyoming, and Mississippi (in descending 
order). Only one percent of respondents do business in 



Talking Points Regarding Environmental Impacts 

o on June 13, 1992, the U.S., along with 157 otho•̂ -

problem, and Americans are among the most D^oflT^;^ "̂ ^ 
i n the world. While the Europea^ cS:munIty''S:f'a1?e:d'?r^^ "^""^ 
s t a b i l i z e I t s emissions contributing t o global wl^^ina 
average American uses 75% more enerav than h?= ^^^^^^9' the 
Germany and 113% more than T o Z l U ^ T t i^Japan!"""'"" 

o Instead of lagging behind the world i n adrfr-*.<=<=i T.̂. • 
problem, the U.S. needs to assume the r e s D o i S i S n ? ? r i 2 ^ i ^ i ^ 

most s i g n i f i c a n t pollutant causing climate S^angJ bv ?? 
tons i n the year 2000. This i s expected to StaSuize U S 
emissions i n the year 2000. Furthermore t h r r e d u c J f n n ; •. n 
to 31 m i l l i o n tons by the year 2010 reductions w i l l grow 

r̂,«v- ° stimulating energy conservation, the tax w i l l cut TT Q 
energy use by 1.4% i n the year 2000. This i s eauiv;,^^;; ^ K u 
energy consumed by lOO power plants. '""^^ equivalent to the 

o The energy tax will also reduce emissions that anr^t^iy...^ 

11,000 tons per year, respectively. To place t h i s i n 
perspective, these gains i n p o l l u t i o n are eauivalf^ni- i-o 
75,000 to 260,000 older., high emitting c a r ^ o f r ^ h f road o?h.^ 
emission reductions would also be registered i n t h j S ? n l t v 
sector and from i n d u s t r i a l sources; powerplant emils^o^i of 

to 3.3% of all power plant emissions. H^^V^LGUZ 

o Further environmental gains would r e s u l t from fewer o-ii 
;^tih^'-^?^? ^S^f disposal Of toxic waS?es-!al^ of 
which w i l l lead to a healthier and sustainable l e v e l of 

35 0 ^ 0 0 ^ I ' ^ ^ ^ ' ^ r expected to decrease by 
350,000 barrels per day, resulting in 128 fewer tanker load? of 



Energy Prices in Other Countries Expressed as a Percentage of U.S. 
Prices 

(U.S. = 100) 

Asterix indicates 1989 data. All other data are for 1990. 

Energy Prices and Taxes 199?, International Energy Agency. 



PBESmVATlON 

^-.'r-, Basic; 
.' :• bil:^uppletnent"!'-:^•.;; •^:,.34';2^rit|s:/mO v., 

'•• • iVidek:' • • ^' • i '. ' , 'GDP••deflator' . }. ,', 

Phased .Introduction over three years • , . 

Ju ly I : , - - 19-94-.,. 1/3 ••' 
J u i y - . l ; •199..5̂ -- •: • • . /. 2/3,.'. , • • •. 

: . ; J u l y 1, 19^6 : . .. f i i l l y phased i r i 

.Tax b^se. • • ,-. \ . , \ . : •;. 

Fossil .fuels: .BTU content of ci b a l , O i l , ; ̂ ahd 
•. ' • natural gas •.' • 

.Nuclear f u ^ i n ele'ctricjitY generation:, BTU 
• ^cprvteht Q4f nuclear fuel-.' ;. 

. Hydror-^wer i n e l e c t r i c i t y . general average 
: f o s s i l f u e l BTU input required to'generate,. ̂^ ' ' 

• equlyalent i e l e c t r i c i t y 

. :. Excludes .hon-fuel uses of fo s s i l - fuels; ;.non-
. •cqnventipna.l fuels (,solar,- wind, etc. ) and • 

. - 'exported,.fossil fuels, .• •, ' ' • , ,̂  ' 

•.'Gollection. point ; . : 

.. Coal: jminemouth , . ' 
Oil.: , . ./• refinerYf importation point f o r •re,fi.ri.ed 

,.•."'• '''•-../•.' .petroleum products.\ ' 
•iSas:/ pipeline . . - ;. .'y 

' • ' Hydro and nuclear'generated, e l e c t r i c i t y : „ u t i l i t y 
.••Imported e l e c t r i c i t y : : importat 

Objectives .. . .-' 

.. .Increase energy e f f i c i e n c y of economy for long.-run : 
competitive advantage 

. Improve environment through reduced growth of fossil 
. ' fuel •cons.um'ption and modest •incentives favoring cleaner, 

fuels- • •. ' •' - ' ' ^- • 

i ' . Enhance national security arid: U-S., trade, balance-by, • , 
reducing^ o i l imports ;• ' . . • : 



- 6^/16/93; 20:4.3 ' •-020^ 45B :77:39 ' " • . ' WHITE; HOUSE/lofeDP' ' • 003 • . 1-

. Stirehdtheri 'economic perfoiTnance thro 
d e f i c i t reduction, boosting long term U.S. investment,. 

;̂ : : growth and enccyuragmg U.S. ̂ xports. , 

.•.;3,,. .̂\,;:Ec9homic-•-effefcts;. . • 

- . Biroad .base of tax keeps tax r ^ t e low and spreads 
• •'• ef fect^: across regions, ihdu^t:rie6 and; consumer ^ , 

segments. Scale of tax f i t s objectives of o v e r a l l 
• ' . .. economic package.. .\ ' - • ' '.̂  . ; 

, ; . „, End user^ prices, w i l l increase modestly: 

• - dasoline - ̂ bout, 7.5 cents/gallon or 5% ; _ 
- . '' r:- Residential, natural, gas-- :abqut, 26. .cer^^s/rncf vor 4% 

resi d e n t i a l e l e c t r i c i t y - about $2.,24/month or 3% 
. : home -heatiiig;oil .- about a.S cents/galIon or 8%. 

. ' cqmpared' tb .the year ,2000 l e v e l without , tax. , 

• . ' Energy'Expenditures o f abbut 52, epCper ye^r. ̂"̂ ^ ̂  - : 
, . family-of • four with annual income of ,540,000 w r l i •• • . , 

• V̂  ^ '^increas^e by about $120; . expenditures on.all^^ -
T̂" \. . services, cphtainihg, an energy cbntponent w i l l increase 

:'• ;^bY^ab(^ut••$326/'.or\4 ' 

': 1..--' ̂ cbhsumptioh Mll^deqline•^less'than prices ;rise.; 
'' ' lesW from tti^'year ;20.bG. lev e l ,without' t a x . _ . 
:. ; representin^Odest conserva^ ,and .-fiiel . switching . 

without ';fehock,' to • tfie'..'real', eiconomy •̂••>, •': 

r > v:/, 'pi^dduberv^^^^^ very ..slightly --. less, than 1'%̂  ; 
from year 2660:-level -without .tax.̂ .̂ ^̂  hardly. : . 

:. dhanges', with reductions-.in o i l , whose .consumption --
,• V:. -' \ ̂  declin^s^rnbst^^ 

' • . V Phasing^bf' ta>c allows'adjustmentvpe^ fpr:::^econpmy;and 
,-. '• :" f i t s ' stimulus -: d e f i c i t - . r e d u c t ^ ^ timinig; bf ;economic • 

--/•4^/:V •Cprnpetitiveriess.; ef . ^ „.-,";.; •" \ .. ! . •• K ' • -

; • • -cost increases for'ehergy^using,;i are--kept ;:ibw 
-•'^'•:: •^.^;k'•:•"-^'-ahd.,;widely 'Spread , ;-..-''-'-'" ̂  • • . •. \. 

V v } : vv'i: A Phasing: helps, ad jus tmentpr^^^ Help, also from^other..^^ 
' •-^i '-; elemeht^^- o^-ebonomic. package .--- investment.--t^^ ^''^Sif-' • 

> \V : and R&D tax creditV, technology -transfer from National ;. 
.,r :,L̂ boratp3̂ ies:,:- ,model .,,pr̂ ^ 
: • \'.-••'KCbnseryation.'---^'?'' •'^•,''",.. ','•:.•:.• •'' '--'i,. '•'••:;'' '..'•;:' '••.•'• •'•'• • 

V"'V-̂ "-'DeticM'î ^ 
.'exportvcliniete ^f^ .^^f^^' -'.' ' '"S 1''̂  '•••:'[.f"- ' " •'• ̂  
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a: is. 

V;; ;:;:5^..''..; Enyironjrieht^l; -effects; :;:'^-.-:^;,:.';V;::\;;-;.; ,.;;;,,..' ;:^:'' yj' .;"-';,'^V^^^--/M 

1:-:- - , ^mi^sidrts-^ meeting: •avS;^'^^ expressed•;in,^cllmat^;;.:, -'-.::: ,•.=;;. 'Xy'r^-i 
.̂ ^ , - ; • ' ''' • cpnyehtidn at ^Rip ^Summit.), of ' re turning i t s :greenhouse . :;'•; ,,/ ..;,;;.;. 

gas "-bmissiona tp. .1^ .•"••.••:;:-"'.•'•",'.:':,' .''^^'.^l-

^U-̂ '̂'''̂ '-other'- ehvirdnitiental ^.benefits'; inciulde' ' redubtipn^;.±^ 
,..;:>̂  V.;\v,: •.;;., : ••srhogV'acid-rain,. ^x ib . /wa^t^> . . - t ra f f ic ' • . , ; ; : . : , 'v -

' V- transport--accidents. .•• -;.•, .• . ./• - , - • "'-T ^ ' 

• •^:;Dbm6stic:;actioh^rwi•il enhance t|.S.- s ta ture -and -leverage - .--..̂ ŷ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
•-.:.,---;'!.. :v'.- ', -; }in. . ' lnternatiorial -debate';': ,frpht,:,..ujy-,-:tc? a l i ies .wi th- - ;̂  -Vv/-. :̂>* 

' • ::.".pontingerit t^x .^plans ^/.ript^bly.'Eurpp^^ Gqmmunity.,,s; ;_.. ;: ^ : - . V 
-•::_..••".•••'';._. BTU/carbph -tax.;.- ; ,;; • '',/••'-:.' 

6-. •' / Begibrial 'ie,f-fect:3 • •; , . • •.,:•;• '\^:.;' 

- ' - ^ ' i '̂ •̂ -Brpad^ t i x witJv-iibw rate l imi t s / ^eg ipna l ; differenced ' 
compared to . narrower 'alternatives suc.h as gasoline tax •, 

• • or o i l import fee . •-;•. •,'• '•• '•• /.:/.•,• 
• -':-: .:-,••-,.''•• ^v'r^ -:.N^tibrial-'average per' :CaRita,^ta,x; •inqrea^e.:;yaries-.;by^' >;̂ >>, 
:";̂ ;;v-x ••̂ '•̂ •;.:s--''--.- .--thart'-f •'•q̂ '••---•.:lb% '̂•acrpsŝ ;̂ reĝ ^ .. , " ]. ;> iiS;'-F;:-;'-

• • R e g i p n a r : d i f f e r e n t i a l i n home .heating -oil-; use' -. -. 
- M e l i o r a t e d through f i ^ - ' 

•""-:;'- ^ -• ••• -heating- o i l - f rbm -supplementar;^^ al lowing u^sers-.. 
,V V ' greater'-,-time-'for' 3^3 iis^^ • ; ., , 

• 7. '.incorne d i f i - t r ibu t ibn e f f ec t s . ,-

• : '•• ^ V:' - AdcJressed'within-ebb^ a: whole, .y ie ld ing . ; ;-̂ .̂\'̂  
••'•progressive- overall-result..'•• . •. •• '[. . 

; . other elements of package -- earned^incbme,tax c r e d i t , . 
c h i l d benefit, food stamps, low income energy 

:'-r": -l'.;' '-....•: >:.. ':'as^.i'stahoe^r--;-offset:-.a^^ ^ '..•;--•.'' 
• --',' •• ' :pbrtibn. •. • -:•.,--'•' ':'•.'.' ; •̂  f- -:;;',.• . '•'.•.'.;••..-., 

Energy tax i t s e l f i s hardly regressive when consider 
..embedded as w e l l as d i r e c t . e f f e c t s (e.g., a i r l i n e 

: -̂•" •'- ̂ s w e l l as' gasoline prices) ; 'and when look at-;; - • : 
'• expendlture-measures.of : well-being-for lovfer..!^^ .y-

households rather than less-abciirate'reported .income , 

measures, 
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