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Comparison of the Power Plant Proposals - Emissions

Annual Emissions
(1997)

Potluiant/Provision

Mer;v’,ry 52 tons

Carbon 
Dioxivlc (C02)

> 2 billion tons

Leahy Proposal 
Annual Emissions

Jeffords Proposal 
Annual Emissions

5 tons
[Analysis: Requires 90% 
removal. Over a 50-year 
period more than 2,200 tons 
of mercury emissions would be 
avoided.]

5 tons

1-1.35 billion tons 
[Analysis: Leahy bill is 
estimated to reduce annual 
C02 emissions by 560 million 
tons to 915 million tons over 
other proposals. For a 
50-year period, total C02 
emissions would be from 
28 to 45 billion tons less 
under the Leahy proposal.]

1.914 billion tons

5./'?<?- iik
Moynihan Proposal 
Annual Emissions

Study, promulgate 
regulations >4 yrs. 
after enactment. Does 
not specify target.

not covered

Waxman Proposal 
Annual Emissions

5 tons
(Based on 90% 

removal)

Allen Proposal 
Annual Emissions

15 tons /
(Based on 7oC 

removal)

1.914 billion tons 1.914 billion tons

Sulfm
Dioxide (S02)

12.5 million tons 
in 1997. After 
2000, Phase 11 
statutory cap of
8.9 million tons

2.9 million tons
[Analysis: Leahy bill would 
reduce S02 emissions 6 million 
tons per year beyond Phase 11 caps. 
Over a 50-year period the Leahy 
bill would reduce S02 emissions by 
300 million tons beyond the Phase 11 
cap.]

3.58 million tons 4.45 million tons
(equal to 50% reduction 
beyond Phase 11 cap after 
2005)

3.12 million tons 2.9 million tons

Nitrogen 
Oxides tNOx)

Cap A Trade

5.6 million tons in 
1997. ElA estimates
4.6 million tons
in 2000 (at Phase 11 
limit of .5 pounds 
NOx/million BTU).

1.4 million tons.
[Analysis: Leahy bill sets NOx 
limit of 0.15 pounds/million BTU,
30% of Phase II limit. Over a 50-year 
period the Leahy bill would reduce NOx 
emissions by 160 million tons beyond 
the Phase II cap.]

1.66 million tons

No. Encourages 
“replacement” of 
dirty, inefficient units 
with new, clean, 
and efficient units.

5.4 million until 2004, 
3.0 million after 2005

1.4 million tons 1.4 million tons

yes

i(x4/iM<jU/y RjuJ

yes

fU/(\

yes, but prohibits trading 
for mercury emissions

yes for C02

1



Comparison of the Power Plant Proposals - Other Features

Provision

Grandfather
Loophole

Lealiy Proposal

All sources must comply 
with New Source Review 
requirements not later than 
10 years after enactment. 
Would apply to nearly 
1,500 fossil-fired units.

Jeffords Proposal Moynihan Proposal

no no

Waxman Proposal

Plants in operation 30 years 
or more, or by 5 years after 
enactment, whichever date 
is later, must comply with new 
source performance standards.

Allen Proposal

Eliminating the loophole 
is listed in the Purposes 
section, but specific 
statutory language has 
not been identified.

Cumliustion Current industry average no
Fflidency efficiency is 33%, with little
Standards variation between fuel types.

Increased efficiency is key to 
permanently reducing C02 emissions 
from fossil-fired power plants.
Leahy bill requires that all 
fossil-fired units achieve 45% 
combustion efficiency (higher 
heating value) by not later than 10 years 
after enactment. Fossil-fired units commencing 
operation more than 10 years after enactment 
must achieve 50% efficiency 
(higher heating value). The efficiency values 
are correlated with fuel-specific C02 emission 
standards which take into account that the 
carbon content of coal is greater than oil, and 
that the carbon content of oil is greater than 
natural gas.

no no no

Accelerated 
Depreciation 
of Clean, Efficient 
Investor-Owned 
Fossil-Fired 
Generating Units, 
and Equivalent 
Grams for Clean, 
Efticie.nt Publicly- 
Owned Fossil- 
Fired
tieiierating
Units

New, efficient combustion 
technologies will have shorter 
physical lifetimes than the 
units currently in operation. The 
existing tax code depreciates generating 
units over 20 years. In recognition 
of these shorter lifetimes, the Leahy bill 
proposes amending the tax code to 
accelerate the depreciation period for 
45% efficient units (and complying with 
all environmental requirements) to 
15 years. Units meeting or exceeding the 
50% efficiency standards would be 
depreciated over 12 years.

no no no no



Comparison of the Power Plant Proposals - Other Features

I’rovisfon

Renewable
Kiiergy

Leahy Proposal

Provides $750 million over 10 
years from the Clean Air 
Trust Fund** established in 
the bill and funded by a 30 cent 
per mega Watt fee on electricity 
produced by grandfathered 
power plants. Funds are for 
R&D and commercial 
demonstration projects for 
generation from biomass, 
geothennal, solar, wind, and 
clean technologies such as fuel 
cells. Does not contain a mandate 
for a percentage of power that 
must be generated by renewable 
technologies. Extends 
renewable energy production 
credit to 2010 (expires in 1999)

Jeffords Proposal Moynihan Proposal Waxinan Proposal Allen Proposal

Establishes renewable no
“portfolio standard.”
Requires increasing 
generation from renewables 
each year equal to no less 
than 20% of total non­
hydroelectric generation 
by 2020. Funds available 
through “National Electric 
System Benefits Fund”
(established in the bill and
funded by a “wires charge”
not to exceed 2 mills/kWh)
to match state funds and programs
for renewable energy sources,
universal electric service, affordable
electric service, energy conservation
and efficiency, and R&D for these programs.

no no

** In addition to funding R& D and conmiercial demonstrations 
of renewable technologies, funds from the Clean Air Trust Fund 
will bt. used to fund programs discussed below for workers and 
communities, commercial demonstrations of clean coal, advanced 
gas, and CHP technologies, and carbon sequestration projects.

Commercial 
Demonstration 
Program for 
Clean Coal/
.Ad\ a.iced Gas/ 
t ombined Heat 
and Porver 
'icchnologies

Provides $750 million over 10 
years from the Clean Air 
Trust Fund for conmiercial 
demonstration projects and 
paitnerships to demonstrate the 
enviromnental and efficiency 
benefits that can be achieved 
through clean coal/advanced 
gas/CHP techjiologies.

no no no no



Comparison of the Power Plant Proposals - Other Features

Psovision

Provisions for 
W'orkers and 
Communities 
Adversely 
Affected by 
Reduced 
Consumption 
of Coal

Leahy Proposal Jeffords Proposal Moynihan Proposal Waxnian Proposal

Combined total of $150 million 
per year for 15 years from the 
Clean Air Trust Fund for workers and 
communities adversely affected by reduced 
consumption of coal by the electric power 
generation industry. Worker programs 
are administered through the economic 
dislocation and adjustment assistance 
program of Title III of the “Job 
Training Partnership Act.” Community 
funds are administered tlu-ough the economic 
adjustment program authorized by the 
“Public Works and Economic Development 
Act of 1965.”

no no no

Allen Proposal

Same as the Leahy bill.

Right-to-
Knnw
Provisions

Requires that at least once per 
year electricity suppliers 
provide customers with 
pollutant-specific information 
on the volume of emissions. 
Also requires that EPA annually 
publish electronically and in 
hard copy pollutant-specific 
emissions data for each 
generating unit covered by 
the Leahy bill.

Requires disclosure of 
of information for consumers 
on generation source 
portfolios, emissions data, 
and price terms. Directs DOE 
to consult with other agencies 
and then promulgate 
regulations on reporting 
frequency, content, and 
method.

Requires that auctions 
of allowances be open 
to any person. A report 
on various environmental 
indicators shall be submitted 
to Congress not later than 
12/31/2008. This report 
will be publicly available. 
Report on deposition 
research would be submitted 
to Congress not later than 
9/30/2001.

no Same as Leahy bill.

Carbon Provides a total of $345
Sequestration million over 10 years to

develop a long-term carbon 
sequestration strategy for the 
U.S. ($45 million over 3 years) 
and to fund projects including 
soil restoration, tree planting, 
wetland’s protection, and other 
ways of biologically sequestering 
carbon dio.xide ($300 million over 
10 years). Projects under this 
section cannot be used to offset 
emission reductions otherwise 
mandated by the Leahy bill.

no no no Same as the Leahy bill.



.ipciiauu ui luc 1 ovvti riaiii h’rupusals - UHier Features

Provision

l^ecognition of 
J’crmiinent 
Emission 
Ucductions in 
1- uture Climate 
ChuMge
lm|ii(‘mentation 
I’Kjgi Jins

Leahy Proposal Jeffords Proposal Moynihan Proposal Waxman Proposal

Expresses the sense of the Senate no
that permanent reductions of C02 
and NOx accomplished through 
retirement and replacement of old, 
dirty generating units with units that 
meet the efficiency and emissions 
requirements of the bill should be 
credited to the utility sector and the 
owner in any climate change implementation 
program enacted by Congress. The bill 
stipulates that a portion of any monetary 
value that may accrue from credits under 
this section should be passed on to utility 
customers.

no no

Allen Proposal

Same as the Leahy bill.

Other. Utility 
Dei egiiiation 
1*1 (i-i in JUS

no Self-generation and net 
Metering

no no no



06/11/99 FRI 13:46 FAX [g)002

PBtf

•». UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

I
r

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460

Mr. Thomas R. Kuhn 
President
Edison Electric Institute 
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004-2696

Dear Mr Kuhn;

OFFICE OF 
AIR AND RADIATION

Thank you for your invitation to attend the June 14'*' meeting of the Environmental Affairs 
Committee at the Edison Electric Institute’s Annual Convention. Regrettably, I will not be able 
to attend the session due to a conflict with a meeting that I have with the Western Governors in 
Wyoming.

The opportunity to talk with Chief Executive Officers of your member companies about the 
ongoing EEI-sponsored dialog that my staff have been attending is something I would like to do 
soon and is timely. In that dialog, EPA and industry staff are examining the most significant 
issues that face the power industry in its efforts to comply with the requirements of the Clean Air 
Act and to address climate change. We have tried to identify the major problems that occur for 
the power industry from these activities and to develop ways of resolving them. This dialog 
began last fall when several CEOs of power companies raised to the Vice President concerns 
about the regulatory barriers that exist in implementing environmental laws that may hinder 
progress toward lower carbon dioxide emissions.

Two major issues have emerged in the dialog process that EPA staff are working with power 
industry representatives to address. First, there can be some uncertainty created by the current 
approach to rulemakings covering the power industry (one-after-the-other, over time). This 
imcertainty makes it difficult to plan investments for new capacity, make asset acquisitions and 
sale decisions during the current restructuring process, and decide on the appropriate pollution 
control retrofits to make on existing generation units. There is a widespread concern within the 
power industry that changing requirements could leave the industry with “stranded investments” 
for pollution controls on units that will close in the face of future regulations. Second, there is 
concern over the lack of flexibility in some of EPA’s air emissions programs that make reaching 
environmental objectives more expensive than they have to be, or impede efforts in improving 
the efficiency of generation units.

I appreciate all of the technical discussions that have taken place this spring and I believe there 
are many ideas worth further work. Both the power industry and EPA have put ideas on the 
table. I believe to focus now on these issues at the beginning of your efforts to restructure when 
your knowledge of EPA’s agenda for future air emissions regulations and our understanding of

Internet Address (URL) • http.7/www.epa.gov
Raeyolptt/Racyclabla • Primed whh Vegetable 0» Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer)
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flexibility that makes sense will be extremely valuable.

I believe it is timely to schedule a discussion with CEOs here in Washington to assess our 
progress and potential. I would ask if EEI’s Environmental Affairs Committee could discuss this 
idea.

I hope that EEI's Annual Convention is successful and am sorry that I could not join you in Long 
Beach. Look forward to talking with you soon on setting up a CEO meeting.

Robert Perciasepe 
Assistant Administrator



Sample Utilities

Southeim (south/mi^est) ^ j
AEP (thid^jjest) ^

Synergy (midsi<es^^i^[\ m 

WEPCO (Wisconsin) H 
Tampa Electric 
Detroit Edison (Dingell)

y 9i
^'7 35^^

> [Dirtier]

-'VH'75Unicom (Chicago)
Sempra (CA)---- '
PSE&G(NJ)-^
Niagra Mohawk (Upstate NY) y
PG«&E (FI,MA,NJ,PA,OR,NY,VT,NH) 
PECO (Phil)
Consolidated Edison (NYC)

Cleaner]

[Bold: enthusiastic, unequivocal support] _y(\k / / J/ Ft
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Sample Utilities

Southern (south/midwesl) 
AEP (midwest)
TVA
Synergy (midwest) 
WEPCO (Wisconsin) 
Tampa Electric 
Detroit Edison (Dingell)

> rDirtier

Unicom (Chicago)
Sempra (CA)
PSE&G (NJ)
Niagra Mohawk (Upstate NY)
PG&E (Fl,MA,NJ,PA,OR,NY,VT,NH) 
PECO (Phil)
Consolidated Edison (NYC)

Cleaner]

[Bold: enthusiastic, unequivocal support]



' Janet Anderson

04/21/2000 01:40:55 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP
cc: Angela C. Mizeur/WHO/EOP@EOP
Subject: contacts

Sempra (San Diego Gas and Elec.)
David Freer 662.1704

PECO (Philidelphia Elec.)
David Brown 783.5599

PG & E Generating (Pacific Gas and Elec.) -- an independent power producer; lots of capacity in many 
states

Mark Carney 301/280.6899 (he's out today, but has several deputies in the office)

Niagra Mohawk
Bill Bumpers (639.7718) represents them and would know the best person to call.

Shelley says she has already mentioned these two, but I think they would be important:

TECO (Tampa Elec.)
Richard Lehfeldt 813/228.4227

Unicom (Commonwealth Edison - Chicago) 
Betsy Moler 347.7500



T Eli G. Attie@OVP
04/21/2000 05:50:59 PM

Record Type: Record

To: George T. Frampton/CEQ/EOP@EOP, Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP, Monica M.
Dixon/OVP@OVP

cc:
Subject: revised earth Day

REMARKS BY VICE PRESIDENT AL GORE 
EARTH DAY RALLY ON THE MALL 

Saturday, April 22, 2000

Thank you, Denis Hayes, for making this 30th anniversary of Earth Day not just a 
celebration - but a powerful renewal of our unbending determination to clean up pollution, 
safeguard our environment, and save the Earth itself.

Thank you Mayor Williams, for your leadership in our nation’s capital.

And a special word thanks to Leonardo DiCaprio, for summoning a new generation to 
our environmental crusade.

Earth Day has always been a recognition of our most powerful common link: the air, 
the water, and the planet we share. And for 30 years now, strand by strand, we have 
strengthened that link.

In the beginning, on that first Earth Day, many still believed that pollution was the 
inescapable price of prosperity. They were wrong.

Back then, if you believed in global warming, people thought you were part of the 
flat-earth society. But now we know that those who deny global warming are flat-out wrong.

Back then, we could never have imagined the day when leaders of industry, leaders of 
the labor movement, and lifelong environmentalists could stand together and work together as 
they are now, for a cleaner, stronger America.

We have miles to go, but in these 30 years we have traveled far on this Journey. We 
now have the cleanest air and water in a generation - in the midst of the single longest 
economic expansion in American history.

Some of you may remember the fierce criticism I received when I wrote “Earth in the 
Balance” almost a decade ago. I certainly remember the criticism. Well, let me tell you: I



expected that criticism then, and I wear it as a badge of honor to this day.

When I wrote that book, I was relentlessly attacked for suggesting that America could 
end its reliance on the internal combustion engine.

Today, that’s conventional wisdom not just at Earth Day celebrations, but in the heart 
of our auto industry. The big three auto markers are working on concept cars that run on 
water - with no greenhouse gas emissions at all.

They know that it’s not extreme, but mainstream to champion cleaner fuels. And they 
know that protecting the environment is the right thing to do. It will create Jobs, not destroy 
jobs. And it can save the Earth as we know it.

When it comes to our air, our water, and the Earth itself, we all have a responsibility 
to look not just to ourselves, not just to the politics or profit of the moment, but to future 
generations.

We have to make the next ten years the Environment Decade, in America and around 
the world. We have to stand against the apologists for pollution - those who believe in the old 
politics of environmental irresponsibility.

In the Environment Decade, we have to protect our forests, our rivers, and our public 
lands - so that families have places where they can hike and climb, and reach out toward the 

stars.

In the Environment Decade, we have to encourage smarter growth, and more livable 
neighborhoods - so every community can grow according to its own values, in a way that 
preserves its own precious character.

In the Environment Decade, we have to invest more in conservation, in renewable 
energy, and in fast-growing technologies that combat pollution.

In the Environment Decade, we must take decisive steps - not just in this country, but 
everywhere in the world - to reverse the rise in global warming.

As with the new generation of fuel-efficient vehicles, we can combat global warming in 
ways that create jobs - by pursuing a global market for new energy technology that is expected 
to reach $10 trillion in the next two decades.

In the Environment Decade, we need to enforce tough, realistic, achievable air quality 
standards - to protect our children’s health.

We are fighting for tough new standards to reduce smog and soot - because we will no 
longer accept an America where child asthma is on the rise.



But other dangerous toxins and pollutants still cloud our air - seeding the acid rain that 
threatens our forests and waters. Adding to global warming. And threatening human health. 
There are many sources of this pollution - including the nation’s power-generating plants.

We can and we must work with the power industry to solve this problem - through a 
new and comprehensive approach. We don’t want to micro-manage businesses. We have to 
set clear, enforceable performance goals, but we have to give industry the flexibility to meet 
them. We have to rely on market-based approaches like emissions trading - to make the free 
market a friend of clean air, not its enemy. And when utility companies improve their 
efficiency; when they use new, clean technology - we have to encourage them, not put 
barriers in their way. Because that is the way to cleaner air - while saving money and 
creating new jobs.

On this Earth Day, we welcome the bipartisan talks that are now taking place on 
Capitol Hill, and among environmental and industry leaders. The challenge is real and the 
solutions are not easy.

But together we can and will do what’s right for our environment, because it is right 
for our children and America’s fumre.

The issue involves all our lives - from the simple security of knowing that our drinking 
water is safe, to the more ominous change in our global climate.

One hundred years from now, when our great grandchildren gather to mark the first 
Earth Day of the next century, I want them to know that we were thinking of their time with 
the same vision, the same dedication, and the same commitment that we see here today on the 
Mall.

The earth is in the balance. Save it we can, and save it we must - for this is the great
responsibility of our generation. Together, let’s resolve to finish the 
journey. Thank you.
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Wisconsin Electric Supports Holistic Environmental Approach

MILWAUKEE/ April 24 /PRNewswire/ — In commemoration of the 30th 
anniversary of Earth Day, Wisconsin Electric supports the White House's 
innovative and practical approaches to addressing the environmental impacts of 
producing electricity.

In particular, Wisconsin Electric supports the need to look at 
environmental issues holistically. As a nation, we should set long-term goals 
and then provide business the flexibility to determine how to beet meet those 
goals. Encouraging greater capital stock turnover in the energy sector is a 
key component in this strategy.

In his Earth Day address. Vice President Al Gore identified several key 
mechanisms for encouraging the modernization of our nation's fleet of power 
plants. They include the use of a comprehensive approach to addressing 
emissions, the use of market mechanisms to replace command and control 
regulation and the involvement of all interested parties in setting policy 
direction.

Wisconsin Electric is nationally recognized for i::s approach to producing 
energy in an envircnmentaliy benign manner. The company has a strong 
commitment to renewable energy, as exemplified by its Energy for Tomorrow 
program, one of the largest green pricing programs in the country. The 
company also has a long-standing coinmitrnent to diversifying its resource mix 
for electric generation and the wise use of energy.

Wisconsin Electric believes that environmental and economic issues cannot 
be separated. Solutions to environmental issues of the 21st century will 
require vision, flexibility, innovation and the willingness to enter into 
meaningful partnerships.

A subsidiary of Wisconsin Energy Corp. (NYSE; WECJ, Wisconsin Electric 
provides electricity, natural gas and/or steam service to about 2,4 million 
people in southeastern Wisconsin (including the Milwaukee area), the Appleton 
area, the Prairie du Chien area, and in northern Wisconsin and Michigan's 
Upper Peninsula. Visit the company's Web site at 
http://www.wisconsinelectric.com

SOURCE Wisconsin Electric

feedback homa map seaich

http://www.pmewswire.comycgi-bin/micro_stories.pl?A.../0001198989&EDATE=Aprh24,+200 5/9/00



RPR-21-2000 17:24 P.01

The 

Clean 

Enai'oir 

Group

Consolidated Edison. Inc.

KeySpan Energy

Niagara Moh^ Power 
Corporation

Northeast Utiljties

Ontario Powder Generation 
ina I

PECO Energy Company
iI

PG&E Generating

Public Servic4 Electric 
and Gas Company

I
I

Sempra Enerfjy

Mchael Brad! 
Ei«culive Dii 
The Clean 
47 Junction S< 
Concord. MA

3 978^69-55: 
il 978-388-71

lor
Group 

uare Drive 
61742

Enwgy

33
12

April 22, 2000

The Clean Energy Group Applauds Vice President’s Effort 

to Coordinate Future Emission Reduction Targets

The Clean Energy Group applauds Vice President Al Gore’s effcats to advance a aew 
approach to address air emissions from electric power plants.

Historically, regulators have taken an incremental approach, addressing air emissions 
one pollutant at a time. This strategy can result in inefficiencies when investments in 
pollution control equipment are rendered inappropriate because of unanticipated, future 
regulations. Also, the uncertainty inherent in this piecemeal approach tends to 
discourage new capital investment.

The Clean Energy Group, consistent with the Vice President’s proposal, supports a 
comprehensive, national strategy that would establish future reduction targets for 
nitrogen oxides (NO^), sulfur dioxides (SO2). mercury and carbon dioxide (CO2). By 
adopting a comprehensive approach, substantial environmental improvements can be 
achievedL while providing a high degree of regulatory certainty over a period of 10-15 
years for companies managing new and existing generating plants. By relying on 
market-based mechanisms (e.g., emissions trading), air quality goals can be achieved in 
a cost-effective manner. The Clean Energy Group has considered the advantages of an 
integrated strategy for some time and released, in March, 2000, an integrated strategy 
proposal consistent with these principles.

“As the electric power market becomes increasingly competitive, generating companies 
will benefit significantly from having a longer term understanding of future emission 
reduction targets, and the public will benefit knowing that these market changes will not 
lead to increased air emissions,” noted Michael Bradley, Executive Director of the 
Clean Energy Group.

To request a copy of the Clean Energy Group’s Integrated Strata proposal or to 
discuss the proposal, contact Michael Bradl^ or Chris Van Atten at (978) 369-5533.

The Clean Energy Group (CEG) is a coalition of major electric generating 
companies that are committed to the provision of dean energy and to 
responsible environmental stewardship. By working cooperatively with the 
environmental community, government, and other stakeholders, CEG seeks to 
promote the adoption of progressive environmental policies that are sustainable 
from both an environmental and an economic perspective.

TOTRL P.01
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(^Sempra Energy’
CMf^e R Williams

OlrsOer 
OBiiirwniart Alfam
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Slith Floor east 

10C10 Street, N.W 
Wishinqton, aC 2000V4545

ibtzazjfitttroi 
Faii;Z02J91288T 
Fax: 202^93.2088 

9«riinams#seinpraxom

Roger Ballentine 
At FAX # 202-456-1736

Dear Roger:
Giv.n the limited time evailable, I "^le to get hold
of our CEO to get hre name on ..rf'will^do) you
just list the company (or my name, if a serf wixi
can add this;

This approach will help harnes n 4 needs We-rfr^-r^-o^Sg rreede”.
Hope that helps. Good luck tomorrow.



Fax to: Roger B., Page One of One, 456-1736

“Current environmental laws focus on the trees instead of the forest We are 

encouraged by this desire to take a ‘big picture’ approach. The Clean ^
Act proved it—flexibility works better than command-and-control This 
approach avoids government micromanagement of industry. Just tell us 

where we need to go, and get out of the way.

—Michael Marvin, President of the Business Council for Sustainable 

Energy (BCSE). The BCSE is a coalition of natural gas, energy etBciency, 
electric utility and renewable energy companies and industry trade 

associations focused on protecting the environment and promotmg economic 
growth The BCSE has been a leading voice in mteraational climate change 
negotiations, promoting policies such as emissions trading that provide the 

greatest flexibility to businesses in meeting objectives.

(Marvin can be reached on April 22 at 202-486-6278)
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PSEG
Pinver LLC

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
April 22,2000

CONTACT; Neil Brown 
(973) 430-6017

PSEG POWER SUPPORTS VICE PRESIDENT GORE’S 
CALL FOR NATIONAL, COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM TO REDUCE 

POWER PLANT AIR POLLUTION EMISSIONS

PSEG Power LLC, the Newark, NJ-based independent power and energy trading 
company, voiced strong support today for Vice President A1 Gore’s Earth Day call for a 
national, multi-pollution approach to reduce the electric power industry’s impact on the 
nation’s air quality.

Frank Cassidy, PSEG Power president, said, “We have been strong advocates for 
a comprehensive and uniform system of more stringent air emissions standards applicable 
to all power plants in the U.S. We believe an integrated approach that includes reductions 
in nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon dioxide, and mercury along with market-based 
compliance methods such as emissions trading, can lead to significant improvements in 
the nation’s air quality at reasonable and fairly allocated costs.”

Cassidy said implementing a system of uniform, more stringent emissions 
standards is especially important as the electric power industry moves toward 
restructuring and competition on a national level.

“PSEG Power,” Cassidy said, “will accept the Vice President’s call for involved 
stakeholders to participate in developing the details of a comprehensive plan, We look 
forward to working with the Vice President, the Administration, industry, the 
environmental community, and Congress to put in place a program that will produce 
meaningful emissions reductions on a timetable that will protect public health and foster 
development of a fair and robust competitive energy marketplace.”

PSEG Power LLC was established last summer as a result of electric industry 
restructuring in New Jersey and is one of the world’s largest independent power 
producing and energy trading companies. It is a subsidiary of Public Service Enterprise 
Group Incorporated (NYSErPEG), a diversified energy holding company headquartered 
in Newark, NJ.
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PSEG
Power IJX:

To ; Roger Ballentine, Deputy Assistant to the President

From: Neil Brown, PSEG Power LLC

Date; April 21, 2000

Mr. Ballentine,

Attached is a draft of a news release we intend to release tomorrow in support of Vice 
President Gore’s aimouncement.
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Wisconsin Eleciric 
l22CSIree1, NW-Suite 8^0 
Washington. DC 20001 
Phone 202 662-4340 
Fax 202 662-4359

April 22. 2000

On this 30’‘* anniversary of Barth Day, Wisconsin Electric strongly supports the Vice President 
Gore's innovative and practical approaches to addressing the environmental impacts of 
producing electricity.

In particular, Wisconsin Electric supports the need to look at environmental issues holistically. 
As a nation, we should set long term goafs and then provide business the flexibility to determine 
how to best meet those goals. Encouraging greater capital stock turnover in the energy sector is 
a key component in this strategy. The vice president identified several key mechanisms for 
encouraging the modernization of our nation’s fleet of power plants including the use of a 
comprehensive approach to addressing emissions, the use of market mechanisms to replace 
command and control regulation, and the involvement of all interested parties in setting piolicy 
direction.

Wisconsin Electric is nationally recognized for its approach to producing energy in an 
environmentally benign manner. The company has a strong commitment to renewable energy, 
as exemplified by its Energy for Tomorrow program, one of the largest green pricing programs 
in the country. The company has a long-standing commitment to diversifying its resource mix 
for electric generation and the wise use of energy.

Wisconsin Electric believes that environmental and economic issues cannot be separated. 
Solutions to environmental issues of the 2B' century will require vision, tlexibilily, innovation 
and the willingness to enter into meaningful partnerships. Wisconsin Electric looks forward to 
further discussions with the vice president and others with a common interest who share our 
view.
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Record Type: Record

To: George T. Frampton/CEQ/EOP@EOP, Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP, Monica M.
Dixon/OVP@OVP

cc:
Subject: revised earth Day

REMARKS BY VICE PRESIDENT AL GORE 
EARTH DAY RALLY ON THE MALL 

Saturday, April 22, 2000

Thank you, Denis Hayes, for making this 30th anniversary of Earth Day not just a 
celebration - but a powerful renewal of our unbending determination to clean up pollution, 
safeguard our environment, and save the Earth itself.

Thank you Mayor Williams, for your leadership in our nation’s capital.

And a special word thanks to Leonardo DiCaprio, for summoning a new generation to 
our environmental crusade.

Earth Day has always been a recognition of our most powerful common link: the air, 
the water, and the planet we share. And for 30 years now, strand by strand, we have 
strengthened that link.

In the beginning, on that first Earth Day, many still believed that pollution was the 
inescapable price of prosperity. They were wrong.

Back then, if you believed in global warming, people thought you were part of the 
flat-earth society. But now we know that those who deny global warming are flat-out wrong.

Back then, we could never have imagined the day when leaders of industry, leaders of 
the labor movement, and lifelong environmentalists could stand together and work together as 
they are now, for a cleaner, stronger America.

We have miles to go, but in these 30 years we have traveled far on this journey. We 
now have the cleanest air and water in a generation - in the midst of the single longest 
economic expansion in American history.

Some of you may remember the fierce criticism I received when I wrote “Earth in the 
Balance” almost a decade ago. I certainly remember the criticism. Well, let me tell you: I



expected that criticism then, and I wear it as a badge of honor to this day.

When I wrote that book, I was relentlessly attacked for suggesting that America could 
end its reliance on the internal combustion engine.

Today, that’s conventional wisdom not just at Earth Day celebrations, but in the heart 
of our auto industry. The big three auto markers are working on concept cars that run on 
water - with no greenhouse gas emissions at all.

They know that it’s not extreme, but mainstream to champion cleaner fuels. And they 
know that protecting the environment is the right thing to do. It will create jobs, not destroy 
jobs. And it can save the Earth as we know it.

When it comes to our air, our water, and the Earth itself, we all have a responsibility 
to look not just to ourselves, not just to the politics or profit of the moment, but to future 
generations.

We have to make the next ten years the Environment Decade, in America and around 
the world. We have to stand against the apologists for pollution - those who believe in the old 
politics of environmental irresponsibility.

In the Environment Decade, we have to protect our forests, our rivers, and our public 
lands - so that families have places where they can hike and climb, and reach out toward the 

stars.

In the Environment Decade, we have to encourage smarter growth, and more livable 
neighborhoods - so every community can grow according to its own values, in a way that 
preserves its own precious character.

In the Environment Decade, we have to invest more in conservation, in renewable 
energy, and in fast-growing technologies that combat pollution.

In the Environment Decade, we must take decisive steps - not just in this country, but 
everywhere in the world - to reverse the rise in global warming.

As with the new generation of fuel-efficient vehicles, we can combat global warming in 
ways that create jobs - by pursuing a global market for new energy technology that is expected 
to reach $10 trillion in the next two decades.

In the Environment Decade, we need to enforce tough, realistic, achievable air quality 
standards - to protect our children’s health.

We are fighting for tough new standards to reduce smog and soot - because we will no 
longer accept an America where child asthma is on the rise.



But other dangerous toxins and pollutants still cloud our air - seeding the acid rain that 
threatens our forests and waters. Adding to global warming. And threatening human health. 
There are many sources of this pollution - including the nation’s power-generating plants.

We can and we must work with the power industry to solve this problem - through a 
new and comprehensive approach. We don’t want to micro-manage businesses. We have to 
set clear, enforceable performance goals, but we have to give industry the flexibility to meet 
them. We have to rely on market-based approaches like emissions trading - to make the free 
market a friend of clean air, not its enemy. And when utility companies improve their 
efficiency; when they use new, clean technology - we have to encourage them, not put 
barriers in their way. Because that is the way to cleaner air - while saving money and 
creating new jobs.

On this Earth Day, we welcome the bipartisan talks that are now taking place on 
Capitol Hill, and among environmental and industry leaders. The challenge is real and the 
solutions are not easy.

But together we can and will do what’s right for our environment, because it is right 
for our children and America’s future.

The issue involves all our lives - from the simple security of knowing that our drinking 
water is safe, to the more ominous change in our global climate.

One hundred years from now, when our great grandchildren gather to mark the first 
Earth Day of the next century, I want them to know that we were thinking of their time with 
the same vision, the same dedication, and the same commitment that we see here today on the 
Mall.

The earth is in the balance. Save it we can, and save it we must - for this is the great
responsibility of our generation. Together, let’s resolve to finish the 
journey. Thank you.
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April 20, 2000

To; Team 
From: Monica
Re: Outreaeh Plan of Earth Day Speech

Our outreach calls and assignments are outlined below. If you can help with outreach, 
please call the staff person responsible for the constituency to volunteer!

Environmental Community 
[After 5:00 Friday]

Utility Companies 
[After 11:00 a.mf

Labor Calls 
[After 11:00 a.mf

Members of Congress
Positive and Negative (Attachment A)
[After 11:00 a.m.J

State-wide Electeds 
Attachment B 
[After 11:00 a.m.]

George Frampton

Katie/Roger

Bill Samuel/Dorma/Tony

Monica/Donna

Tony/Monica

Note: Please ask everyone responding positively to fax you a statement of support (then 
fax it to Dixon at 628-4336). Also, please report any folks willing to speak as validators.

Attached, please find:

A: Members of Congress 
B: State-wide Electeds 
C: Talking Points for Your Calls

t(\' \L - -
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ATTACHMENT “A”

Daschle Dixon
Reid Dixon
Leahy (supportive) Dixon
Baucus - EPW cmte Dixon
Byrd Ronna/Paul
Lautenberg (supportive) Ronna/Paul
□organ Ronna/Paul
Bingaman - Energy cmte Ronna/Paul
Robb Dixon
Bayh Dixon
Edwards Dixon
Rockefeller Dixon
Breaux Dixon
Boxer Ronna/Paul
Kerry Ronna/Paul
Graham Dixon
Durbin Dixon

Gephardt Dixon
Bonior Ronna/Paul
Gordon Ronna/Paul
Dingell GORE
Miller Ronna/Paul
Allen Ronna/Paul
Kucinich Dixon
Waxman Ronna/Paul
Wise Ronna/Paul
Klink Ronna/Paul
Evans Ronna/Paul
Lowey Ronna/Paul
McNulty Ronna/Paul
Bentsen Ronna/Paul
Boucher Ronna/Paul
S. Brown Ronna/Paul
M. Udall Ronna/Paul
T. Udall Ronna/Paul
Holden Ronna/Paul
Kanjorski Ronna/Paul
Mollohan Ronna/Paul
Pallone Ronna/Paul
Roemer Ronna/Paul
Stabenow Ronna/Paul
Visclosky Ronna/Paul

u
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ATTACHMENT B

STATE-WIDE ELECTEDS 

KY: Patton

AL: Siegleman

GA; Barnes 

NC: Hunt

MO: Carnahan

Audrey Haynes 

Tony

Tony (after Monica calls staff)

Tony/Monica

Tony



Mmmiu/c'' dRA?J
Talking Points

On [ ] will make an address on the environment which will i^lude his vision as to
the future of clean air regulation, focusing on the electric power general^ industry . His 
statement will articulate how we can go about devising the next gen^on of clean air laws that 
will meet the combined objectives of cleaning our air, reducing gre^ouse gases, and keeping 

our economy strong.
While not unveiling a detailed proposal, he will state some ^he principles that should guide the 

design of such a law;

• Rejecting the False Choice. He believes We can balance critical environmental and 
economic priorities without sacrificing eimer.

• Taking an Integrated Approach. lysimply doesn’t make environmental or business 
sense to apply piecemeal regulation/to separate pollutants. Both industry and 
environmentalists agree that the b^t approach is one that addresses all four relevant 
pollutants - NOX, S02, Carboiyhnd Mercury - at the same time. Each pollutant 
must be controlled, but it is not/Tair to industry to pile on different regulations for 
each, one after the other. An integrated approach allows business managers to plan 

and innovate.

• Treating All Power Pla^s the Same. It’s not fair to apply tougher rules to newer 
power plants than we &c/\o older ones. Older plants should be subject to the same 
rules that every one el^ must live by.

• Harnessing the PoVer of the Market. By allowing industry to use the efficiencies 
of the market, we ^th maximize our environmental goals while minimizing costs. A 

“cap and trade” approach promises environmental results while giving business 
managers muchyieeded flexibility.

• Moving Beyond “Command and Control”. In addition to a cap and trade 
approach, thij^vision calls for ending the current regulatory approach of micro- 
managing ii/vestment and technology decisions in exchange for real, longer-term 
environmohtal gains. (Relief from New Source Review regulations).

• Responding to Market Shortcomings/Treating all Stakeholders Fairly. While we 
must t^t strong environmental goals, this vision recognizes that we need also to be 
prepar/d to provide needed incentives and encouragement for power producers to do 
the ri^t thing and to provide any needed assistance to anyone left behind. Any 
futUTyfe law must be constructed with the input of all stakeholders, and with 
consideration to any needed economic assistance or incentives.

We have had/ery encouraging preliminary conversations with industry, elected officials, labor 
and environulentalists. We are committed to working closely with all.



In the coming months A1 Gore will be expanding on the ideas introduced in his 
Earth Day speech. Among other things he will, as President, inaugurate the next 
generation of environmental regulation. Working from promising experiments such 
as Project XL, A1 Gore will seek, as President, to base environmental regulation 
on sound and tough performance measures. The role of the goverment will be to 
set tough new standards for pollution of air, water and toxics. In return, 
businesses who produce pollutants will be allowed to use innovative technology 
and market mechanisms to meet overall pollution standards. This new approach 
will encourage innovation, decrease pollution and will gradually get the 
government out of micor managing business decisions. By allowing business a 
wide variety of tools to meet environmental challenges businesses will be better 
able to manage the transitions they need and to protect jobs and profits.



Q&A

Are you trying to shut down coal plants?

We are trying to meet important clean air goals. We are not dictating which^ants make what 
specific changes. The companies will have flexibility to make the final decisions. Having said 
that, many old coal plants have not had to comply with the Clean Air ^for many years. Every 

one agrees that that was not the original intent of the law. We need/o include all plants in the 
next generation of clean air law.

Won’t this mean huge increases in utility rates?

Very unlikely, but again, this is a vision and not a detail^plan. It is impossible to pin dollar 
figures on this, but this approach is designed to maximize benefits and minimize costs. By giving 

utilities flexibility through market mechanisms, we expect minimal impact on prices. In addition, 
when considering the restructuring of the industry mat is going on, this will also help keep rates 
low. Finally, when one factors in the estimated sidings in health care costs (such as childhood 

asthma), we expect a very cost-effective result.

Is this just A1 Gore panicking about climate cllange and trying to implement Kyoto?

Climate change is a serious threat and the American people expect their leaders to not shy away 
Jrom taking tough action. This proposal A a serious response to that threat. But even if there 

was no concern about climate change, this vision is the right one. This approach is the best way 
to rid our air from harmful pollutants mat cause asthma and other health problems; this 
approach is the best way to prevent the poisoning of our lakes and streams that is killing fish or 
rendering them inedible; this approach is the best way to clear the smog that plagues our cities 

and dirties our parks. As for Kyop, only the Senate can ratify a treaty. As we said, there are 
many important reasons to do thfs.

Does labor support this?

We would intend to work clcfsely with labor in any process.

Are you starting a process!!

This is about a vision forfthe future. What we are doing is laying out what a process should and 
would look like.

Does the President support this? Why isn’t he doing this?

We are announcing th s as a candidate. We know that the President shares our views about the 
importance of these isjsues and about addressing them in a smart and fair manner.

I



How does this relate to the EPA enforcement action^ Are you saying that EPA’s approach is 

the wrong one?

This has nothing to do with the current lawsuits. We fully support EPA ’s effort to enforce 
current law. This vision is about the future, npl the past.
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....Janet Anderson
' ' 06/08/99 12:37:57 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP

cc:
Subject: utility mtg 

Roger,
Meeting has been moved to the office here @3:30. If you come over 20 minutes early, we can go over 
background.
Expected attendees:

??

Bill Tyndall 
Bill Greylis 
Kris McKinney 
Jeanette Pablo 
Patrick O’Keefe 
Karl Moor 
Steven Fotis 
Rich Rosenzweig 
Jeffrey Levine 
Susan TomaskyAEP

Cinergy
Cinergy
Wisconsin Electric
TVA
TVA
Southern
VanNess Feldman (TVA) 
VanNess Feldman (TVA) 
Cauthen Assoc. (Southern)

plus Julie, John and me (maybe Jeff)

VanNess Feldman and Cauthen are included because they have been very helpful in moving the ball 
ahead with the utility sector.



Proposed insert to Saturday, April 22"*' Earth Day speech

.......And when it comes to clean air, we have more work tOido. Asthma is on the rise, and more
and more of our children are suffering its debilitating effec/s. The President and I called for 
tough new standards significantly to reduce the smog and/soot. I pledge to fight hard to see that 
those standards will be enforced.

But even with those measures, there are other pollutants that increasingly are a cause for 
concern. Sulfur dioxide and nitrous oxides cause the acid rain that continues to pose a risk to our 
forests, lakes and streams. Mercury is a dangerous meurotoxin? Contributor to birth defects?
Needs to be checked]. And carbon dioxide is by vornmo' the leading contributor to global 
warming. There are many sources of these pollutajits. But, among the leading contribtUors are 
power plants, especially older, coal-fired facilitiesOl^T
We need a comprehensive, integrated plan to tak^^l of these pollutants.^®. And to get the job ^ 

done, we will need a new and creative approach. Instead of going at these issues in an 
uncoordinated, piece-meal way that slows progress and unnecessarilyincreases-costsrwSTieedto ^ 
bring all of them together into one coherent plan. We should seyjPerfomian^ g^als-kistend of
cHctdtinQ nr\lr\fT\/ r'hr»ir'P*c ^ ^ . . ...........

h
We should harness the power of mark^and put so called “cup 

mechanisms work that Itp'p been shown-to reduce/pollut?M much more quickly
and.cheaplv than traditional approaches./And importantly weAhould oi»ui't cuilLlhUUU!i---^

yj' pqrformaiKU>¥ encourag^ y/tilities ciinotjnmly to upgrade th^ 

facilities with the new#t, cleani9t technology, rather than pditing hurdles in the way and 
improvemen^as older approacl/es sometimes /ave done.court

This kind of (plan—one based on the b( (6ience; one th^ focuses on performance and harnessej
cutting edgejtechnology; one that deliv the best resul^at the cheapest cost—is what I’ve
worked hard to achieve through our Re enting Government efforts.j^e have tough 
challenges,^es. But, we can build a cl er and moreyprosperous America if we are creative and 
pull together in this way. ^

3 U>/J tV
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Subj; updated language
Date: 4/20/00 1:54:04 PM Eastern Daylight Time
From: kathleen.mcginty@troutmansanders.com (McGinty, Kathleen A.)
To: eliattie@hotmail.com ('eliattie@hotmail.com'), makamarck@aol.com ('makamarck@aol.com'), mdixon331@aol.com 
('mdixon331@aol.com'), timmstar2000@aol.com ('timmstar2000@aol.com')

folks-the following includes initial comments from elaine, monica, george 
and roger (and some hints from industry):

..... And when it comes to clean air, we ha\e more work to do. Asthma is on
the rise, and more and more of our children are suffering its 
debilitating effects. The President and I called for tough new 
standards significantly to reduce the smog and soot. I pledge to fight 
hard to see that those standards will be enforced.

But e\en with those measures, there are other pollutants that 
increasingly are a cause for concern. Sulfur dioxide and nitrous oxides 
cause the acid rain that continues to pose a risk to our forests, lakes 
and streams. Mercury is a dangerous [neurotoxin? Contributor to birth 
defects? Needs to be checked]. And carbon dioxide is by volume the 
leading contributor to global warming. There are many sources of these 
pollutants. But, among the contributors are power plants.

We need a comprehensi\o, integrated plan to take on all of these 
environmental problems. And to get the job done, we will need a new and 
creative approach.
Instead of going at these issues in an uncoordinated, piece-meal way 
that slows progress and unnecessarily increases costs, we need to bring 
all of them together into one coherent plan. We should set tough 
performance
goals without micromanaging business decisions. We should harness the 
power of market mechanisms to reduce pollution much more quickly and cheaply 
than traditional approaches. And importantly, we should encourage utilities 
constantly to upgrade their facilities with new, 
clean technology, rather than putting hurdles in the way and 
discouraging improvement as older approaches sometimes have done.

This kind of plan-one that focuses onperformance and harnesses cutting edge 
technology; one that delivers the
best results at the cheapest cost-is what I've worked hard to achieve 
through our Reinventing Government efforts. I am encouraged by the 
bipartisan discussions occuring along these lines on Capitol Hill and among 
environmental and industry leaders. We have tough challenges, 
yes. But, we can build a cleaner and more prosperous America if we are 
creative, innovative and pull together in this way.
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Talking Points 

4/21/2000 8:55 AM

On Earth Day, the Vice President will make an address on the environment which will include 
his vision as to the future of clean air regulation, focusing on the electric power generating 
industry . His statement will articulate how we can go about devising the next generation of 
clean air laws that will meet the combined objectives of cleaning our air, reducing greenhouse 
gases, and keeping our economy strong. While not unveiling a detailed proposal with specific 
time lines or metrics, he will outline the principles that should guide the design of such a law:

• Responding to Market Shortcomings/Treating all Stakeholders Fairly. While we 
must meet strong environmental goals, this vision recognizes that we need also to be 
prepared to provide needed incentives and encouragement for power producers to do
the right thing and to provide any needed assistance to anyone left behind. Any future 
law must be constructed with the input of all stakeholders, and with consideration to 
any needed economic assistance or incentives.

• Rejecting the False Choice. He believes we can balance critical environmental and 
economic priorities without sacrificing either.

• Taking an Integrated Approach. It simply doesn’t make environmental or business 
sense to apply piecemeal regulations to separate pollutants. Both industry and 
environmentalists agree that the best approach is one that addresses all four relevant 
pollutants — NOX, S02, C02 and Mercury - at the same time. Each pollutant must
be controlled, but it is not fair to industry to pile on different regulations for each, one 
after the other. An integrated approach allows business to plan and innovate.

• Treating All Power Plants the Same. It’s not fair to apply tougher rules to newer 
power plants than we do to older ones. Older plants should be subject to the same 
rules that every one else must live by.

• Harnessing/Encouraging the Power of the Market. By allowing industry to use 
the efficiencies of the market, we maximize our environmental goals while 
minimizing costs. A “cap and trade” approach promises environmental results while 
giving business managers flexibility to support technological innovation.

• Moving Beyond “Command and Control”. In addition to a cap and trade approach, 
this vision calls for ending the current regulatory approach of micro-managing 
investment and technology decisions in exchange for real, longer-term environmental 
gains. We have had very encouraging preliminary conversations with industry, 
elected officials, labor and environmentalists. The Vice President is committed to 
working closely with all.



We have had very encouraging preliminary conversations with industry, elected officials, labor 
and environmentalists. The Vice President is committed to working closely with all.



Q&A

4/21/2000 9:05 AM

Are you trying to shut down coal plants?

No. In fact, this vision reflects the approach many of the biggest utilities themselves have 
acknowledged as the best way to proceed.

We are trying to meet important clean air goals. We are not dictating which plants make 
what specific changes. The companies will have flexibility to make the final decisions as 
well as the freedom to undertake technological innovations. Having said that, many old 
coal plants have not had to comply with the Clean Air Act for many years. Every one 
agrees that that was not the original intent of the law. We need to include all plants in 
the next generation of clean air law. In addition, everyone acknowledges that these old 
plants will be phased out and replaced with newer, cleaner technologies; it is simply a 
question of when.

Won’t this mean huge increases in utility rates?

Very unlikely, but again, this is a vision and not a detailed plan with specific time-lines 
and metrics. It is impossible to pin dollar figures on this, but this approach is designed 
to maximize benefits and minimize costs. By giving utilities flexibility through market 
mechanisms, we expect minimal impact on prices. In addition, when considering the 
restructuring of the industry that is going on—and that Congress can complete by 
passing the Administration's restructuring bill, which will save consumers $20 billion 
per year - we are confident that we will keep rates low. Finally, when one factors in the 
estimated savings in health care costs (such as childhood asthma), we expect a very cost- 
effective result.

Is this just A1 Gore panicking about climate change and trying to implement Kyoto?

Climate change is a serious threat and the American people expect their leaders to not 
shy away from taking tough action. This proposal is a serious response to that threat.
But even if there was no concern about climate change, this vision is the right one. This 
approach is the best way to rid our air from harmful pollutants that cause asthma and 
other health problems; this approach is the best way to prevent the poisoning of our lakes 
and streams that is killing fish or rendering them inedible; this approach is the best way 
to clear the smog that plagues our cities and dirties our parks. As for Kyoto, this is 
obviously not “pre-implementation ” of Kyoto, because this vision calls for legislation 
that only Congress can enact. Further, only the Senate can ratify a treaty. As we said, 
there are many important reasons to do this that have nothing to do with Kyoto.

Is the Vice President backing away from Kyoto?



The Vice President remains fully committed to Kyoto and looks forward to completing the 
work begun there and ensuring a treaty that is fair and effective.

Does labor support this new “vision”?

We would intend to work closely with labor in any process.

Are you starting a such a process?

This is about a vision for the future. What we are doing is laying out what a process 
should and would look like.

Does the President support this? Why isn’t he doing this?

This is the Vice President’s vision. Having said that, we know that the President shares 
our views about the importance of these issues and about addressing them in a smart and 
fair manner.

How does this relate to the EPA enforcement actions? Are you saying that EPA’s approach is 
the wrong one?

This has nothing to do with the current lawsuits. We fully support EPA's effort to enforce 
current law. This vision is about the future, not the past.
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On Earth Day, the Vice President will make an address on the environment which will include 
his vision as to the future of clean air regulation, focusing on the electric power generating 
industry . His statement will articulate how we can go about devising the next generation of 
clean air laws that will meet the combined objectives of cleaning our air, reducing greenhouse 
gases, and keeping our economy strong. While not unveiling a detailed proposal with specific 
time lines or metrics, he will outline the principles that should guide the design of such a law:

• Responding to Market Shortcomings/Treating all Stakeholders Fairly. While we 
must meet strong environmental goals, this vision recognizes that we need also to be 
prepared to provide needed incentives and encouragement for power producers to do 
the right thing and to provide any needed assistance to anyone left behind. Any 
future law must be constructed with the input of all stakeholders, and with 
consideration to any needed economic assistance or incentives.

• Rejecting the False Choice. He believes we can balance critical environmental and 
economic priorities without sacrificing either.

• Taking an Integrated Approach. It simply doesn’t make environmental or business 
sense to apply piecemeal regulations to separate pollutants. Both industry and 
environmentalists agree that the best approach is one that addresses all four relevant 
pollutants - NOX, S02, C02 and Mercury - at the same time. Each pollutant must 
be controlled, but it is not fair to industry to pile on different regulations for each, one 
after the other. An integrated approach allows business to plan and innovate.

• Treating All Power Plants the Same. It’s not fair to apply tougher rules to newer 
power plants than we do to older ones. Older plants should be subject to the same 
rules that every one else must live by.

• Harnessing/Encouraging the Power of the Market. By allowing industry to use 
the efficiencies of the market, we maximize our environmental goals while 
minimizing costs. A “cap and trade’’ approach promises environmental results while 
giving business managers flexibility to support technological innovation.

• Moving Beyond “Command and Control”. In addition to a cap and trade 
approach, this vision calls for ending the current regulatory approach of micro- 
managing investment and technology decisions in exchange for real, longer-term 
environmental gains. We have had very encouraging preliminary conversations with 
industry, elected officials, labor and environmentalists. The Vice President is 
committed to working closely with all.

We have had very encouraging preliminary conversations with industry, elected officials, labor 
and environmentalists. The Vice President is committed to working closely with all.
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Are you trying to shut down coal plants?

No. In fact, this vision reflects the approach many of the biggest utilities themselves have 
acknowledged as the best way to proceed.

We are trying to meet important clean air goals. We are not dictating which plants make 
what specific changes. The companies will have flexibility to make the final decisions as 
well as the freedom to undertake technological innovations. Having said that, many old 
coal plants have not had to comply with the Clean Air Act for many years. Every one 
agrees that that was not the original intent of the law. We need to include all plants in 
the next generation of clean air law. In addition, everyone acknowdedges that these old 
plants will be phased out and replaced with newer, cleaner technologies; it is simply a 
question of when.

Won’t this mean huge increases in utility rates?

Very unlikely, but again, this is a vision and not a detailed plan with specific time-lines 
and metrics. It is impossible to pin dollar figures on this, but this approach is designed 
to maximize benefits and minimize costs. By giving utilities flexibility through market 
mechanisms, we expect minimal impact on prices. In addition, when considering the 
restructuring of the industry that is going on—and that Congress can complete by 
passing the Administration’s restructuring bill, which will save consumers $20 billion per 
year - w>e are confident that we will keep rates low. Finally, when one factors in the 
estimated savings in health care costs (.such as childhood asthma), we expect a very cost- 
effective result.

Is this just A1 Gore panicking about climate change and trying to implement Kyoto?

Climate change is a serious threat and the American people expect their leaders to not 
shy away from taking tough action. This proposal is a serious response to that threat.
But even if there woij' no concern about climate change, this vision is the right one. This 
approach is the best way to rid our air from harmful pollutants that cause asthma and 
other health problems; this approach is the best M>ay to prevent the poisoning of our lakes 
and streams that is killing fish or rendering them inedible; this approach is the best way 
to clear the smog that plagues our cities and dirties our parks. As for Kyoto, this is 
obviously not “pre-implementation" of Kyoto, because this vision calls for legislation 
that only Congress can enact. Further, only the Senate can ratify a treaty. As we said, 
there are many important reasons to do this that have nothing to do with Kyoto.

Is the Vice President backing away from Kyoto?



The Vice President remains fully committed to Kyoto and looks forward to completing the 
work begun there and ensuring a treaty that is fair and effective.

Does labor support this new “vision"’?

We would intend to work closely with labor in any process.

Are you starting a such a process?

This is about a vision for the future. What we are doing is laying out what a process 
should and would look like.

Does the President support this? Why isn’t he doing this?

This is the Vice President's vision. Having said that, we know that the President shares 
our views about the importance of these issues and about addressing them in a smart and 
fair manner.

How does this relate to the EPA enforcement actions? Are you saying that EPA’s approach is 
the wrong one?

This has nothing to do with the current lawsuits. We fully support EPA’s effort to enforce 
current law. This vision is about the juture, not the past.
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Thank you, MdiXk [Gustafson], for helping to lead us toward a generation of trucks 
that will be cleaner, more fuel-efficient, and more competitive as well.

I have worked on environmental causes for more that two decades now. But in all 
my years of work on this issue, I have never seen a more hopeful sight that the crowd that 
is gathered here today.

Standing with us are captains of industry; labor leaders and working men and 
women; Teamsters and auto workers; lifelong environmentalists.

Ten years ago, if you’d told me you were assembling this crowd. I’d have thought 
it was an episode of Crossfire.

We’ve come a long way. Today, we’re not shouting at one another - we’re 
standing shoulder to shoulder, working together, meeting our responsibility, doing the 
right thing.

To see how we have come together, for our economy and for our environment - to 
see how former adversaries are working together, and planning together, for a cleaner and 
stronger future - all this gives me a sense of renewed optimism for our country and for 
our environmental future.

The people in this room have shown that if we make the right investments - if we 
make the responsible choices - we don’t have to choose between the economy and the 
environment.

Look at the past seven years. We’re cleaning up the great American rivers.
We’ve speeded up toxic waste clean-ups. We’ve worked with industry to strengthen the 
public’s right to know about chemicals released into their air and water. America is 
taking strong measures on its own to fight global warming.

Our environment is cleaner than it has been in a generation. At the same time, we 
have entered the longest period of economic growth in our entire history. America has 
almost 21 million new jobs. Here in Detroit, you can be proud that after fourteen years of 
trailing Japan, America has led the world in car and truck production for six years in a 

row.

Today, we take the next great step forward - to create good new jobs for 
American families; to keep pollution out of our air and water; and to reduce our 
dependence on foreign oil at the same time.



It has been seven years since we first joined with the leading auto makers to create 
the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles. Our goal was to work with the best 
manufacturers to come up with vehicles up to three times more efficient than what we 
had then - with no sacrifice in performance, safety, or cost.

From the beginning, this partnership was designed to make our auto industry even 
more competitive in world auto markets. And it will.

As I announced last month, we can now look forward to a date in the next three or 
four years when cars with far greater fuel efficiency will be mass-produced, and on the 
showroom floors, being bought by American families.

We can also look forward to the day when families will be able to buy cars with 
remarkable new fuel cell technology - engines that run on water, and are likely to 
increase fuel efficiency by 400 percent. These vehicles will create no greenhouse gas 
emissions at all — and the concept cars at this year’s auto show not only got over 100 
miles per gallon, they can drive for 500 miles without re-fueling.

Starting next year, we’re going to expand this research partnership to place a 
greater focus on how we can produce cleaner and more fuel-efficient SUV’s as well as 

cars.

Today, we take another important step toward a cleaner, stronger future. Together 
with the nation’s leading manufacturers of heavy trucks and truck components, we are 
launching a new 21st Century Trucks Initiative - to dramatically improve fuel efficieney 
and reduce emissions from America’s heavy trucks and buses.

Through the hard work of all the people in this room, we believe we can double 
the fuel economy of an eighteen-wheeler by 2010. And we believe we can triple the fuel 
economy of heavy pick-up trucks and large delivery vans in that same period.

This new partnership will save businesses, truckers, and taxpayers billions of 
dollars a year in reduced fuel costs -- while cleaning the air and helping to combat global 
warming.

And the United States Army, which owns a quarter of a million trucks and buys 
them for all our armed forces, will be a strong and central partner in developing the new 
technologies, in buying them, and in putting them on the road. In fact, since more 
efficient military trucks can go a lot farther without refueling, this partnership will 
increase our Army's fighting strength.

Just as importantly, by investing in these energy-efficient trucks and technologies 
- by encouraging their purchase and their use - we can cut America’s reliance on foreign 
oil, which will mean lower prices at the gas pump, not just in the near-term, but in the 
long-term.



This new partnership pursues a strategy against pollution that must reach across 
our economy, and all around the world in the coming years. A strategy that sees people 
as allies, not adversaries, in meeting environmental challenges. An approach that builds 
upon our responsibilities to one another - to the air, the water, and the land that we hold 
in common, across borders and across the generations.

It continues a journey that many of us have made for many years now. I 
remember one part of my own journey a decade ago, in a different kind of vehicle - one 
that moves just a bit faster than today’s showroom models.

The trip was on the U.S.S. Fargo - a nuclear submarine that traveled under the 
Arctic ice sheet all the way from Greenland to the North Pole.

When we reached the pole, the sub broke through the summer icepack - and as I 
climbed through the hatch, I caught my first glimpse of the North Pole. The light was 
stunningly bright; clouds of ice crystals sparkled in the frozen air.

That submarine was part of a U.S. fleet patrolling secret routes under the ice - 
routes that took our subs and missiles close to the former Soviet Union’s northern border. 
In the process, the Navy had been collecting data about the thickness of the ice cap - 
merely to identify spots where subs could break through the ice.

Most of the information that was gathered had no national seeurity purpose - so it 
was recorded and stored, but never examined or analyzed. It was “exformation” - it 
existed, but no one knew what it said.

As that submarine returned from the pole, deep beneath the ice, it occurred to me 
that if we shared this data with scientists, we could map a timeline of the ice cap, and the 
effects of global warming.

When I returned to Washington, I began to discuss the idea with our military and 
intelligence agencies. One hundred top environmental scientists gained top-secret 
clearance to review the data, and scrub it of anything that could compromise our national 
security. Later, as Vice President, I held a conference with Russian government officials 
and scientists, where both sides agreed to share our scrubbed data about the Arctic - as 
well as previously-secret sonar and satellite data about the northern oceans.

The results were startling. We learned that the Arctic ice cap had thinned by 40 
percent since the 1970’s - a story that made headlines all over the world. The loss has 
averaged four inches a year for the past decade.

When I first started working on this issue more than two decades ago, this 
information was accumulating - but no one had ever seen it. It was easier to make 
excuses, to ignore the threat altogether, or to attack the messenger.



Now it is increasingly clear that global pollution risks not only our quality of life, 
but the very fabric of life itself

Each generation of Americans has its own unique challenge, its own special 
responsibility.

In this decade, in this generation, we have been given one of the greatest 
responsibilities of all: saving the environment - not just for ourselves, not just for our 
children, but for generations far into the future.

I believe we have to make the next ten years the Environment Decade, in America 
and around the world.

I believe we can and must turn the tide against pollution and global warming.
And the people standing here today are proving that we can save our environment and 
safeguard human health - while sustaining our economy as the strongest in the world.

We know there are still powerful apologists for pollution - despite the new 
partnerships we are forging together. Some will always argue that pollution is the 
inevitable price we pay for our prosperity.

That is false; and even worse, it invites and excuses a polities of environmental 
irresponsibility. A lot of us have been fighting against this irresponsibility for a long 
time.

I remember the fierce criticism I got eight years ago, when I wrote “Earth in the 
Balance.” I expected that criticism then, and I wear it as a badge of honor today.

The critics rushed to assail the idea that we could create cleaner, more efficient 
cars, and end our dependence on the internal combustion engine over a period of, say, 25 

years.

We were told that this process would mean an end to the auto industry. In fact, 
we all know now that it will mean new, more efficient, more competitive cars and trucks; 
it will mean new jobs for Michigan, and new business for America.

So let me say to the critics on this issue: the people in this room - the workers, the 
manufacturers, and the business leaders of Michigan - are proving that the skeptics were 

wrong.

And I have an admission to make. I was wrong, too, when I thought we could end 
our reliance on the internal combustion engine in 25 years. Because of our work together, 
we can do it in 1^ than 25 years - while preserving and creating good jobs.



That is why the companies here today are investing so heavily in cleaner, more 
efficient engines. They know it’s a smart investment. By seeing to it that America leads 
the growing market for cleaner cars and trucks with lower gas mileage, we will create 
jobs, not destroy them - good union jobs for Teamsters, for the UAW, and for all working 
Americans. We will strengthen industry, not weaken it. We will sell more to the world, 
not less.

We have heard - and in the months ahead. I’m sure we will hear - every possible 
scare tactic on this issue. But we will not give in, and we will not back down.

It is not extreme but mainstream to champion cleaner fuels, and energy efficiency. 
It’s the right thing to do - and it’s the responsible thing to do.

When it comes to our air, our water, and the Earth itself, we all have a 
responsibility to look not just to ourselves, not just to the politics of the moment, but to 
future generations.

This weekend, we mark the 30th anniversary of the first Earth Day - and the first 
Earth Day of the 2F‘ Century.

Earth Day has always been a recognition of our most powerful common link, the 
air, the water, and the planet we share. This year, on this Earth Day, let us renew our 
resolve to meet our responsibility -

To achieve strong and sustainable growth that does not undermine human health, 
or disrupt the climate of the world.

To forge a future where none of our children have to worry whether the water they 
drink or the air they breathe is safe and pure.

To create a more livable America -- where there are parks and open spaces, 
instead of endless, cookie-cutter sprawl; where families can walk and bike and play 
together; where a clean environment and a high quality of life are a source of security, 
dynamism, and hope for the future.

In the Environment Decade, we must form partnerships with every industry - just 
like the ones here today, which will produce fuel-efficient trucks that the critics said 
could never be made.

In the Environment Decade, we have to make the free market the friend of the 
environment, not its enemy - and the clearest examples are our partnerships for cleaner 
cars and trucks.

In the Environment Decade, we have to invest more in conservation, in renewable 
energy, and in fast-growing technologies that combat pollution.



In the Environment Decade, we need to enforce tough, realistic, achievable 
standards to reduce smog and soot, and protect our children’s health.

In the Environment Decade, we have to expand the right to know to every area 
where pollution of any kind threatens public health. As we work to clean up abandoned 
Brownfields and toxic waste sites, parents need to know if a street-comer is unsafe - or if 
poisonous chemicals can lead to sickness and disease.

In the Environment Decade, we have to protect our forests and our rivers and our 
precious public lands - so that families have places where they can hike and climb, and 
reach out toward the stars.

In the Environment Decade, we have to encourage smarter growth, and more 
livable neighborhoods - so every community will have the chance to grow according to 
its own values, in a way that preserves its own character.

In the Environment Decade, we must also meet persistent global environmental 
challenges. We must continue to ban the chemicals that eat away at our ozone layer and 
expose us to dangerous, cancer-causing ultraviolet rays. If we face this challenge head- 
on, we have the prospect of completely closing the ozone hole over Antarctica over the 
next two generations.

And in this time, we must take decisive steps - not just in this country, but 
everywhere - against global warming. I believe we have to ratify the Kyoto agreement, 
which would commit America to significantly reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

I know we don’t yet have a consensus on this issue - and that many in this room 
may still have disagreements. I feel very strongly that we must move forward. But I 
pledge to you today: I will work with all of you, to move forward in a way that is good for 
our economy, good for our environment, and good for the entire world.

We must ensure that all developed and developing nations are committed to doing 
their part. And I believe we can combat global warming in a way that creates jobs - by 
aggressively pursuing a global market for new energy technology that is expected to reach 
$10 trillion in the next two decades.

I know these challenges are not easy. And for me, they have never been without 
controversy. More than a decade ago, when I set out to write “Earth in the Balance,” I 
was warned not to do it; that it was politically foolish to make so clear a commitment to 
environmental protection, written down in black and white, for all to see.

But for me, a commitment to the environment has always run deeper than politics. 
We have to do what’s right for our environment, because it involves all of our lives - 
from the simple security of knowing that our drinking water is safe, to the more ominous



thinning of the ice caps at the top of the Earth.

One hundred years from now, when our great grandchildren gather to mark the 
first Earth Day of the 22nd Century, I want them to know that we were thinking of their 
time with the same vision, the same dedication, and the same commitment that we 
applied to our own time.

I want them to know that their future meant more to us than the irresponsible 
pursuit of short-term gain.

For the earth is in the balance. Save it we can, and save it we must - for this is the 
great responsibility of our generation. Now let us resolve to finish the job. Thank you.
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ihc two producers liucc February and .. 
the companies hope to close the merger 
ibis summer.

, Bob Allison, long-time chief «ecu- 
tive of Ahadarko. will serve as chair­
man and CEO.of the newly meiged 
company. His counteipart at VPR- 
George Lindahl, a newcomer to *e .
CEO ranks, will hold ihe »ice chairman
"'Allison and Lindahl told analysts 
Monday combining the companies will 
help both take hill advanuge of ^e 
opportunities presented by their indi­
vidual holdings. . . .

Both eoBipaiiics have been weighted' 
with debt and the new company will 
carry S4.1 billion in debt.

‘The balance sheet will be consider­
ably stronger than either company had 
individually.'' Allison said. “The bottom' 
line on financial issues is that the 
combined conmany will have the cash 
flew and the nnancia) strength to 
aggressively fund the eppom^ties we 
baye in diu beautiful portfolio."

Allison stressed that Ae mager, 
which is enpected to be nmnedutply 
accretive to earnings, probably will lead 
to few layoRs or cost savings.

IWe wbbably will find some non- 
cork asiett that we will sell, hilt we 
haviea't screed in on those yet," Allison 
said. "As.far aa beadcoviad is 
Geneeiiied..-ihis is a caitiplementary 
mcraei. This is syncrgislie,...It is not ■ 
driven by cost savings. Certainly there 
wdl be some cost savings and some job
CUW» bat 1 Aink Aat will be tKctiy darn
minor."

*Tbe combination of not just getting 
bigger but making the cumpany 
was real impottaitt," Lindahl said 
during Ac sanm confstence call. ~We 
bring to An ttble cash flow, exploiu- 
don skills, good acreage and gas 
exponlic. Anadaiko brings Ac 
w^lot«lioa...aBd Ac balance sheet

Anadaiko, once primarily a natural 
gas prodoeer, has become more of an oil 
cooHMay in recent years, lan^jk * 

pf nnjor oil discoveries in 
Algeria, the Oiilf of Mexico and Alaska. 
Aboei S3 percent of its leaervcs are oil.

Ji: S^rS^JffiriSantagesof^ co^t^ve^
talking to.sukeholdert about the idea of CoS

Iniitoriv^EcAPli' thSd« got nowHete because Ac

^“■fbe overu^lming idea f« us is Aat it has to be done Icgiriatively to 
give, us the kind of ceiuhuy that we need," a utility industry ’
* ^11 officiakand others agreed that tbe.opportinity lot a eomprom«e is ^ 
greater Aan ever before because utilities arc under the twm pressures of 
increasing ehvironmeutsl regaUtion and the unfamiliar 
'pftiug With each other and non-utility Bennrators in Ae wholesale power
"*WhLi’iii»o«, all Ae s^eboid^ igw^i thi'reguluonr>* 
not v^orking: No less than six of EPA’s air quality regulatory iniuaiives. addressing everyAing ftom fine particles to air quality standards for ozone
to regional bare, are lied Up in federal court. ___

Utilities face a host of regulatory wiiiatives on S02. NOx^wliculates 
d feeional'baze. Mercury and C02 regulation are not far behind.
“It mst made more sense to ay to find an utcgraied solution to all these 

new and pending requirements." anoAei mdusiw offici^ sauL
When SmiA took over the chainnanship a few months ago. he an­

nounced ihdt one of his major priorities was crafoM legislation coniaimug ”n Amgraied approach to reducing air pollurion. ftr Smith. Ac liming of 
the sukeholderi’ interest in a solution couto’t he bener.

-We are seeing tome very animated stakeholders when it comes to t^ 
notion Aac there are problems wiA Ac cunrent sysiem and itoe has to be 
a beiier way to do it." a senior Smith staffer said. “Whai is mterefling u 
how startlingly close the stakeholder* are on the core elemenu ol a

A«oidAg to sMrecs anending the meeting, presentations ww^ade by 
utility reptesenutives of Ae EAson Eleetnc Insniuie ud ^ .emoi 
officials of the Oean Energy Group, which compnats etghi NorthMsr 
utilities, and Ac Clean Air Task Force, an environmental organization Aai 
lobbies sttte and federal authorities on clean air '
.. While EFl officials say no hard numbers on ei^ions cuts have been 
discussed^ Ac Clean Energy Group, composeo of Consolidated Edwon, 
Niagara Mohawk Power, PECO Energy, PO&E
Eaerty, Northeast Utilities. Public Service Electric A Ga* and Sempra 
SSgyr gave a presentation on a familiar proposal they first unvciTed 
durine on-again, off-again Ascusiiens on new souree review reform.

Under Ac “strawiWB" proposal, utilities would agree to stnngnt, 
national decHniitg tonnage caps for NOx, S02, ^02 and mercupr. The 
____ _____ 11,. C'di MiisBholhs SI t9M IcveU bv 2008

w •••■V. f —— -

^^In*rewm for Aese impressive requirements. Ae would get
assnimice A legislation Aat no new requirements would be fortbcoming

^*oi^|toUuSinh«'proh^yh«*ih*^aW*i^ *<> der.il Ac miliarive 
is C02 " said Michael Bradley, executive director of Ae Qean Energy 
Group. "It's probably Ae most impeiunt pollutant m Ac mix bMiuse it has 
the Urycsi business iinpeet, but it is geing to be the herdesr to hsvc
**Bradley Sded Asi the exrent of flexibility allowed utilities "is going to 
be a crucial topic, swee companies vi^ Am sens of utjeu as more 

________ ____________ , .chieveblc if Aert U a higher degree of nexlbiliiy allowed. ____
ATI«n^i COPVIUGiro MAT«IAI,'|tWnotawtottorep;Slim."Akp..ewtAw^
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary

For
Intmediatc
Release

Mcircli 18. 
2000

2QQD

Women’s History 
Month 20U0

details of the cunton/gore
ACTIONS TO ENHANCE AMERICA’S ENERGY 

SECURITY

Energy-Efflciency Enhances Energy Security And 
Strengthens The Economy: The strong performance 
of our economy over the past year, despite oil price 
rises, underscores the dramatic improvements in 
energy efficiency and reliability over the past quarter 
century. While past oil shortages have taken a 
significant toll on the U.S. economy, the recent 
increases in oil prices have yet to have a major impact 
on the U.S. economy. Increased energy efficiency - in 
cars, homes, and manufacturing - has helped insulate 
the economy from these short-term market 
lluctualions. In 1974, we consumed 15 barrels of oil 
for every $10,000 of gross domestic product. Today we 
consume only 8 barrels of oil for the same amount of 
economic output, Bui we can do even belter.

President Clinton And Vice-President Gore Today 
Announced Important Steps To Promote Energy 
Security & Efficiency In America. These Steps 

Include:

• I. Establishing A Regional H«»me Heating Oil 
Reserve: The President remains concerned 
about the effect that future shortages of home
hf'afinir nil m;iv have on nonsiirriHrs nt hf'mi'
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lieiilitig oil, particularly in the Northeast and 
New England. Tn order to reduce the likelihood 
that future shortages will harm consumers, the 

President will;

° Support The Establishment of a Regional 
Reserve: The President supports the 
creation of a home heating oil reserve with 
an appropriate trigger in the Northeast to 
combat future product shortages. In the 
event of home healing oil shortages, 
heating oil can be sold from the reserve in 
order to increase the supply on the market.

° Direct DOE Tn Undertake Necessary 
Environmental Reviews: The President 
has directed the Department of Energy to 
begin the appropriate environmental 
reviews for the creation of a home heating 
oil reserve in the Northeast.

o Call on Congress to Establish Reserve 
Through Legislation: The President calls 
on Congress to pass legislation that 
authorize the creation of a regional 
product reserve, and includes an 
appropriate trigger. The President reserves 
his right to establish a reserve under his 
existing authority, subject to the outcome 
of the environmental reviews, in the event 
that Congress fails to act.

• II, Reauthorizing the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve: Current authorization to operate the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve expires on March 
31st, even as OPEC oil ministers will be meeting 
in Vienna to discuss production quotas. In order 
to ensure that the President maintains the ability 
to use all available tools to respond to the needs 
of the United Stales economy, he will call on 
Congress to immediately reauthorize Titles 1 and 
H of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, 
which authorize the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
and the International Energy Program at the 
Department ot Energy.

• Ml. Enacting A Comprehensive Tax Incentive 
Package: In order to insulate the economy from 
the effects of future energy price incrca.ses, the 
United Stales needs comprehensive and 
balanced package of tax incentives. This

i, -----------------
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domestic oil producers to reduce our reliance on 
oil imports and must include incentives to 
continue expanding renewable energy and 
increasing the energy efnciency of our economy. 
'I’hese tax proposals arc either paid for in the 
President’s budget or will be paid for with 
offsets.

o A. Preserving Productive Capacity of 
the Domestic Oil Industry: In addition to 
calling for steps to decrease our demand 
for oil through increased efficiency, the 
President is proposing new steps to 
support new domestic exploration and 
production, and to lower the business 
costs of producers when oil prices are low. 
These tax proposals will cost less than $1 
billion over ten years. The Administration 
will also continue examining 
oppt)rtunities to preserve marginal well 
production.

■ Support New Domestic 
Exploration and Production:
Major technological advances in oil 
exploration, such as three- and 
four-dimensional seismic drilling, 
arc helping us to find more oil, at 
greater depths, on and off-shore. At 
the same time, these technologies 
have reduced the environmental 
footprint left by exploration and 
production to 1/lOth the size it was 
25 years ago. We need to encourage 
the use of these advanced 
technologies at the same time we 
support exploration for oil and gas.

■ Expensing of Geological and 
Geophysical Co.sls: The 
President is proposing to 
support domestic exploration 
and production by adjusting 
the treatment of the costs of 
exploration and development 
— geological and geophysical 
costs - in the lax code. Under 
current law, geological and 
geophysical costs may be 
deducted in cuneiit year if 
exploration activity wa.s
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unsuccessful, but must be 
civpitalized if the exploration 
activity was successful- By 
allowing the industry to 
expense these costs, we will 
be encouraging the discovery 
of new reserves. The 
Department of Energy 
estimates that G&G will add 
126.000 barrels of oil a day to 
domestic production.

■ Allowing Expensing of Delay 
Rental Payments: A “delay rental 
payment" is an amount paid by a 
lessee to the lessor of a petroleum 
resuLirec when the lessee does not 
begin producing commercial 
quantities of oil or natural gas as 
soon as was agreed to. The delay 
rental payment is intended to 
compensate the lessor for the 
royalties he does not receive while 
production is delayed. Currently, 
the Federal tax code requires 
delayed rental expenses to be 
capitalized to the dcpletable base of 
the property to which they relate if 
the property is being held for 
development. Prior to 1993 all 
delayed rental payments were 
allowed to be expensed in the year 
incurred. Allowing producers to 
expense delay rental payments will 
lower the cost of doing business on 
Federal lands.

■ Examining Measures to Preserve 
Marginal Production: The
Administration will continue to 
examine measures to preserve 
marginal well production, which 
accounts for over 20 percent of 
on-shore oil production in the 
lower-48 states.

B. Improving the Energy Efficiency of 
the Economy; Any tax package to 
improve the energy security of the country 
must include incentives to improve energy 
efficiency and promote the use of

l nf I n
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renewable energy. The President ha.s 
proposed:

■ Tax Credits For Electric, Fuel 
Cell, and Qualitied Hybrid 
Vehicles. Cai's and light trucks 
(including minivans, sport utilities, 
and pickups) cunently account for 
about 40 percent of the nation’s oil 
consumption. Tax credits for 
electric, fuel cell, and hybrid 
vehicles will help to move advanced 
technologies that use less or no oil 
from the laboratory to the highway, 
President Clinton is calling f(»r 
Congress to:

■ Extend the current tax credit 
for electric vehicles and fuel 
cell vehicles. Under cuirent 
law, a 10 percent credit, up to 
$4,000, is provided for the 
cost of qualified electric 
vehicles and fuel cell 
vehicles. The credit begins to 
phase down in 2002 and 
phases out in 200.^. The 
President’s proposal would 
extend the tax credit at its 
$4,000 maximum level 
through 2006.

• Pass tax credits fur hybrid 
vehicles. The President 
proposes a $500 to $3,000 
credit, depending on the 
vehicle’s design performance, 
for all qualifying hybrid 
vehicles, including cars, 
minivans, sport utility 
vehicles, and pickup trucks.

■ Tax Credits for Efficient Homes 
and Building,s. Increasing the 
efficient use of power will reduce 
our relianee on fossil fuels. To 
encourage energy efficiency, the 
President is ealling on Congress to 
pass tax incentive that will promote 
the use of energy efficient practices 
and technologies in our homes and 
buildings.

or 1 n
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■ Tax credit for new energ^y 
efficient homes. To 
encourage the purchase of 
new energy efficient homes, 
the President proposes a tax 
credit of between $ 1,000 and 
$2,000 for new energy 
efficient homes.

■ Tax credit for energy efficient 
equipment in new and 
existing homes or buildings.
To encourage the purchase of 
electric heat pump water 
heaters, natural gas heat 
pumps, and fuel cells, the 
President proposes a tax 
credit equal to 20 percent of 
the cost of the investment, 
subject to a cap, for 
equipment purchased 
between 2001 and 2004.

C. Enacting Tax Credits To Diversify 
Fuel Sources in the Economy: The 
President’s Council of Advi.sors on 
Science and Technology, in its 1997 
report to the President recommended that 
the federal government invest in 
developing a broad portfolio of energy 
sources. I’o promote the development of 
these new energy sources, the President 
has proposed:

■ Tax Credits for Efficient
Non-Petroleum Based Sources of 
Power: In support of the PCAST 
recommendation, the President has 
propo.sed, and calls on Congress to 
pass tax credits to promote 
innovative and sustainable .sources 
of energy supply including:

■ Tax Credits For Solar Energy 
Systems. A 15 percent tax 
credit will encourage the 
purchase by consumers and 
businesses of solar energy 
systems. The maximum credit 
would be $2,000 for rooftop

inf m
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photovoltaic systems and 
$1,000 for solar water heating 

systems.
Tax Credits For Wind Power. 
Current law encourages the 
production of electricity from 
wind through a tax credit of 
1.5 cents per kilowatt hour 
(adjusted for inflation after 
1992). The current lax credit 
covers facilities placed in 
service before January 1, 
2002. The President proposes 
a 2.5-year extension of this 
lax credit.

Produced Frpm Biomass. 
Biomass refers to trees, crops 
and agricultural wastes used 
to produce power, fuels or 
chetnicals. This package of 
credits would:

Closed Loop Biomass: 
Extend cunent 
“closed-loop” biomass 
credit of 1.5 cents per 
kilowatt hour for 2.5 
years.

For Open Tixop 
Biomass: Expand the 
availability of the 
biomass credit of 1.5 
cents per kilowatt hour 
lo include “open-loop” 
biomass (certain 
forest-related resources 
and agricultural and 
other sources) for 
facilities placed in 
service from 
2001-2005,and 
provides a 1.0 cent 
credit fur electricity 
produced from 
2001-2003 from 
facilities placed in 
service prior to January 
1,2001.

■ Provide Tax Credits

' .if 10
gpinooo 1-sx p
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For Cofiring Biomass: 
Add a 0.5 cent per 
kilowatt hour tax credit 
for electricity produced 
by cofiring bioma.s.s in 
coal plants from 
2001-2005.

■ Tax Credits For Methane 
from Landfills: Adds a 1.5 
cent per kilowatt hour credit 
for electricity produced from 
landfills not subject to EPA’s 
1996 New Source 
Performance 
Standards/Emissions 
Guidelines (NSPS/EG) and 
1.0 cent per kilowatt hour for 
landfills subject to NSPS/EG. 
Qualified facilities would be 
facilities placed in service 
after December 31,2000 and 
before January 1, 2006.

IV. Making Common Sense Investments In 
Promoting Energy Efficiency And Alternative 
Energy 'I'cchnologies. In addition to providing 
lax credits to promote domestic oil production 
and energy efficiency, the President and Vice 
President have already presented budget requests 
for appropriations that will further promote 
energy security. They have proposed a budget 
that includes over $1-4 billion next year to 
accelerate the research, development, and 
deployment of alternative and more efficient 
energy technologies.

° $275 Million To Make America’s 
Homes and Buildings More Efficient:
The Administration has proposed funding 
for research to make offices, homes, and 
appliances 50 percent more energy 
efficient within a decade and has proposed 
$275 million in the budget to help do so. 
People understand what that means for 
their home heating bill. Overall, meeting 
this goal would save consumers $1 1 
billion a year in energy costs.

° $173 Million To Weathcrize Low 
Income Households: Our budget 
proposes expanding DOE's

: m( m nn i/7mn i si p
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Weatherization Assistance Program, 
which helps low-income households make 
ihcir homes more energy efficient. These 
are the Americans that most need U) 
reduce monthly energy costs. This 
program has already wealherized almost 5 
million low-income homes and is saving 
3,0 million barrels of oil each year. With 
funding from DOE and the states, we plan 
to add more than 150,000 homes to the 
list in the next year - which will save 
more than an additional 91,000 barrels of 
oil per year. Our budget seeks $154 
million for this important program for next 
year and an additional $19 million for the 
current year in the FY 2000 supplemental 
appropriation.

$255 Million To Make America’s 
Vehicles More Efficient: Our
Partnership for a New Generation of 
Vehicles is on tiack to deliver attractive, 
affordable cars that get up to three limes 
the fuel efficiency of today’s cars. A car 
that gets twice the fuel economy of 
today’s comparable vehicle is the 
equivalent of cutting the price of gas in 
half for the American driver. A typical 
consumer would save more than $300 a 
year in fuel costs and SUV owners would 
save more than $400 a year. By 2010.
DOE plans to develop and commercialize 
fuel efficiency and allemalive-fuel 
technologies that reduce oil consumption 
by nearly 700,000 barrels per day. By 
2020, these technologies will reduce oil 
consumption by nearly 1.5 million barrels 
per day. Our budget seeks $255 million 
for PNGV.

$41U Million To Promote Clean 
Renewable Energy: The President’s 
FYOl budget proposes .$410 millinn for 
DOE efforts to develop domestic sources 
of renewable energy, including wind, 
pholovoltaics and geothermal energy. In 
addition, the President’s Biocnergy 
Initiative will help us create new fuels for 
our cars that will reduce U.S. oil 
consumption, create new income 
opportunities in rural America, and meet

I i,r m 0/91/9000 VS3 t>
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environmental challenges, such as climate 
change.

o Studies on Diversifying Fuels in the 
Northeast and New England: The
Northeast and New England arc 
disproportionately reliant on home heating 
oil as a fuel to heat and power homes, 
businesses and industry. On February 16th 
the President directed Department of 
Energy to undertake a study of ways the 
region could diversify its energy sources 
thereby minimizing the effect of a volatile 
home heating oil market on the regional 
economy. The Department is also studying 
the effects of interruptible natural gas 
contracts on the home heating oil market 
in the region.
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Talking Points on Energy Efficiency and Clean Energy Policy

• As America considers its long-term energy future, and as we deal with short-term market 
fluctuations, we must consider the fundamental benefits of becoming more energy efficient and 
using alternative energy. The President and Vice President believe that we should be in a position 
where the American people are protected from energy price shocks while having access to the 
energy and fuel they need. We can da this hy increasing our energy efficiency and diversifying our 
fuel supply base

• Some believe that the way to respond to market fluctuations is to unbalance the budget and hurt 
the environment. The President and Vice President reject that false choice and ha\<e apian to 
put us on a path of a more self-reliant energy future that will save Americans money, create new 
Job opportunities, and protect our environment.

• This Administration has already presented the Congress an energy policy to achieve this. For 
example, the President and the Vice President have proposed a budget that includes over $1 
billion next year to accelerate the research, development, and deployment of alternative and 
more efficient energy technologies, as well as $4.0 billion in tax incentives over five years to 
benefit our energy-reliant consumers and businesses.

• This Administration has a tax-cut plan to provide long-term benefits. Our common sense tax 
package on clean energy and energy efficiency provides tax credits for the purchase of energy- 
efficient homes, cars, and appliances.

• President and Vice President has proposed tax credits of $1000 to $2000 for homes that 
are 30% to 50% more energy efficient, Americans understand that a home that is 50% 
more efficient can cut their heating hill in half. So under this proposal, consumers get a 
double benefit - a tax credit as well as ongoing savings from reduced energy bills

• We have proposed tax credits ranging from $500 to $4000 for energy efficient cars, such 
as electric, fuel cell, and hybrid vehicles. That’s money in Americans’ pockets right 
now for cars that will cost them less at the pump.

• And, we have proposed, tax credits for clean energy produaion - .such as, wind, 
biomass, and methane from landfills - that will reduce demand for oil to produce 
electricity.

• These are the kinds of tax cuts that will make a real difference in our energy future, and 
will save c onsumers more money in the long run than a small break on the gas tax.

We Are Making America's Homes and Buildings More Efficient-.

• The Administration has proposed $275 million in R&D effbns next year to make offices, 
homes, and appliances 50% more energy efficient within a decade. People understand 
what that means for their home heating bill. Overall, meeting this goal wtndd save 
consumers $11 billion a year in energy costs.

• We are accelerating efforts to establish energy efficiency standards for appliances and 
encouraging more Americans to use Energy Star Product.s. (fwe all used Energy Star 
products, America would reduce its energy bill by $100 billion over the next 15 years!

• The President’s recent Executive Order 13123 has made the Federal Government a 
leader in building energy efficiency, saving taxpayers $750 million annually.



Sep-21-OO 04: IIP Climate Change Task For-ce P . 13

• We are expanding DOE’s Weatherizatirm Assistance Program that helps low-income 
households make their homes more energy efficient. These are the Americans that most 
need to reduce monthly energy costs Ihisprogram has already weatherizeJ almost 5 
million Unv-income homes and is saving 3.0 million barrels of oil each year. With 
funding from DOE and the states, we plan to add more that 150,000 homes to the list in 
the next year - which will .\ave more than an additional 91,000 barrels of oil per year. 
Our budget seeks $154 million for FY 2001 and an additional $19 million for the current 
year in the FY 2000 supplemental spending bill.

fVe Are Making America's Vehicles More Efficient:

• Our Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles is on track to deliver us attractive, 
affordable cars that get up to three times the fuel efficiency of today’s cars. A car that 
gets twice the fuel economy of today's comparable vehicle is the equivalent of cutting the 
price of gas in halffor the American driver and would save a typical consumer more 
than $300 a year in fuel costs; SUV owners would save more than $400 a year.

• By 2010, DOE will help develop and commercialize fuel efficiency and alternative-fuel 
technologies that reduce oil consumption by nearly 700,000 barrels per day. By 2020, 
these technologies will reduce oil consumption by nearly 1.5 million barrels per day.

We Are Promoting Clean Renewable Energy:

• The President’s FYOl budget proposes $410 million for DOE efforts to develop key 
renewable technologies, including wind, photovoliaics and geothermal energy

• The President’s Bioenergy Initiative will help us create new fuels for our cars that will 
reduce U.S. oil consumption, create new income opportunities in rural America, and 
meet environmental challenges, such as climate change.

• The Administrations has proposed restructuring electricity industry to make it more 
efficient and cleaner, while saving consumers at least $20 billion annually on their 
electricity bills.

We Are Helping Make America ’.v Industry More Efficient and Competitive:

• Our plan helps industry implement win-win strategies for cutting energy costs.
• We invest in R&D with America’s most energy intensive industries get more output for 

each unit of energy they use - this will save them $30 billion in reduced energy costs 
through 2010.

We Have More Initiatives in the Works:

• We are finalizing an Executive Order that would require the Federal Government to 
reduce its own petroleum consumption.

• We are finalizing an agreement with industry that will lead to dramatic increases in fuel 
efficiency for heavy trucks.

• We Need the Congre ss to Stop Playing Politics Over Energy Policy and Pass Our Long Term 
Plan, so We can Give the American People the Energy Security they Deserve without 
Unbalancing the Budget and Harming the Environment.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Offioe of tho Press Secretary 
(Phoenix, Arizona)

For Immediate Release June 22, 2000

TEXT OF A T.RTTER FROM THE PRESTDENT TO THE SPEAKER AND DEMOCRATIC LEADER 
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND THE MAJORITY AND DEMOCRATIC LEADERS

OF THE SENATE

June 22, 2000

Dear Mr, Speaiter: (Dear Mr. T.eoder:)

With so much attention focused on tfie recent spike in gasoline prices 
and OPEC's decision to increase production quotas, it is critical that 
we not lose sight of our nation's long-term energy needs. For seven 
years, my Administration ha.s pursued a sound, Coiiiprehen.si ve policy to 
address those needs. Regrettably, several key elements of this 
Admi ni.strati on ' s strategy have languished in Congress. In recent days, 
in fact, budget initiative.^ to Strengthen our energy supply have 
suffered significant c\its, while some Members have advanced proposals 
that would seriously harm our environment in the name of energy 
security. I urge you to work closely with me to enact tliese critical 
energy proposals without further delay.

T rem,iin very concerned about high gasoline prices and find the 
situation in the Chicago/Mi 1waukee region particularly troubling. Last 
week, the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency sent analysts to the region to explore the reasons tor this price 
differential. while a number of factors appear to have contributed r.o 
the unusually high prices in the region, it is possible that they may 
not account tor the entire increase in gas prices. The Federal Trade 
Commission has initiated an i nve.st iejation of pricing practices in the 
region to determine if there is any unfair or illegal activity there.
We look forward to the results of these investigations.

Our concern about high gasoline prices in the short-term, however, 
cannot be allowed to distract u.s from addressing the long-term energy 
needs of our nation. My Administration has pursued an energy policy 
that provides comprehensive and balanced approach to addres.sing the 
nation's energy needs. Unfortunately, Congress is considering proposals 
that are unnecessary and would do irrevocable harm to tiie environment, 
such as opening the Arctic refuge to drilling. Instead, Congress should 
act on the following key pieces of my energy policy.

First, I have proposed a $-1 billion package of tax incentives to 
encourage consumers to purchase more efficient cars, homes, and con.sumer 
products. Congress has failed to enact this package for over two years, 
even though the.se tax credits would save con.sumers money, protect our 
environment, and reduce our dependence on foreign oil. I also have 
proposed tax incentives to support renewable energy and the domestic oil 
industry, including the expensing ot geological and geophy.sical expense.s 
and delay rental payments.

Second, over the past seven years 1 have repeatedly proposed 
significant increases in Federal investments in responsible domestic 
.source.s of energy, LriCluding most recently ? 1 .-5 billion in FY 2001 for

I 012 9/21/2000 4:01 PM
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hiqh-priority items at DOE for energy efriciency, renewable energy, 
natural gar., and di.Ttributed power generation r.ystems. Specitic 
examples of Uiese investments include more efficient technologies tor 
our factories and homes, weatherization of low income households, 
technologies to produce brofuels and power from biomass, and the 
Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV) — a collaborative 
effort with automakers to deliver affordable cars that are three times 
more fuel efficient. Yet, Congre.s.s has failed to support these critical 
goals, approving only 12 percent of our proposed increases for energy 
efficiency and renewabic.s over the past seven years. This year, the 
House has already cut DOE's E'Y 2001 budget for energy efficiency 
programs below last year's enacted level and has cut virtually all DOE 
t\inding tor the PNGV program.

Third, two years ago I submitted the Comprehensive Electricity 
Restructuring Act to Congress, to improve the operation and efficiency 
of the electricity sector. Congrn.s.s to date has not enacted a 
comprehen.sive restructuring bill. Such legislation would improve the 
reliability of our electric power system, provide American consumers an 
estimated annual savings of $20 billion as a result of competition In 
electricity markets, and significantly reduce greenhouse ga.s emissions.

Fourth, to address energy supply emergencies, T have called for 
reauthori za t ion of tiie strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR), the 
establishment of a regional home heating oil reserve in Llie Northeast, 
and replenishment of the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program 
emergency funds. Authorization tor the .SPR expired on March 31, 2000.
It is critical that the SPR be reauthorized so th.at T have available all 
means to respond to any possible energy supply emergency. Further, the 
Department of Energy cannot establi.sh a regional home heating oil 
re.serve in the Nnrthea.st to respond to shortage.s of home heating oil 
until Congress either reauthorizes the SPR or separately p.asses 
legislation authorizing the creation ot snch a reserve with a 
responsible trigger. Because Congress has failed to act thus far, it 
will be virtually impo.ssible to establish a home heating oil reserve in 
time for next winter.

America needs a balanced, forward-looking energy policy based on the 
proposals that my Admi ni .st rat i on ha.s put before Congress. We are 
committed to a responsible approach that will infuse our energy sector 
with both efficiency and competition; that values clean air, clean 
water, and healthy lands; and that snek.s to cushion America against 
emergencies in the energy market. Congress should act on my proposals 
without further hesitation.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

# # #

2 of 2 W21/2000 4;01 PM
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EPA’s Climate Partnerships; Energy Savings
August 2000

EPA’s climate partnerships, such as Energy Star, have been highly successful at reducing 
energy consumption, and saving businesses, consumers and other organizations money on 
utility bills.

For every dollar spent by the FPA on these programs, the nation’s energy bill is reduced by 
more than $70. At the same time, more than 2.5 tons of carbon dioxide emissions are 
prevented.

A typical family can save up to $400 on their annual energy bills by purchasing energy .saving 
products that can be easily idcntilied by EPA and DOE’s Energy Star label.

On a cumulative basis from 1995 through 1999, EPA has reduced energy consumption by more 
than 120 billion kilowatt hours and saved consumers and businesses mt>re than $ 10 billion on 
utility bills.

In 1999 alone, these programs conserved enough energy to light 50 million homes Ibr the year. 
At the same time, the programs;

Prevented NOx emissions equivalent to the annual pollution from 75 power plants; and

Prevented greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to eliminating the pollution from more 
than 35 million cars for the year.

Since many of the investments promoted through EPA’s climate programs involve 
energy-ellicient equipment with lifetimes often years or more, the investments that have been 
spurred through 1999 will continue to deliver environmental and economic benefits through 
2010 and beyond. Based on investments in equipment already made due to EPA’s programs 
through 1999, familie.s and businesses across the country will save more than $25 billion 
through 2015.

EPA is requesting $227 million for the Climate Change Technology Initiative, a $124 million 
increase over FY2000. Compared to continuation of the programs at current funding level.s, 
the requested funding increase will deliver the foUowing additional benefits over the next 
decade:

- $35 billion in energy savings to families and busmes.ses;

- 335 million tons of greenhouse gas reductions (metric tons, carbon equivalent); and 

850,000 tons of NOx reductions.
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Washington Times - July 12, 2000

A plan for all seasons 

Patrick J. Michaels
p. A20

On June 27, Vice President Al Gore unvealed his 
plan to fight global warming and to protect, in his 
words, "the stable seasons God gave us."

These gifts include "Hurricane Season," which 
officially began on June 1, "Tornado Season," which 
runs from January through December, and winter, 
which anyone with a few dollars tries desperately to 
escape.

In order to preserve these seasons, Mr. Gore 
recommends several policy proposals that deserve 
scrutiny. They include:

• Solar energy. Currently, solar electricity costs 
about 5 times as much as conventional power. This is 
largely because the surface of the Earth generally 
doesn't receive enough energy to power much of 
anything consequential. As an example, at current 
conversion rates, the area of solar panels required to 
power an efficient air conditioner for an average 
two-story home would be larger than the home itself.

• "Hybrid" gas-electric cars. As correctly noted in 
several news reports, Honda has been "selling" these



since January. You probably haven't seen one, 
though, because no one's buying. It's a two-seater 
that, when all the physics is said and done, gets about 
the same highway mileage as the conventional Civic 
CRX FE of 12 years ago. It does better in the city 
because the engine stops dead when it is not moving. 
So much for running the air conditioner in 
Washington, where traffic is always stopped, during 
summer. Ditto for defrosting the windshield in 
Minnesota as the blizzards howl in another of God's 
"stable seasons" (and where people not dressed like 
the Michelin Tire-Person can meet the Maker of 
Seasons in less than a night).

• Central economic planning. According to his 
June 27 press release, "Al Gore supports tax credits 
to help make electricity products produced from 
wind, biomass, and landfill methane ... price 
competitive with other forms of electricity." If the 
government were such a good investor, everybody 
on Social Security would own a beach house.

Let's see how much dreaded global warming 
these proposals will save, since their real purpose is 
to meet the guidelines of the Kyoto Protocol, an 
infamous U.N. document for which Mr. Gore is 
largely responsible. According to the computer 
model from the U.S. National Center for 
Atmospheric Research, if the entire world reduced its 
greenhouse emissions by roughly 5 percent — the 
integrated goal of the Protocol — the Earth's mean 
temperature would be 0.07 degrees Celsius lower in 
2050 (and 0.14 C by 2100) than if we just continued 
"business as usual."

But the United States currently contributes only 
about 25 percent of total emissions. So our 
contribution to the "saved" warming is only 0.02 C 
by 2050. Of course, by 2050 our actual fraction 
drops even further as the rest of the world develops, 
emitting relatively more greenhouse gases. Under the 
best scenario, all we get from Mr. Gore's program is 
about 1/100 of a degree.

Would this affect the "stable seasons"? Consider: 
The average temperature variability — from 
year-to-year — is about 1 C. That's 100 times the 
temperature "saving" resulting from Mr. Gore's plan.
A garden-variety "hurricane season" produces 10 
named storms, plus or minus three. Could 1/100 of a 
degree of temperature produce any detectable 
change in a number already ranging between 7 and 
13? And how about tornadoes? In a bad year, 400 
Americans die; in a good one, maybe 40. Will 
changing the mean temperature of the Earth from 
15.00 C to 14.99 C alter this range? The answers 
are as obvious as the rhetoric is inflated.

Along similar lines, Mr. Gore vowed to "make



our nation the world's leader in manufacturing a new 
generation of clean cars, trucks, buses, and sport 
utility vehicles," "building a diversified energy 
infrastructure," creating "light-rail, high-speed rail, 
and mag-lev" trains, and upgrading the nation's public 
bus system (a big issue with voters for sure).

The fact is, people like their SUVs just fine, thank 
you, and the 10-year payment plan isn't about to 
make them trade in anytime soon. As far as trains go, 
when is the last time you rode one instead of an 
airplane? Have you taken the bus to Chicago 
recently?

There's more: "Al Gore will expand investment in 
the Small Business Innovation Research Program 
(SBIR) and the Advanced Technology Program 
(ATP) and target these increases to provide 
businesses with incentives to develop new 
energy-efficient and environmental technologies and 
put these new technologies in the marketplace."

I am still trying to figure out what this last one 
means. But one thing for certain is that it is an 
indication of the hot air of Campaign 2000, another 
God-given season.

Patrick J. Michaels is senior fellow in 
environmental studies at the Cato Institute and 
author of "The Satanic Gases."

p. A22
Chicken Little would love global climate report

The politicized goal of sensationalizing unproven 
theories about global climate change, part of which is 
seemingly accomplished by the widespread 
dispensing of fear and uncertainty to the public, 
continues with the release of the draft report of the 
National Assessment on Climate Change (NACC).

The report uses worst-case and often conflicting 
scenarios from foreign climate models as a basis for 
speculating about possible impacts of potential 
climate change. Most readers will miss the 
disclaimers and believe it is a prediction of things to 
come.

Without fail, billions of taxpayers' dollars have 
been and continue to be used to promote a political 
agenda. Responsible use of sound science plays a 
distant second to the drumbeat of doom-and-gloom 
scenarios thrust into public awareness.

The Annapolis Center (a nonprofit organization 
committed to promoting the use of sound science in 
public policy decision-making), clarified the current



state of climate modeling in its report "Climate 
Change Modeling: Helping to Understand Strengths 
and Weaknesses." Critical determinations made in 
this report include;

* The present state of understanding regarding 
greenhouse warming using global climate models is 
tantamount to watching a football game from a plane 
at 30,000 feet — while movement can be discerned, 
individual plays cannot be understood.

* That global climate models may never be able 
to predict greenhouse-related change due to the 
inherent complexity of nature.

* That globai climate models are good research 
and learning toois.

But this important academic tool can be misused 
to imply a level of understanding and predictive 
capability that just doesn't exist.

One major unanswered question is how much of 
the observed warming of about 1 degree Fahrenheit 
during the past century may be caused by human 
activities and how much by natural climate variations. 
Despite the impression given by those attempting to 
advance one political agenda over another, we 
simply do not know the answer.

Another Annapolis Center report recently 
released, "Global Climate Change and Human 
Health," summarizes what is and is not known about 
this subject. The major conclusions of the report 
include:

* Climate change is only one of a multitude of 
factors that are likely to have significant influence on 
human health during the coming century.

* Tropicai geography, poor water and food 
security, low socioeconomic status and political 
instability define the regions that would be most 
vulnerable to the health effects of climate change.

* The interactions between the environment 
(including climate and weather) and the vector/ 
pathogen/host systems (i.e., mosquitoes) are 
extremely complex. It is important to avoid simplistic 
interpretations when discussing inten^entions aimed at 
reducing vector-borne (VBD) and waterborne 
diseases.

* Models are often quoted as the shape of things 
to come. Current VBD models cannot predict the 
impact of climate change on disease transmission 
several years in the future with any accuracy.

* The number of laboratories doing disease 
surveillance on emerging and re-emerging infectious 
diseases is relatively small, and in many places they 
are poorly funded. Improved surveillance could save 
lives.

The sensational release of the NACC report does 
little but continue Chicken Little's dire and hysterical



predictions of the sky falling and says farewell to 
thoughtful, agenda-free driven science.

HAROLD M. KOENIG 
Chairman and president 
Annapolis Center 
Annapolis
Harold M. Koenig is a retired vice admiral and 

former surgeon general in the Navy.

Rosina M. Bierbaum
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REMARKS AS prepared FOR DELIVERY BY VICE PRESIDENT AL CORE 
ENERGY SECURITY AND ENVIRONMENT TRUST 

Tuesday, June 27,2000

Tm so pleased lo be here at Trigen - where you are harnessing new fonns of energy, and 
in the process, thriving as a business and creating good new jobs for America.

This building was a seedbed of 20'’’ Century progress. In fact, Thomas Edison himself 
helped to develop its original power system. And now this place is at the cutting-edge of 
the new energy technology we need for our new prosperity.

For the past two weeks, I've been talking about the big choices we have to make to secure 

even greater prosperity, and even greater progress, as we begin the 21*' Century.

The American people have a right to be proud of what they did in the past eight years. 
Because of their hard work - and because we made the ri^t choices with the Climon- 
Gore economic strategy, to unleash their creativity - we are now living in the longest 
period of economic growth in the entire histoiy of America, which of course began right 
here in this city, 224 years ago next week.

Everybody knows: we're better off today than we were four years ago, or 224 years ago.

And this is my message today: you ain't seen nothing yet. I know in my heart that the 
benchmark of American creativity can be even higher.

There can be a next stage of prosperity in which American creativity builds not just a 
better product — but also a healthier planet. A next stage of progress in which it is an 
every-day accomplishment for Americans to develop path-breaking technologies that 
create millions of high-wage jobs, clean up the environment, and combat global warming 
at the same time. A next stage of prosperity and progress in which we encourage and 
support the Thomas Edisons of tomorrow - and empower them to build a better, cleaner, 
more prosperous world.

We can now harness that uniquely American power of innovation. We will say to the 
nation's inventors and entrepreneurs; if you invest in these new technologies, America 
will invest in you.

And we will prove, once and for all. that we can clean up pollution, make our power 
systems more efficient and more reliable, and move away from dependence on others - 
all with no new taxes, no new bureaucracies, and no onerous regulations. In fact, we will 
cui taxes to help families and businesses buy the clean technology of the future.

At the core of this next-stage prosperity is one of our oldest and most enduring American 
values; independence. Our nation's energy resources should not be so overly reliant on

DucumnCl
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oThers, so subject to shortages, or so vulnerable to big oil interests trampling on the public

We are Americans; we should plan ahead so that we can do what we have always taken as 
a right - turn on our engines and get where we want to go, with nobody's pennission.
Our next-stage prosperity must be built on our ability to make sure Americans will be free 
forever from the dominance of big oil and foreign oil.

All of you who drove to work today know that the cost of gasoline is simply too high for 
America s working families. In the first part of this year, oil company profits increased 
nearly 500 percent. That's why I’ve called for a federal investigation of concentration, 
non-competitiveness, and pricing practices in the oil industry. Now that the investigation 
has started, I would like to call for public hearings so the voices of American consumers 
can be heard.

But now is also the time to recognize tbar the challenge we face is even broader than 
soaring gasoline prices. Wc see the same underlying problem in OUT aging power systems 
that are becoming less reliable. And we see it in the old engines and power plants that 
waste so much energy and in doing so create way too much pollution - that makes our air 
unhealthy, and oiur world warmer.

But we don't have to accept a future of more pollution. We don't have to accept a future 
where kids and grandparents have to stay indoors on a muggy day, and where the days 
themselves get muggier still

Here's the good news; we have the means and the technology to meet all these challenges. 
Because of American ingenuity and invention - because of the remarkable strides that are 
being made by our leading companies and our leading scientists - we stand today on a 
new frontier of energy independence and environmental protection.

It is time to abandon old ways of thinking that hold us back. For example, it's an old, 
timid way of thinking to say that we have to trade off our economy and our environment; 
it is a new, bold way of thinking to see that environmental protection can actually fuel 
economic growth.

It is an old, timid way of thinking to accept the inevitability of diny power plants, or 
electricity generators where most of the energy is wasted - and consumers have to foot 
the bill. It is a new, bold way of thinking to invest in cleaner, more reliable power which 
safeguards our air as it saves on monthly utility bills.

It is an old, timid way of thinking to build our lives and livelihoods around a fuel source 
that is distant, uncertain, and easily manipulated; it is a new, bold way of thinking to 
demand and develop new technologies to free ourselves from gas-tank price-gouging.

DotumemJ
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It is an ol4, timid way of thinking to suggest that those who put the good of the Earth at 
the heart of the American dream are somehow outside the mainstream. It is new, bold 
thinking to realize that the mainstream has shifted like a mighty river. Now, at the dawn 
of the 21st Century, the great groundswell of American citizens, homemakers, school 
children, workers, CEO's and entrepreneurs - people who care about the Eanh, and who 
are calling on those in the balls of power to find new solutions to protect our well-being 
in relation to the environment - they are the true American majority, the new American 
mainstream.

These past eight years, we have shattered the old way of thinking. Just look at our 
progress:

While our economy has grown, we have raised, not lowered, the standards for the water 
our children drink.

While we have led the world in job creation, we have toughened, not weakened, our 
standards to reduce air pollution, so that one day, kids who are now gelling asthma might 
breathe free.

While our production has expanded, we have cleaned up more, not less, toxic waste in 
our neighborhoods.

On behalf of our people and our nation, I will not let us be dragged backward.

The next President better be willing to hear the voices of the new mainstream; to 
understand what leadership looks like in this new era - and be willing to lead.' 1 ask for 
your support, to provide that leadership.

If you believe those who cling to timid, old ways of thinking, who say there is no 
alternative to breathing more air pollution if we are to have the freedom of the highway - 
and no alternative to emptying our wallets each time we try to get there - then I'd like to 
tell you a story about what America can do.

Just before the nim of the last century, as our cities grew, they faced an environmental 
challenge: the massive proliferation of horses and horse-drawn carriages. It was 
potentially a serious crisis: feed lots were crowding out farm land. And I'm told that other 
problems also mounted up. Then American inventors came up with the answer: the 
motorized carnage — soon known as the automobile. Of course, this quickly grew into a 
major industry, employing millions of Americans and leading the world in yet another 
benchmark of creativity and well-being,

Then, decades later, when smog increasingly shadowed our great cities, we decided it was 
rime to reduce the pollution from automobiles. And once again, those who clung to 
timid, old ways of thinking said it couldn't be done. But they underestimated what 
American genius can achieve.
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The soluiion was ihe invenrion of a small device called a catalytic converter, now put into 
every car. Today, as a result, automobiles produce 90 percent less pollution That's a big 
part of the reason why Los Angeles went an entire summer last year without a single foil- 
scale smog alert. And that's also why America leads the world in yet another industry - 
exporting billions of dollars worth of catalytic converters.

i^us^^'^ beginning of what we can do - from transportation, to power plants, to

We are close to the day when Americans can buy cars with new foel cells that truly 
revolutionize foel efficiency. We've worked for this in a public-private partnership with 
our leading auto makers. The only emission from these cars will be water; they create no 
^eeifoouse gases at all - which means they combat global warming. And lest you think 
that this is a pie-in-the-sky prediction many years from the market, one version on display 
at this year’s auto show got over 100 miles per gallon - and we learned just last week that 
buses powered by this technology will be driving on America's city streets within two 
short years.

Nearly a decade ago. when I wrote "Earth in the Balance" critics rushed to assail the idea 
that we could create cleaner, more effreient cars, and end our dependence on the internal 
combustion engine over a period of, say, 25 years.

Today, I have to admit; I was wrong. Now, because of American innovation, our auto 
executives and workers believe we can do it in than 25 years - while preserving and 
creatmg good jobs.

It's not just the auto industry that is leading the way in the right direction. Here at this 
plant, you are producing power that is more than twice as efficient as the average power 
plant. And you have cut your greenhouse emissions in half. Your business is thriving.

Something similar is happening at Maytag, in Newton, Iowa. I met and talked with the 
people who work there. When Maytag's profits started sagging, they went back to the 
drawing board and invented a new washing machine that conserves energy and saves 
nearly 7.000 gallons of water every year - more water than an average person drinks in a 
lifetime. That one product helped to increase Maytag's home appliance sales by 25 
percent — and profits soared.

Today, I'm proposing that we invest in even more of this kind of innovation and industry; 
that we cut taxes so families and small businesses can afford to buy the cars and products 
of the future; and that we work with private industry to develop not just a new generation 
of vehicles, but a new generation of light rail and mass transit, and a new generation of 
cleaner, more reliable power systems.
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Jusi over the horizon is a future where you can cool your home in the summertime, drive 
your car to pick up the kids after school, and light up your backyard for an evening 
barbecue - all without using a single drop of oil or gasoline; all without lowering the 
quality of the air your children breathe.

Just over the horizon is a future where you can power your own home with solar energy, 
and then make money by selling some of the energy you generate back to the local utility. 
In fact, right here in Philadelphia there are families now doing just that.

This is the future we can all have. But it's not going to just happen on its own. It's 
something we have to make for ourselves - together.

I know that some want to hold back this progress, and keep things just as they are - with 
both pollution and energy prices rising every year. They argue that pollution is the price 
we somehow have to pay for prosperity. Maybe it's because they're the ones who make 
their money by cutting comers, in refusing to take responsibility for the pollution that 
diey dump on evisrybody else. They argue that protecting our Earth in ways that create
jobs is simply impossible. They imply that even caring about the environment at all is 
"extreme."

These are the same apologists for pollution who also complain about high gasoline prices, 
after they've previously called for higher oil prices to raise industry profits still more.
Let's face it: one hundred years ago, they would have been the ones who cried to block the 
automobile as a threat to the horse and buggy industry.

I say to you today: at a time when America's automobile companies are developing 
products that can sharply reduce global warming - at a time when energy efficiency is 
thnving at companies like this one and reviving the plants and factories where these new 
approaches are used - it is those who stand in the way of progress who are "extreme." It 
is Those who would continue to unnecessarily endanger our children with pollution who 
are "extreme."

Cutting pollution is valuable to our economy. But this is about more than the value of our 
economy; it's about our values as a people. I want it to be said of us that we accepted 
responsibility for the choices that we made. On the economy, I want it to be said that we 
refrained from passing any debt of our own down to ihe next generation — and that 
instead we used our prosperity to lift our own debt from the shoulders of our children's 
grandchildren, and all those who come after us.

Now we must do this in our environmental policies. After all, there is more than one kind 
of national debt. Pollution and energy dependence are also a borrowing fi-om future 
generations. We should no more saddle our children and grandchildren with the expenses 
of cleaning up our pollution than we should saddle them with the burden of paying our 
bills.
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Orher peoples have left soaring cathedrals or magnificent masterpieces that speak to 
future centuries about their values and vision Now, this present moment is ours. And 
the great gift that our generation can make to those who will look back at who we were 
and what we did is a legacy of creativity and boldness no smaller than the Earth itself 
History is beckoning us to step up to this challenge. We dare not fail the future or our 
children's descendants. I will not let us fail.

Today, I’m proposing a new Energy Security and Environment Trust - a bold and 
unprecedented commitment to achieve an even more prosperous economy, powered by 
cleaner, more reliable energy, in a healthy, truly livable environment.

First, we will modernize and improve our nation's power systems — to prevent future 
power outages before they affect you and your family.

We will ensure reliable and affordable electriciry by providing new incentives to industry 
ro improve our power lines.

And we will give special incentives to companies that want to use their own, more 
efficient power systems on-site - or use renewable energy, such as wind or solar power.

Second, we will do more to protect our kids and our parems from the smog and soot that 
cause asthma.

One of the best ways we can do this is by giving new incentives to industry to transform 
dirty old power plants into modem, clean sources of energy. For that, we will need 
enforceable, market-based standards that are comprehensive instead of piecemeal. And 
we need to end monopolies, and instead let competition bring us dean energy and smaller 
energy bills.

We are blessed with abundant supplies of coal, petroleum, and natural gas; we have to 
use these resources wisely. With new technology, we can make aJJ our energy sources 
cleaner, safer, and healthier for our families.

We will bring together the best minds from the private sector - and create an open 
competition to design the best incentives for old power plants and industries to change, to 
improve, to modernize and move ahead. Throu^ the power of free markets, we will ’ 
take a dramatic step forward for our children's health, which will also be a dramatic new 
step toward a stable climate.

Third, while we modernize our power systems and reduce pollution here at home, we 
must aggressively pursue the global market for new energy technology that is expected to 
reach $10 trillion in the next two decades, as other countries also take steps to overcome 
pollution and the threat of global warming.
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As the world implements the Kyoto treaty, we must ensure that all developed and 
developing nations do their part.

Fourth, as we reduce America's dependence on big oil and imponed oil for the long te*„.
- by finding new and better ways to produce clean, affordable, and reliable energy here in 
Amenca - we will work even more closely with industry and labor to bring cleaner cars 
trucks, and buses to showrooms and streets around the world. This is a multi-hundred- ’ 
billion-dollar industry; we've got to seize the lead, before Japan or any nation beats us to 
it.

Fifth, we will cut taxes so families can start buying those 100-mile-per-gallon cars as they 
hit the showrooms. Even the best innovations are of little use if they are stuck in a lab ~ 
unaffordable and unattainable to you. your family, or your business. But tax credits can 
make them competitive and then mass production will bring the prices down even further.

We will also give tax credits so that it is not far-reaching fantasy to pm a solar roof on 
your home, or to renovate your home to make it more energy-efficient, but an affordable 
and money-saving practicality.

We will also make major new investments in light rail and mass transit - to make your 
neighborhoods more livable, and to liberate families from having to buy gas ax any price 
if the/d really prefer not to.

Finally, we will do more than use the technologies of the future - we as a nation will 
aggressively invest in the skill and creativity of the people who discover them, and the 
factory workers who produce them.

There will be no new bureaucracies; no new agencies or organizations, because the era of 
old government is over. We'll measure performance carefully and ensure that we reach 
OUT goals With common-sense standards. But it is America’s innovators and 
entrepreneurs, investors and working men and women who will forge the real solutions - 
not the federal government.

I know these challenges are not easy. And for me, they have never been without 
controversy. But my commitment to the environment has always run deeper than politics. 
We have to do what's right for our Earth because it is the moral thing to do. ft involves 
all of our lives - from the simple security of having safe, reliable, affordable electricity 
for your home; to America's ability to keep building and selling the best new cars, trucks, 
and technology ro the world; to guarding our children from the summer smog that is made 
worse by global wanning, and securing for our grandchildren the expectation of a joyful 
array of seasons that we took for granted when we grew up ourselves.

In every age, America has proven wrong those who cling to the old, tired ways of doing 
things. We will prove them wrong again today.
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When Americans work Together, we can solve any problem, and master any challenge.

So if you believe m the American spirit of invention - if you believe, as I do, that 
America can produce the cleanest, cheapest electricity in the world with far less pollution 
-- then join with me.

On behalf of our kids, who are counting on us to act like real adults when a serious 
environmental challenge faces them, we will take the White House this November.

If you believe, as I do, that it is just plain unacceptable for America to import nearly two- 
thirds of the oil we use; if you beheve that the big oil companies should behave with a 
sense of public responsibility - then join with me.

On behalf of our families and the good things we could bring them with the money we 
don't spend on exorbitant gas or electric prices, we will win this fight.

If you believe, as I do, tliat wc can forge a future where not one of our mothers or fathers 
has to worry whether the water they give their children to drink or the air their children 
breathe is safe for them or toxic to them, then 1 need more than your suppon. I need your 
enthusiasm. I need your hard work- We have a mission to achieve — in November and 
beyond.

If you allow yourselves to believe, without reservation, that we can do what's ri^t and be 
the better for it, then we will accomplish what we set our minds to do.

Join forces with me. and we will do the right thing - and we will do it well. Thank you.
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ANSWERS TO FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT

THE GREEN POWER FINANCE INITIATIVE:
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR 

GREEN POWER PRICE INSURANCE

How does the insurance actually work?
A green marketer would take out a price insurance policy before it entered into a power 
purchase agreement, and the insurance would apply to the power purchased under 
that agreement. The premium, set in negotiations with insurance companies that 
wished to participate in the program, would be based on the annual amount of green 
power sales covered by the policy (for example, one mill ($0,001) per kWh of 
coverage).

^ I V

The insured risk would cover a decline in the wholesale green premium — the difference between 
the wholesale market prices of green and conventional power. The green premium might decline 
due to a sharp reduction in the cost of renewable energy, demand for green power might dry-up, 
or because the supply of green power grows faster than demand.

The insurance would not cover one hundred percent of the decline, 
but would be subject to a deductible and cover only one-half of the 
decline after the deductible. The total funds available for meeting 
claims would consist of three layers. The first layer would be the 
insurance premiums paid by marketers, perhaps $25 to $30 million 
over the life of the program. The second layer would consist of the 
$40 to $45 million from the funds committed by the federal and state 
governments. The third layer would be the capital of the 
participating insurance companies, used to satisfy any claims in 
excess of the first two layers.

What renewable 
energy technologies 
are covered by the 
proposed insurance?
Primarily (new) solar, 
wind, biomass and 
geothermal energy 
projects.

The federal and state conunitment would be contingent on the insurance companies actually 
insuring the agreed amount of capacity. If the ,insured capacity fell short of the agreed amount, 
the federal and state commitment would be reduced accordingly.

What is the “downside?”
Two outcomes might fail to meet the expectations of some or all of the parties involved. One 
possibility is that underwriting losses exceed the amount that can be met from premiums and the 
amounts committed by the federal and state governments. The risk of large underwriting losses 
may affect the willingness of insurance companies to take on the commitments required by their 
participation in the proposal. Their assumption of that risk is an essential part of the bargain 
underlying this Initiative, and the major insurance companies that have helped shape this 
Initiative understand, and have expressed a willingness, to assume this risk.

Another possibility is that the green marketers do not purchase the minimum amount of insurance 
that the insurers agree to offer. This might occur because they find that the insurance is not 
necessary or because the demand for green power grows more slowly than projected. A failure of



demand for the insurance would be the more serious disappointment because it would mean that 
the proposal did not result in the increase in green power supply that was hoped for. In a worst 
case scenario in which no insurance was sold, the proposal would not result in any additional 
green power, but the direct cost to the federal and state governments also would be zero. The 
outcome would be a serious disappointment, but not a costly one. Note that a wide range of green 
power marketers and developers have played a major role in shaping this Initiative, and have 
expressed strong support and interest in purchasing this insurance product.

What about cost effectiveness?
For the federal and state governments, the proposal is a highly cost effective way of promoting 
the growth of renewable energy. The cost is likely to be less than $0,001 per kWh of additional 
green power and may be less than $0.0001.

How does this Initiative relate to a Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)?
If strictly enforced, a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) ensures that some 
percentage of the power consumed in a geographic area is directly or indirectly 
supported by green power. A RPS does not, however, directly reduce the cost of 
producing the green power. The relationship of this proposed green power price 
insurance to the RPS is complementary: a RPS guarantees a level of demand for green 
power; the price insurance would reduce the cost of meeting that demand.

What are the technical requirements of the Initiative?
The proposal also has two technical requirements. One is that the insurance companies’ 
obligations not be met by insuring capacity that would have been constructed without the 
insurance, (“anyway plants”). The second is that there be publicly verifiable measure of changes 
in the wholesale green premium. As green power emerges in domestic energy markets, useful, 
objective data is likely to be made available for this purpose.

How can we fund this Initiative through a System Benefits Charge (SBC)?
A system benefits charge, levied on all electric sales by the states that are unbundling their retail 
electric markets, is the perfect mechanism for funding this Initiative. It is used to fund activities 
that previously were supported through utility regulation, including promoting renewable energy. 
The system benefits charge therefore poses the question of cost effectiveness in a concrete form: 
How can the state achieve the largest impact on renewable energy with the funds that the charge 
generates for that purpose? Under that criterion, participation in the price insurance program 
should rank at, or near the top, of the list of alternatives available to a state.

Why can’t the green power marketer just sell power to the consumer under long-term 
contracts?
In theory, a green power marketer could protect itself against price risk by selling to consumers 
under long-term contracts, but a marketer that insisted on a ten-year commitment in the 
freewheeling world of unbundled retail electric markets would be unlikely to succeed. The long­
term assurances that are needed in order for green power developers to obtain loans on reasonable 
terms therefore depend on reducing the market price risk. Price insurance can serve that purpose. 
This Frequently Asked Questions Sheet is a companion piece to a 10-page DOE/industry proposal, and a 25-page 
independent analysis of the subject. See www.realliance.org.



Description of the Green Power Insurance Initiative

The Green Power Insurance Initiative was developed by a broad coalition of renewable energy marketers, 
developers, manufacturers as well as utilities and environmental groups working with the US Department 
of Energy and several state energy agencies. This proposed market-oriented initiative is designed to address 
a critical barrier to renewable energy investment and would help ensure that customers have the option of 
choosing clean energy from new renewable sources. This initiative is a temporary bridge between the old 
electricity monopoly and a fully mature market-based system. Even though customers are now willing to 
pay more for green power, the magnitude and duration of this “green premium” are very uncertain. Since 
the typical contract with a customer is short-term, less than five years, while optimum project financing 
requires ten to twenty years, customer commitments do not fully cover the long-term risks experienced by 
project financiers. The proposed Green Power Insurance Initiative (GPU) addresses this Catch 22 by 
creating a temporary private-public market mechanism that spreads the green premium risk through an 
“insurance pool” thereby securing new renewable project financing.

Federal involvement is needed to catalyze private investment in new renewables, and the US DOE is the 
logical agency to play this role. Proposed federal funding of $5 million per year for five years would attract 
matching state funds and be expected to leverage 1000 to 2000 MW of new, private sector-funded 
renewable energy investments (at least $ 1 billion). The initiative has been reviewed by a range of firms 
including such insurance firms as Cigna, CNA and Suisse Re and has won their support. Further, these 
firms are among those interested in participating in an open competition process to secure Federal/State 
funds of $10 million per year to provide green power insurance for 1000 + MW of new green power 
between 2001 and 2006.

A detailed analysis of the proposal by a former head of policy for the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, and a recent review by the Financial Times confirm the pressing need for this initiative and 
affirm that this is a very high leverage, market-oriented solution. The Financial Times concluded, in part 
that;

This proposal is a remarkably low-risk, high-return use ofpublic funds to support the development
of new renewable generation capacity.

The complete Financial Times article as well as a range of other documents on this initiative are available 
at www.realliance.org

Industry Support

The renewable energy insurance initiative has the strong support of industry groups such as the Renewable 
Energy Alliance (representing US Green power marketers), and the US BioEnergy Commercialization 
Association (representing US utilities, private power generation firms, and associations such as the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association). Other supporters include individual firms such as British 
Petroleum and Waste Management Inc., national renewable energy associations such as the American 
Wind Energy Association, and several leading enviromnental groups such as NRDC and EDF.

The importance of this effort is imderlined by recent discussions with several of the green power marketers, 
which are struggling to establish a market for new green power. One marketer has identified prospective 
developers for 87 green power projects across 18 states that would benefit from the availability of the 
renewable energy insurance. This represents about 850 MW of net new green power including 300 MW of 
biomass, 250 MW of wind, 160 MW of geothermal, and 50 MW of solar. Marketers, developers, and 
project financiers agree that, for the vast majority of these projects, the renewable energy insurance would 
be important in securing project financing under reasonable terms.

Prepared by: Michael Tennis, AllEnergy Marketing Company on behalf of the Renewable Energy Alliance.
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Question 4. Will public power entities strongly oppose this initiative?

Answer; Consultation with the public power entities will be necessary to facilitate broad 
coalition support for this initiative. A degree of tension currently exists between 
public power entities and investor owned utilities ("lOUs") over the advantages 
public power entities enjoy in an increasing competitive market. Edison Electric 
Institute ("EET") is concerned that public power entities have access to lower-cost 
capital through tax-exempt financing. Although HEI would prefer to eliminate all 
tax-exempt financing of public power entities investment, expansion of tliat 
benefit to lOUs may mitigate against those efforts. Moreover, there is a historical 
precedent of tax-exempt financing for private and utilities cuitcntly have access 
to tax-exempt financing for certain non-clean air related projects, such as 

hazardous waste and wastewater treatment.

Question 5. Tax-exempt financing is an inefficient form of subsidy, why not provide direct 
grants for investments in qualified technologies?

Answer: Tax-exempt bonds have financed the vast majority of infrastTUcturc investments
in the United States over the last several decades. Although it may have certain 
inefficiencies in delivery of government subsidies, tax-exempt financing is a 
Irighly efficient means of raising capital.

A direct grant program to buy down the cost of new technology investments 
would be extremely expensive in the early years of implementation. Under the 
Clean Air Bond Initiative, the cost to the federal treasuiy in the first year is S20M 
and $60M in the second. This level of subsidy would leverage $6B in financings 
by utilities in clean air technologies. It would take hundreds of millions of dollars 
in grant fiinding to stimulate $6B in clean air technologies.

Altliough tlic out year cost of the tax-exempt program would grow over time, the 
upfront cost would be substantially lower than any direct grant program. 
Moreover, provisions can be added to the program to prohibit unnecessary growth 
in the program in the out years, including a prohibition on refinancing a project 
with tax-exempt bonds and early redemption provisions if interest rate.s move 
dramatically in certain directions. The teim ol bonds could also be a lactor in the 

competitive evaluation criteria.

Question 6. Is there any precedence for the competitive allocation oi tax benefu.s for private 

industries?

An.swer: Yes. Every year states are allocated a certain amount of bonding authority under
the "private activity bond" volume cap. States then decide which of the various 
competing private activities are allocated these bond authority dollars. It is

-2-



DEC-10-99 FRI 09:47 AM FAX NO. P, 03

basically a competitive process driven by state rules and regulations. Moreover, 
states also allocate low-income housing tax credits to private sector developers on 
a competitive basis. Here, again, states establish competitive criteria and select 
the beneficiaries of tax credits based on a set of objective standards. I'hcrc is 
ample precedent for competitive selection of private industry applicants for tax- 
exempt financing authority and federal tax credits. Indeed, there are 50 different 
models to draw from under the state volume cap and another 50 examples to draw 
from in the allocation of low-income hou.sing tax credits. Tt should not be 
difficult to establish a national, competitive criteria for the granting of clean air 
bonding authority.

Question 7. Will the administration of the this program require the creation of a new large 
government bureaucracy?

Answer; No. Here, again, we can turn to the states for guidance. In most cases, the 
allocation oFbonding authority among private activity applicants is done by 
existing state authorities or state treasurers. No slate has created a separate 
government entity to allocate tax-exempt financing authority to the private sector 
on a competitive basis. Tire Clean Air Bond Board consi.sting of appointees from 
EPA, Treasury and the Department of Energy could, with a minimal number of 
■Staff, develop evaluation criteria and evaluate the projects. Tire evaluation of the 
emi.ssion reductions claimed by each applicant would be outsourced to 
engineering firms. However, these evaluations would not be terribly expensive as 
they are focused exclusive on emission reductions, not other aspects of the plant 
construction and operation. Several models exist for estimating emission levels 
based on tlie application of particular technology or the switch to cleaner fuel 
sources. The Board would need to adopt one particular model and apply it to all 
applicant submis.sions.

W.SM\32798.1
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Clean Energy Group
Integrated Air Quality Strategy for t^^ Power Generation Industry

IntroductioD

Several initiatives have been undertaken over the past decade to explore the cc^ept of a national uniform 
multiple pollutant regulatory strategy with dates certain for the power generation industry. Rectors have 
been motivated to explore the concept as a way to ensure environmental benefits without harming economic 
growth. Industry has shown interest in the concept because it:

1. has the potential to provide regulatory stability (over 10-15 years) for new capital investments and 

facilitates the management of existing assets;
2. internalizes environmental costs for all gaierators in the competitive marked
3. faeUitates the elimination of certain existing regulatory barriers to new source developments and 

efficiency improvements by streamlining New Source Review (NSR) requirements; and
4. reduces compliance costs and helps protect asset value.

The following proposal lays out a framework to initiate discussion of a national uniform multiple pollutant 
regulatory strategy which can be achieved within the context of existing Clean Air Act authority and in 
conjunction with voluntary agreements.* The framework involves the integration of future emission 
reduction targets with enhanced NSR flexibOity as a means to achieve substantial air quality benefits m a 
cost-effective manner. This proposed framework should be viewed as a package, each individual element 
playing a key role toward achieving the overall strategy goal.

Framework Objectives

- Achieve air quality improvements sufficient to attain and maintain the nation's air quality standards and 

goals.

. Establish an integrated a'lr pollution management system which relies on market based mechanisms.

« Implementation of emission reductions at least cost.

.Achieve regulatory certainty over a period of 10 to 15 years.

. Streamline NSR requirements and encourage the development of new clean energy generation.

“This framework does not represent a formal CEG proposal, but rather is intended to provide a starting 

point for discussion.

9/20/99
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Framework Principles
The following principles are suggested for discussion when considering a multiple pollutant regulatory 

strategy;
11 mtional f« NOx, SOj. m«cuiy and CO, to bo achiovod by ite cemin;
2) allocations under toonase caps based on a portfolio output basts (i.e„ total energy), tnsunng lhat new

and existing sources receive equal treatment;
3) NOx cap should vary during the summer ozone season versus non-ozone season;

" void a eon„naod-and.controi apptoaeb, basod on a soutcc-by- 

source control requirement that would limit compliance options and increase costs,
6) national trading and banking of allowances;
7 within the bounds of existing Cl«u, Air Act authority revise the new so^e P^™ ^

sources to operate utider a series of emission caps and to use a powtial-to-potential test for NSR

applicability determinations;
g) an allowance reserve should be set aside for new sources entering the market.

Stniwman Framework

mercury are proposed to address the health effects currently under mveshgation by EPA 
researchers and reductions in COz emissions are proposed to mitigate the risks of climate change. By 
address^ poUutanls under the auspices of an integrated strategy, multiple air quality obj«tiv« will 

delivering substantial economic benefils relative to a strategy that addresses these air

quality problans separately.

standards.
Plensc note that the targets pwtsented have net been endomed by the Clan Energy Group eompnnia. but 

are intended as a starting point for discussions.
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Pollntaiit National Tomuge Cap Performaiice Targets Schedule

NO, Two-phase program; Two-phase program:

4.22 million tons 0.15 Ibs/MMBni in the 22- 
Slate SIP call region

2003

2.11 million tons 50% reduction^ 2007-08

SOi 4.5 million tons 50% reduction beyond Phase
11 Acid Ram requirements

2007-08

mercury Two phase pit^ram; Two phase program**:

2b tons 50% reduction 2005-06

5-16 tons 70%-90% reduction 2010

CO, Two phase program: Two phase program:

1,914 million tons Stabilization at 1990 
emission levels

2008

Unknown

__ .a a A- * 4______ ___ ___A— A, aa

Consistent with national 
fission goal

ai.., XIrw cip rail are not to be afifected

2012

m transitioning

to a national/annual NOx program.
Mercury reduction targets to be consistent vnth EPA’s on-going regulaioty detennination process.

9/20/99
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Talking Points 

4/21/2000 8:55 AM

On Earth Day, the Vice President will make an address on the environment which will include 
his vision as to the future of clean air regulation, focusing on the electric power generating 
industry . His statement will articulate how we can go about devising the next generation of 
clean air laws that will meet the combined objectives of cleaning our air, reducing greenhouse 
gases, and keeping our economy strong. While not unveiling a detailed proposal with specific 
time lines or metrics, he will outline the principles that should guide the design of such a law:

• Responding to Market Shortcomings/Treating all Stakeholders Fairly. While we 
must meet strong environmental goals, this vision recognizes that we need also to be 
prepared to provide needed incentives and encouragement for power producers to do
the right thing and to provide any needed assistance to anyone left behind. Any future 
law must be constructed with the input of all stakeholders, and with consideration to 
any needed economic assistance or incentives.

• Rejecting the False Choice. He believes we can balance critical environmental and 
economic priorities without sacrificing either.

• Taking an Integrated Approach. It simply doesn’t make environmental or business 
sense to apply piecemeal regulations to separate pollutants. Both industry and 
environmentalists agree that the best approach is one that addresses all four relevant 
pollutants — NOX, S02, C02 and Mercury - at the same time. Each pollutant must
be controlled, but it is not fair to industry to pile on different regulations for each, one 
after the other. An integrated approach allows business to plan and innovate.

• Treating All Power Plants the Same. It’s not fair to apply tougher rules to newer 
power plants than we do to older ones. Older plants should be subject to the same 
rules that every one else must live by.

• Harnessing/Encouraging the Power of the Market. By allowing industry to use 
the efficiencies of the market, we maximize our environmental goals while 
minimizing costs. A “cap and trade” approach promises environmental results while 
giving business managers flexibility to support technological innovation.

• Moving Beyond “Command and Control”. In addition to a cap and trade approach, 
this vision calls for ending the current regulatory approach of micro-managing 
investment and technology decisions in exchange for real, longer-term environmental 
gains. We have had very encouraging preliminary conversations with industry, 
elected officials, labor and environmentalists. The Vice President is committed to 
working closely with all.



We have had very encouraging preliminary conversations with industry, elected officials, labor 
and environmentalists. The Vice President is committed to working closely with all.



Q& A
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Are you trying to shut down coal plants?

No. In fact, this vision reflects the approach many of the biggest utilities themselves have 
acknowledged as the best way to proceed.

We are trying to meet important clean air goals. We are not dictating which plants make 
what specific changes. The companies will have flexibility to make the final decisions as 
well as the freedom to undertake technological innovations. Having said that, many old 
coal plants have not had to comply with the Clean Air Act for many years. Every one 
agrees that that was not the original intent of the law. We need to include all plants in 
the next generation of clean air law. In addition, everyone acknowledges that these old 
plants will be phased out and replaced with newer, cleaner technologies; it is simply a 
question of when.

Won’t this mean huge increases in utility rates?

Very unlikely, but again, this is a vision and not a detailed plan with specific time-lines 
and metrics. It is impossible to pin dollar figures on this, but this approach is designed 
to maximize benefits and minimize costs. By giving utilities flexibility through market 
mechanisms, we expect minimal impact on prices. In addition, when considering the 
restructuring of the industry that is going on—and that Congress can complete by 
passing the Administration's restructuring bill, which will save consumers $20 billion 
per year - we are confident that we will keep rates low. Finally, when one factors in the 
estimated savings in health care costs (such as childhood asthma), we expect a very cost- 
effective result.

Is this just A1 Gore panicking about climate change and trying to implement Kyoto?

Climate change is a serious threat and the American people expect their leaders to not 
shy away from taking tough action. This proposal is a serious response to that threat.
But even if there was no concern about climate change, this vision is the right one. This 
approach is the best way to rid our air from harmful pollutants that cause asthma and 
other health problems; this approach is the best way to prevent the poisoning of our lakes 
and streams that is killing fish or rendering them inedible; this approach is the best way 
to clear the smog that plagues our cities and dirties our parks. As for Kyoto, this is 
obviously not "pre-implementation ” of Kyoto, because this vision calls for legislation 
that only Congress can enact. Further, only the Senate can ratify a treaty. As we said, 
there are many important reasons to do this that have nothing to do with Kyoto.

Is the Vice President backing away from Kyoto?



The Vice President remains fully committed to Kyoto and looks forward to completing the 
work begun there and ensuring a treaty that is fair and effective.

Does labor support this new “vision”?

We would intend to work closely with labor in any process.

Are you starting a such a process?

This is about a vision for the future. What we are doing is laying out what a process 
should and would look like.

Does the President support this? Why isn’t he doing this?

This is the Vice President’s vision. Having said that, we know that the President shares 
our views about the importance of these issues and about addressing them in a smart and 
fair manner.

How does this relate to the EPA enforcement actions? Are you saying that EPA’s approach is 
the wrong one?

This has nothing to do with the current lawsuits. We fully support EPA 's effort to enforce 
current law. This vision is about the future, not the past.



Innovative insurance plan promises to leverage green power

A proposal to pump-prime insurance companies to cover some of the risk 
involved in marketing green power is working its way through the policy 
process in the US. The plan promises to bridge the gap in liberalised electricity 

markets between the short-term supply contracts that end-users are willing to 
sign and the long-term contracts that banks require in order to lend on new 
generation projects.

Gordon Edge, The Financial Times

1 he lil)LT;ilisation ol- power markers gi\ es a major oppoitunitA' to green power, since consumers have 
the choice of supplier, and hence can choose an electricit}^ supply wdiich is sourced from renewable 
generators. There is a barrier, hw\ t \ (.:r. in using the green power market as a means to support 
investment in new renewable capacity. On the one hand, end customers will not sign supply 
contracts for more tlian one or two years, with one year as a standard contract lengtli, and some 
deals being signed for as little as one month. On the other hand, banks want to see power purchase 
agreements of at least ten years Ix tore lending on new. projects. There is a gap here which, unless 
bridged, promises to stymie: the growth of green poweein those markets which have opened up to 
ceempetition. At present, most power being sold by green power marketers in the US comes from 
existing capacity, with little new capacitv being built to meet tlie demands of the green power 
market.

An initiative wTich has emerged from tlie green power industn- in tlie US aims to fill this gap, and 
hedge the risk that green jiow er marki'ters wall be unable to obtain the “green premium” on w'hich 
their firiiincial plans are based. W'h.it the sponsors of this idea have in mind is an insurance product 
which fittsets some of this risk and gives banks enough comfort to lend to new' generation projects. 
The proponents of the initiative claim that up to 2,000 MW of new' capacitv' may be leveraged using 
onlv S.SO million ot public mc>ne\ ov er five \ ears.

The proposal emerged from a green power conference held in Washington in September 1998. 
Discussions between the Renew able 1 -.nergv Alliance (REA), green pow'er marketers, insurance firms 
and the US Department of Energv (DoE) led to a full proposal which was issued in January' this 
year. The RlvA is a trade body promoting green power in the US, and counts AllEnergy, Green 
Mountain, Pacificorp and PG&li. among its members, as well as tlie American Wind Energy 
.\ssociation. At present, the initiative depends on the budget being allocated from federal funds 
til'. I'A’2000 budget is now being negotiated in Congress, and the proponents of tlie scheme are 
lobbying to get it included in the Dolti appropriation.

Green premium insurance
The idea behind the initiative is to insure green power marketers against being unable to gain the 
above-market premium for their products that they will need to fulfil commitments made to green 
pow er with whom they must sign long-term contracts. Banks will not lend on the risk that
the nascent green power market will be strong enough to support projects beyond tlie first one or 
tw(; years ot a project’s lite. even though there are forecasts tliat customer demand is there w'hich 
should support new capacity. T he Centre for Resource Solutions, which administers the Green-E



L'urtil-ication system, projects th it the n 'tal demand for new green capacit}- from green power 
marketing will reach 960 MW by 200.S. The insurance proposal! offsets the risk that this demand will 
not be realised, which should allcAx finance t(j be obtained for new projects.

Under the scheme, a marketer would sign a power purchase agreement with die project developer, 
and simultaneously take out an insurance policy. Tlte marketer will pay a premium to die'insurance 
company related to the amount ot co\ er required, and then attempt to sell the power to its 
customers. It the marketer cannot get the green premium price required to support its financial 
commitment, dien it can claim back some of the difference from the insurance company, with the 
shortfall made up from internal funds of the marketer. Payouts from the insurance will work much 
as normal household insurance, with a deductible (the first portion of the shortfall which the 
insurance will not cover) and then a payout of half the loss incurred beyond the deductible’s value 
up to a set m;i.ximum per kWh.

It is possible that insurance crimpanies would develop similar products on their own, given time. At 
the moment, however, there is iifjt enough volume of construction in die renewable energy^ industry- 
to allow the sort of risk pooling that is ciw isaged, and experience of green power marketing is too 
short tor a suitable assessment ot the true risks. Public tunds would hence be used in the short term 
to overcome diis problem. Insurance companies should be keen to get involved as they will gain 
valuable experience ot a kind ot product that they will be able to offer once the programme ends.

The terms ot the propcjsed insurance are that the policy will last for ten years. Tlae risks involved in 
this time trame are W otold: there is the market risk that customers will not be willing to pav the 
extra cost during the ten year length of the policy, and then the technological risk that newer, 
cheaper renewable technologies will come on stream and undercut the capacity' that the insurance 
was taken out on. Ihe marketers \\ ould pa\- an annual premium of 3% of the coverage required over 
the term ot the policy. It the pnwumi that the marketers can obtain for tiae power covered on the 
open market, then the insurance pays out. Should die underlying market price of power fall so that 
there is a loss to the marketer e\ en though the premium is unchanged, then the marketer is not 
covered, and must meet the loss fn,,m its own resources. The policy will not meet the first 0.5c/kW1i 
ot loss, and bey-ond dtis figure the insurance companies will gve the marketers half of die loss, up to 
a maximum of 2c/kWh for pnqects using solar technology- and Ic/kWli for all other projects.

The table shows an example for a wind fann project in Uvo instances. First, customers refuse to pay 
any green premium at all, which leads to a 2c/k\Xli shortfall in revenue, and secondly where 
customers will pay a premium, but only halt ot that needed to pay die wind farm developer.

The insurance is aimed at stimulating new capacity, and will only be available for new projects. The 
technologes covered by the insurance are wind, biomass, landfill, solar thermal, PV and geothermal.

Funding & implementation

Should the bid for federal funding for the initiative be successful, the insurance will be available for 
tive years, starting in 2000. Over the five y ears of die programme’s operation, public funds totalling 
S30 million would be used tfj punaj:)-prime the scheme. Tliis money would be made up of $5 million 
per year from die federal budget, and a matching figure from individual states participating in the 
scheme. Tlie federal money would be sourced from die budget of the DoE’s Office of Energy- 
Etficiency and Renewable Energy, and hence would come ultimately from die congressional Energy 
and W ater Appropriations Subcommittee account.

•As an incentive for states to join in, the insurance would be preferentially- available for projects 
within a particular state pro rata to their contribution to die funding. Thus, if a state were to deliver 

million per year to the initiative, it should get 20“'o of the insurance. Tlie state contributions 
would come from system benefit charges or similar that states have been implementing as a part of



their market opening, and which are being used to support low income consumers, energ\' efficienq' 
projects and renewable energ\-.

I'he public money would be used as a cataK st to promote the growth of green power. The costs of 
setting up the scheme, around S.i-10 millicMi, would come from the $50 million, with tlie rest being 
used to settle claims. Payouts to claimants would come first from tlie pool of premiums paid to tlie 
insurers, followed by tlie public funds, and if tliese sources are botli exhausted, tlien tlie insurers 
would pay out from their own capital. It is possible that the public money will not be called on to 
cover claims (if the marketers alwa\ s get the green premium they expect), in which case tlie money 
w(juld be returned to public coffers at the end of the process. If tlie amount of cover sold by the 
insurers under the programme supports less than an agreed amount of capacity^ then some money 
would also be returned to the public purse.

:\t the moment, six states are invoh ed in the project: New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, 
California, Pennsylvania, .Massachusetts and Rliode Iskind. Tliese are all states which have opened or 
are in the process of opening their electncit\- markets.

.\ single insurance company or consortium of insurers will be chosen to offer the product through a 
request tor proposals (RFP). ,\ draft RbP will be published in advance in order to solicit input from 
the insurance industry and to assess the level of interest in offering tlie product on the part of 
insurers. There would be considerable scope for insurers to shape the implementation of die project 
to meet the objectives set by go\ ernment .and the green power industry^. A number of insurance 
companies have been involved in developing the proposal, including Swiss Re, Hedge Financial 
Products, Worldlink Insurance and I '.nergy Insurance Brokers, among others. This indicates tlaat 
interest in taking on the project should be high.

Effect of insurance

I'he insurance product has lieen modelled by the proposers and, depending on tlie assumptions used 
in this process, they envisage that 50(,)-2,000 MW of /leu^ renewable capacity^ would be built with tlie 
help of the insurance product that otherwise would not have been constructed. Tliis can be 
compared to a forecast by the US I '.nergy Information .Administration, which projects that 1,240 
MW of renewable capacity yvill be built in the period 2000-5, mostly in tlie form of state-mandated 
projects rather than yvholly private-sector investments. The green power insurance product, 
therefore, has the potenti.il to double the rate of capacity increase in tlie next five years, and for a 
relatively small sum of monev. Assuming that claims are made so tliat all the public money is used 
up, then the cost in temis of support per kWli of extra renewable generation is only O.le/kWTi. 
Should all the claims be met out of the premiums paid by green povver marketers, then the cost 
reduces to only 0.01c/k\XT.

.According to the green poyver marketers that have been involved in developing the proposal, the 
greatest risk is price erosion, i.e. that die premium that can be obtained on die market is reduced, 
rather dian customers opting out of the green market altogether. Assuming that claims will be 
predominantly covering shorttalls in the premium of 50%, then the analysis of die proposers leads 
them to say drat it is reasonable to conclude that die insurance product will leverage 1,000-2,000 
MW of neyv capacity.

I'his proposal is a remarkably loyv-risk, high-return use of public funds to support the development 
ot neyv reneyvable generation capacity. Should the proponents of the initiative be successful in 
securing federal funds for the project, then there should be increased activity^ in die renewable 
industry in the US for the next five years. The initiative also promises to keep American marketers 
ahead of the game globally, in that they have found a way of working with the grain of liberalised 
markets to boost reneyvable capacity - and liberal markets are spreading rapidly throughout the



world. If Europe is to exploit tree ni.irkets to create a vibrant renewable industr}^ then it will need 
similar innovative financial products to keep ahead of the game.

Documents relating to this initiatn e can be viewed at REA’s website
(http://\\A\w.realliance.org/insurancc/indcN.html). ,\n independent analysis of tlie proposal by the 
Renewable Energ\- Policy Project is also available in PDF format 
(http://\''^vvv.repp.org/articles/means/means.pdf).

Table: Example of coverage under the green power insurance proposal (all figures per k\XTi)

(dost to 
(iPM

Busbar
cost

Green .Shoitfall 
premium

Deductible Shortfall
after

deductible

Payout

.Sc 3c 2c 2c O..Sc E.Sg 0.75e
Sc 3c 2c Ic O..Sc 0.5c 0.2Sc

This article appeared in the Y'uiandal Tims Wenemabk Enei^- Report, August 1999, pp. 24-26.



"McGinty, Kathleen A." <kathleen.mcginty@troutmansanders.com>
05/25/2000 09:50:14 AM

Record Type: Record

Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP

Subject: nsr/reliability quote

Roger-I'm copying here the exact language in the proposed rule. It is a 
bit softer than what had been implied to me. But, clearly, for the first 
time, actions taken to increase reliabilty will be looked upon with 
suspicion by ERA and expose utilities to potential NSR liabilities.

"The ERA'S experience leads to the conclusion that sources generally 
make non-routine physical or operational changes which are substantial 
enough that they might trigger NSR in order to increase reliability, 
lower operating costs, or improve operational characteristics of the 
unit and do so in order that they may improve their market position."

(Federal Register/Vol. 63, No. 142/Friday, July 24, 1998/Notices

Taken from the ERA [FRL-6128-5] Notice of Availability; Alternatives for New 
Source Review (NSR)Applicability for Major Modifications; Solicitation of 
Comment)



Roger S. Ballentine 
" " ■ 09/24/99 04:19:44 PM

Record Type: Record

To: George T. Frampton/CEQ/EOP@EOP
cc: Linda Lance/CEQ/EOP@EOP, Janet Anderson/WHCCTF/EOP@EOP
Subject: utilities

I guess the folks we met with yesterday didn't know about this, but this is our worst case scenario and 
exactly what these utilities asked the VP for help with a year ago. we should discuss. 
------------------------ Forwarded by Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP on 09/24/99 04:18 PM-------------------------------

^ Janet Anderson 
^ ‘ 09/24/99 01:46:02 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP

cc:
Subject: utilities

My e-mail skills seem to have degraded today.
------------------------ Fonwarded by Janet Anderson/WHCCTF/EOP on 09/24/99 01:44 PM ■

Janet Anderson
09/24/99 01:22:57 PM 

Record Type: Record

cc:
Subject: utilities

'T'
• Forwarded by Janet Anderson/WHCCTF/EOP on 09/24/99 01:05 PM •

[ ' Janet Anderson
09/24/99 01:05:27 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP
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1 September 

Roger,

I believe we need to take some quick steps to keep a utility reduction/NSR reform package an 

Option.
• You (or Podesta) talk with Carol about the important public health and environmental 

benefit.s of this effort; flexibility is important as the first .step.s are taken
• CEOs may need to call Carol and request extension on enforcement efforts (Gary G. said this 

is commonplace) as they put together a package that may result in settlement
• Clarify position with WH counsel so you can move ahead on negotiations with Perciasepe 

and industry; this is a timedimited effort

1 spoke with Bob and he still has staff (legal. 1 think) making some changes to your regulatory 
framework paper. The Saturday’s NYT article about the NOx SIP call (attached) has kept him 
busy. This could have some bearing on the succe.ss of our initiative as it confirms there is the 
potential for flexibility we su.spected on near-term NOx reductions. However, there is NO 
reason to let Pataki get ANY credit for this if we keep things moving. Let me know how you 

want to proceed.

Janet
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The Ncn> Yorli Times 
Saturday, August 28, 1999

EAST STATES 

SOFTENING STANCE 

ON AIR STANDARDS
OTHER REGIONS MAY GAIN

New York Reportedly Leads 

Call fora Compromise on 

Windborne Pollution

By RICHARD PEREZ^PENA
aLBaNY, Aug 27 — After years of 

battling over smokestack pollution 
thal blows from the Midwest and the 
South, Northeastern states, led by 
New York, have signaled for (he first 
time a willingness to retreat from 
their demands that other stales sig­
nificantly reduce their emissions.

A proposal by the Norlheasiem 
stales (or settling the dispute, draft­
ed In the wake of legal setbacks, 
would accept emissions of a key 
class of pollutants by Midwestern 
and Southern Industries at a rate 67 
percent higher than the Northeast­
ern states had demanded.

Ihc states, with the encourage­
ment of the Environmental Proiec- 
(jpn Agency, have been negottatine 
methods of meeting the criteria of 
the Clean Air Act.

The less stringent standard, intro­
duced by negotiators (or the North­
eastern stales on Tuesday and 
Wednesday In Washington, would 
still mandate a significant reduction 
in the pollutants, nitrogen oxides. 
The nitrogen oKides travel east and 
nonheasl on the prevailing winds, 
and contribuie to ozone and to acid 

’ raln in-the-Norrheasi:--------------------
"Ifs just an option that all the 

slates agreed to take back ahd dis­
cuss." said John P. Cahill. New 
York’s environmental conservation 
commissioner, who represented the 
state in the talks. He described it as 
"something that was worked on by 
all (he states ol the Northeast."

But officials Ql other states in­
volved in the talks, along With envi­
ronmentalists who closely follow 
them, said the Paiaki adminisirauon 
had taken the lead in cralllng the 
new -stance. While the representa­
tives Of the 10 other Northeastern 
stales knew the proposal was to be 
floated as a trial balloon, it was not 
deal whether their states would 
accept the standard In the ion| run, 
New York’s posUiun carries great 
weight, ana Mr. Cahill has acted as 
the region's lead negotiator in the 
talks with H slates in the Midwest 
and South.

Environmemalists said Utat they 
are furious at the apparent retreat. 
"Anyone concerned with clean air 
and health would have huge reason 
to be outraged by this." said Peter 
(wanowicz. who is the director of 
environmental health lor Uie Ameri­
can Lung Association of New Yurt 
State.

But Mr. Cahill suggested that a 
deal with the other regions may be 
the best the Northeastern states can 
attain, though he Insisted that the 
Northeast has not given up hope that 
its original position might prevaiL 
The E.P.A., which has taken the side

Coniinuerton Page A12

Page 1
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Led by New York, Northeasterners Alter Stance 

on Air Pollutants From Other States
CiiMliiiuc'd From P<fgc Al

o( the NurthOLisicm states, had boon 
niovuig tn impose the more sii Ingeru 
siiiiKljiil on itie other rceions 
throyKh its rcgululury po*er, hut 
after tvvo recent setbacks to court, 
the E P.A. ttus pressed states on both 
sides to i rorli a compromise.

Some eiiviroomcntahsts and state 
oiticials saw politics botiind the shift 
"A nceoiiaieii deal is a big group hug 
among alt thesn ftepublican gover* 
nnrs." said a top cn«ironnietua] offi- 
rial nkiili one of the Norclreastem 
stales, '"ho spotte on the coriclltton 
ilial his name and his state not be 
u.sed. He said that Gou. George E 
Pataki, who would like to be consid­
ered for his party’s vice presidential 
nomination, "would get a lot of the 
credit” for a compromise.

Environmentalists argue that as 
Mr Pataki tries to enhance his stat­
ure within tlie national Republican 
Party, ii cannot help him to i>e in­
volved in a dispute witli other Repub-

Souih railier than StrikinR a deal, the 
process could drag past the 2000 dec. 
lion, when ihc-ie might be a Republi­
can administration Inclined to drop 
the matter entirely Environmental­
ists say that those same E.P.a. offi­
cials do not want a pitched regional 
dispute to hinder vice President Al 
Gore’s presidential bid.

Northeastern states have long 
complained that their high levels of 
nitrogen oxides are largely aiirlbuia- 
blc to industries, panicularly elec­
tric power plants, in the Midwest and 
South a claim supported by the 
E P.A. and by independent studies 

All the major urban areas of the 
Northeast, especially New York City 
and its suburbs, fall to meet the 
Clean Air Act standards for oione 
pollution which burns the eyes, 
stings the lungs and can. over time, 
contribute to sc-flous health prob­
lems like asthma 

over the last five years, 11 North­
eastern states have filed peiitions 
with the EPA. asking U to force 
industries in states to the west and

ajjrec to the propo.sai.
In the Northeast, where state rules 

.are among the slrlcie.st m the nation, 
many power plants and f-actories al­
ready operate within the .15 siantl- 
ard New York's Depariniem of En 
vlronmcntul Conservation said that 
the statewide, -avci age is about .2.

In some Midwesicrn .stales, the 
average is two or ihtee times as 
high. Even Ihe .25 standard 'vould 
i-equirc many power plants and fac­
tories in the South and the Midwest 
to install costly pollution control de­
vices, and the stricter the standard, 
the more expensive it would be.

If all the regions cut emissions to 
.15, New York estimates, summer­
time nitrogen oxide levels in the New 
York metropolitan region would 
drop by about 80 percent. At .25. the 
decline would be more than G5 per­
cent — significant, but not enough to 
gel the metropolitan area into com­
pliance With Federal owne Stand­
ards.

The E.PA. said last year that it 
would impose the .15 standard, but

hcan governors, parlicularly when 
his pro-cnvironment stance could be 
portrayed as aiui-business.

Envlroniiientaiists argue that New
York and 'he Northea.stem states 
still have an important weapon left Ui 
their arsenal they can sue under the 
199Q amendments to ‘he Clean Air 
Act to force action by the h.P.A and 
the other states. . . . ^

AS a general rule. >' *
Ailorncy General, F.Hoi L SpUier. « 
Democrat, not the Governor who
decides the state's
non, and Mr, Spitrer might be able to
pursue a lawsuit oh the emission
standards even if Mr.
wiUine Ofticlals In Mr Spitaer s of-
(ICC- declmed to

any opnon off the table, including
' '^Afthc same iime, E.P.A officials

(ear that U they try to
tougher standard on the Midwest and

south to meet, by 2003. a standard of 
.15 pounds of nitrogen oxide emi.s- 
sions for every million British ther­
mal units of fuel consumption In the 
summer, when orone is at its worst.

The Northeastern states have all 
agreed lO move to the ,15 standard, 
regardless of what other states do 
niat has raised fears in the power 
industry, which Is moving to more 
(reewheeling competition among 
power producers, that Northeastern 
power plants, forced to adopt expen­
sive emission controls, could be put 
at a disadvantage

Negotiators for the Midwest and 
South have proposed a standard of 
25 pounds, 67 percent higher. Under 
the proposal made ihis week, the 
Northeastern states would accept 
that, at least at first, with a .25 siand-

- ard by 2003,-and-a later reduction to.
.2, That marked the first time the 
Northeastern states have signaled 
that they would accept anything less 
stringent than IS, and officials 'vlih 
some of those states said they were 
not sure their .stales could actually

several Midwestern states and utili­
ties challenged that decision in coon. 
In May. the United States Court of 
Appeals lor the District of Columbia 
ruled
that the E.P.A, had to establish the 
merits of Its nhrogen oxide stand­
ards before It forced slaies to submit 
plans (or reducing emissions. An 
earlier ruling by the court said the 
F P.A. had not justified its standards 
on oTonc and soot.

Given the court's decision, Mr. Ca­
hill said, the Noriheaslcrn slate.s 
might not be able to rely on the 
E.P.A. "The uncertainly of the court 
ruling certainly is giving all partie-s 
rea.son to pause." he said.

David R. Wooley, counsel to the 
Clean Air Task Force and a profes­
sor of environmental law at Parc 

"University—.said—that—Mr—GHhill'.s 
fear is understandable, but unwar­
ranted. Like other environmental­
ists. he argued that a negotiated set­
tlement could be unenforceable — a 
worry that Mr. Cahill acknowledged 
might be well-founded.
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To; George Frampton 
Roger Ballentine

From; David Hawkins and Alden Meyer 
Date: January 21,2000 
Re; SOTU text

As promised, here is proposed text for SOTU on climate and powerplants. The two intro 
paragraphs ace jarggest^ cnntexr your folks may have better ways to make the same points.
The last two paragraphs lay out what we hope would be said about a powerplant initiative. Please 
call either of us for follow-up: David (202-289-6868); Alden (202-332-0900).
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One of the major challenges facing the United States and the rest of the world is coming to terms 
with the impact human actions are having on the planet's climate Earth's atmosphere and the 
comparatively friendly climate it provides are what make possible the abundance of life on the 
planet we cjill home. Yet we are running the risk of profoundly damaging this incredible gift 
through continuing and growing pollution of the atmosphere with greenhouse gases. We depend so 
deeply on a hospitable climate that sometimes it's hard to focus on what is at stake. But if we ignore 
the danger signs of a changing climate we threaten the things we value most; good health, abundant 
agriculture, productive forests and fisheries. We may face increasingly violent and unpredictable 
weather-storms, floods and drought that make daily life and planning for a secure future much 
harder.

Some argue we don't know enough about climate change to act wisely. They are wrong about that. 
We know that temperatures are rising: The 1990s were the hottest decade of the last century, if not 
the last millenium. There is compelling evidence that this is no coincidence. The fingerprint of 
greenhouse pollution can be found in the weather seen around the world. The mjiin source of the 
problem is also clear; inefficient use of fossil fuels in electric powerplants and vehicles. Common 
sense policies can stimulate the use of new technologies to cut back on greenhouse pollution firom 
these sources without disturbing the longest peacetime growth we have ever experienced.

Modernizing the electricity industry is particularly important. Electric powerplants account for two- 
thirds of our nation's burden of harmful sulfur dioxide and over one-third each of smog-forming 
nitrogen oxides, toxic mercury and carbon dioxide. Thirty years ago Congress thought powerplant 
pollution would drop dramatically as old, dirty powerplants retired and were replaced by modem 
ones. But this has not happened. Instead, most of our powerplant pollution still comes from plants 
that were built more than a quarto- century ago, which are not required to meet modem pollution 
standards. Tlie time has come for us to clean up these outmoded pollution sources. Where current 
laws have been violated we are seeking prompt compliance. But we also believe current law can be 
improved.

Bipartisan bills have been introduced in both House of Congress to achieve dramatic reductions in 
the four major pollutants from these plants by closing the loopholes in current law and providing 
needed support for energy efficiency and renewable energy resources. The sponsors of these bills 
have the right idea and I want to work with them and other members of Corrgress to enact 
legislation that cleans up powerplant pollution once and for all. If we work together we can clear 
the air and take a major step in protectirig tb^e climate. Leadership at home will help us secirre
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David Doniger

03/13/00 06:20 PM

To: David_Gardiner@ceq.eop.gov, Roger_S._Balentine@who.eop.gov 

cc: Robert Perciasepe/DC/USEPA/US@EPA 

Subject: Wily Wyly

Have you seen this, from today's Greenwire?

Wyly Promises More Ads
Dallas entrepreneur Sam Wyly last week said that his newly formed group, Republicans for 

Clean Air, will continue to run advertisements in the presidential campaign to increase public attention on 
the issue of coal-burning power plants. The group broadcast TV ads in California, New York and Ohio 
prior to their Republican primaries, criticizing McCain's record on renewable energy programs and praising 
Bush (Hugh Aynesworth, Washington Times).



Record Type: Record

Doniger.David@epamail.epa.gov
03/14/2000 06:57:27 PM

Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP

cc:
Subject:

Roger, I cannot find the Washington Times piece referenced in Greenwire. But 
here is one from the Post. See bolded passages below.

Texan Aired 'Clean Air' Ads
Bush's Campaign Not Involved, Billionaire Says

By John Mintz
Washington Post Staff Writer 
Saturday, March 4, 2000; Page A06

The mystery of who financed $2.1 million worth of television 
commercials

praising Texas Gov. George W. Bush's environmental record was
solved 

aired the 

energy

ads--and 

to be 

group, 

primary

yesterday when a billionaire Dallas investor announced that he 

ads to promote a pet cause and business interest: alternative 

sources.

After a day of public puzzlement about who was behind the 

accusations by Sen. John McCain that Bush's campaign appeared 

involved-businessman Sam Wyly revealed that he formed the 

Republicans for Clean Air, which broadcast the ads in several 

states.

Wyly, who describes himself as a Republican who supports 
abortion rights

and gay rights, denied in an interview yesterday that he or
his aides

coordinated their ad campaign in any way with Bush or his 
staff-although

Wyly and his family have been among Bush's biggest financial



backers. The
McCain campaign continued to assert that Wyly's group is a 

front for the
Bush operation and filed a formal complaint yesterday with the

Federal
Communications Commission making that claim.

"I'm a monomaniac with a mission," Wyly said. "My mission is
to get this

message of obtaining clean air through clean energy onto the
national

agenda.... I want to end the huge damage that these dirty 
old polluting

power plants are doing to so many individuals around the 
country." Wyly

has invested millions in businesses that promote alternative
energy.

Wyly yesterday staged what must be one of the quirkier 
political debuts in

recent memory. After his ads created controversy about the
identity of

Republicans for Clean Air, he called reporters to disclose 
that he is the

group-and that he intends to put its issue on the political 
map. Wyly aides

said it was all arranged to generate maximum "buzz."

The episode also demonstrates how meaningless the campaign
finance

laws are to individuals or groups who want to take a political
stand while

keeping their identities secret. Independent groups say the 
law does not

require them to reveal their contributors or spending if they 
do not explicitly

urge voters to elect or defeat specific candidates.

While the great majority of environmental groups have bitterly
denounced

Bush for what they say is a poor record on clean air, Wyly 
said Bush has

performed admirably on the narrow issue he cares most deeply
about:

cracking down on emissions by electric utilities, the source 
of much of the

nation's most serious pollution.

Last year. Bush signed a law that made Texas only the third 
state to order

power plants to reduce emissions. At the same time. Bush 
allowed the oil

and chemical industries to design their own relatively lax,
voluntary



pollution plan, which has drawn furious attacks from 
environmental activists

as well as the McCain campaign.

attacks 

Bush for

Bush said he had "no knowledge whatsoever" of Wyly's ad, which 

McCain for a vote against a solar power measure and praises

reining in the electric utilities. It ends by saying, "Gov. 
Bush, leading, so

each day dawns brighter."

that Wyly

running

Wyly's

scam."

The McCain campaign, meanwhile, stepped up its accusations

was a Bush puppet--an assertion Wyly called absurd.

Rick Davis, McCain's campaign manager, said the ads-which are

in New York, California, Ohio and Vermont--were "sponsored, 
coordinated and managed by the George Bush campaign." He said

assertion that he is an independent actor is "the most recent

"It is irrational to believe that this was a good-faith effort 
on Sam Wyly's

part on an issue he's never had involvement in," Davis said,
adding that

Wyly "has no interest in the environment and is only working
for people

who are interested in seeing John McCain defeated."

Wyly in recent years has built solid credentials in his field 
of clean energy.

After two decades in the computer software business-just two
weeks ago

he and his brother Charles sold two firms for $7.9 billion,
personally

netting them $500 million-Sam Wyly recently turned to the
issue of

renewable energy after his children convinced him of its 
importance.

He saw a way to make money on solar and wind-generated power 
as

more and more states deregulate their utility industries.
Recently he poured

$100 million into a firm called GreenMountain.com, which now
has more

than 100,000 customers in Pennsylvania and California.

Last spring, Wyly, with a small knot of Texas 
environmentalists, persuaded

Bush to sign a utility deregulation bill that contained the



crackdown on
power plants, despite intense lobbying by utilities.

Wyly has been a generous Bush financial supporter. He and his
brother

Charles gave Bush's two gubernatorial campaigns $210,000, 
establishing

them as two of Bush's largest backers over his political life. 
Charles is a

Bush "Pioneer" who raised at least $100,000 for Bush's
presidential

campaign. In addition, the brothers and their families have 
given various

GOP candidates and committees $171,000 since 1997.

In 1997, Wyly contributed $1,000 to McCain, whom Wyly praises
as a

pretty good senator... but I tagged him" in the ad for his 
one vote against

a solar power measure. McCain said the criticism was unfair 
because he's

supported renewable energy many other times.

A native of a tiny town in Louisiana, Wyly co-founded one of 
the nation's

earliest computer software and service firms in 1963, and sold 
it years later

for $840 million. Now that he's made a fortune, he said he's 
devoting his

life to offering consumers options for clean energy sources.

"I want to get this message before every Republican 
congressman and

senator, before Democrats, too, since it takes both," he said,
adding that

he has no immediate plans for more ads. He declined comment on
Vice

President Gore, except to say Gore has never taken the step 
Bush has of

advocating mandatory pollution restrictions on utilities.

"I'll address that," he said, "when we get to the general
election."

contributed
Staff writers Terry M. Neal and Edward Walsh in New York 

i
to this report.
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HAD WATCH
the reality behind the rhetoric

"Bush and Air Pollution" 
Republican for Clean Air 
3/1/00

Bush Ad

Announcer: "Last year, John McCain voted against solar and renewable energy. 
Thai means more use of coal burning plants that pollute our air. New York * 
Republicans care about clear air. So does Governor Bush...."

The Fads

Fact: Environmental Coalition Blamed Bush for Texas' Dirty Air. A 
coalition of 44 environmental ^ups called the Texas Air Crisis Campaign 
released a report in 1999 detailing how Texas air quality had deteriorated under 
Bush. "We believe the air crisis is due to the intentional acts and conscious 
indifference of Governor Bush, his appointees to the Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission and the Legislature. There are both sins of omission 
and sins of emission," said Meg Haenn of the Campaign. The group blamed 
Bush's poor vehicle emissions program and his allowance of grandfathered 
companies to continue polluting with no mandatory regulations. [Dallas 
Morning News, 10/20/99; Austin American-Statesman, 10/20/99; Fort Worth 
Star-Telegram, 10/20/99]

Fact: Bush Was In Oflice Two Years Before Even Asking About Major 
Texas Polluters. Bush was elected in 199S, but it wasn't until 1997 that he 
even heard of grandfathered polluters. During a meeting in 1997, a staffer 
mentioned grand&thered polluters in Texas and Bush asked, "What are those?" 
When the Texas Glean Air Act was passed in 1971, plants which already 
existed were exempt ["grandfathered"] from the regulations with the idea they 
would soon shut down. Over 800 of them still exist, and they generate the 
majority of Texas' toxic air pollution. [Time, 2/21/00]

Texas Cities Were Already Out of Compliance in 1997. Dallas exceeded 
federal ozone standards IS times in 1995, and four times in 1996. In 1999, 
Bush's environmental administrators claimed they did not have enough warning 
to gel a clean air plan together. [Dallas Morning News. 3/12/99]

Fact: Key Statistics on Texas Air:

• Texas is ranked as the worst state in the country for: all air releases, 
confirmed carcinogens to the air, suspected carcinogens to the air, and 
cancer risk from pollutants;

• Air pollution in Texas can be blamed for 2,617 premature deaths 
across Texas each year,

• Houston even passed Los Angles in 1999 as the city with the highest 
levels of ozone in the country;

• Seven Texas Cities Failed Federal Clean Air Standards: Austin, San 
Antonio, and Tyler-Longview were declared in violation of clean air 
standards by the EPA this year. Under Bush, Houston. Dallas,
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BishAd
L„-ou»/:er"Bu5h clean air laws will reduce air pollution more than a quarter 

a year. That's like taking five million cars off the road. Governor
Busk Leading so each day dawns brighter.... ____________ _

The Facts

aJ. ». (Pommift H«.ia, mm, s» a«<»»
I Express-News, 4/14/99]

i

„0KR.p«blicmfc compl™1 them attack air pollution." [Washington Post. 10/15/99]

1 Fact: Federal Government Mandated 90 Percent Cut In Emissions in

te2^m^Tiio««us.b.c«inH.us».b,90^
St^ would lose billions in highway funds. The necessary .

I severe even if eveiy car were taken off the road m Houston, the city would 
sSJrS of compliance with federal safe ozone levels. -There's a pretty solid 
SOhOilTOS by Governor Bush that made it harder for the ^ to 
Xce VraSns" said Peter Altman, director of the Austin-based Su^le 
EnOO^ wd Economic Development Coalition. In 2000, environmental ^oups

not addressing industry pollution. (Chnstian Science Monitor, l j/p/99,
1 Boston Globe, 11/1««9; Washington Post. 10/15/99; Associated Press.

1/26/00]
Fact- EPA Said Texas' Cleanup Plan Was Not Adequate. Officials frorn the 
EP A said that the TNRCC must cut emissions further than was mmd^ m

taiasa
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• Texas had seven of the top ten cities with the highest concentrations of 
ozone during 1-hour periods, including Texas City and Houston in 
slots one and two. [Siena Club Press Release, >/l 7/99; [Environmental 
Defense Fund seorecards, htipr/Zscorcard-org: Houston Chronicle, 
6/29/9*. 10/12/99; Dallas Morning News. 10/29/99; Austin 
American-Staiesman, 9/7/99,8/21/99]

P. 003
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Bush Ad
Announcer: "He led one of the first states in America to clamp down on old 
coal-burning electric power plants...."

the Fiets

Fact: Bush Opposes Regulating Polluters. "I do not believe you can sue 
your way or regulate your way to clean air and clean water," Bush has said. 
Pallas Morning News, 12/1/99]

Fact: Bush Proposed Two Voluntary Laws, One Limited Mandatory Law:

1997: Bush Let Polluting Contributon Design Voluntary Clean-Up Flan. 
In 1997, Bush pushed a voluntary-permits plan for so-called "grandfathered 
companies" — companies that were exempt from 1971 Clean Air Act Standards 

they were already built or under constiuction when the 1971 law was 
passed. Bush allowed grandfathered-company representatives who had 
contributed to his campaign to help draft the plan. From 1994-1999, Bush took 
81,371,795 in gubernatorial and presidential campaign contributions from 
grandfathered companies' PACs and company officials. Of the 984,000 tons of 
air pollution produced by grandfathered companies. 741.009 tons - 75 percent 
- came from companies who donated $500 or more to Bush's gubernatorial 
races from 1994-1998. In 1999 Bush accepted at least SI 1,S00 from Exxon, 
which wrote in a 1997 letter sent to Bush's Environmental Policy director and 
other grandfathered industries, "In early March, while discussing the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards Issue with Governor Bush, he asked us to 
work with his office to develop the concepts of a voluntary program." [Bush 
7/15 FEC filing. Letter from Exxon representative 6/12/97; Austin 
American-Statesman, 6/10/98; Dirty Air, Dirty Money," June 1998 report by 
Texans for Public Justice; GrandMiered Air Pollution: The Dirty Secret of 
Texas Industries, 4/27/98; Center for Responsive Politics, wvrw.crp.org; AP, 
4/30/991

1999: Second Voluntary Bill Also Inadequate. In 1999, Bush signed another 
voluntary permit bill into law. SB766 does not mandate that companies clean 
up their air pollution, but does increase the fees they must pay if they continue 
to pollute. Environmentalists estimated that only eight or nine grandfathered 
companies — out of more than 800 - are likely to reduce emissions because of 
the Bush-signed legislation. "The responsibility for the failure of the Texas 
Legislature to pass legislation closing the gnn^thcr loophole and achieving 
necessary clean air benefits for Texas rests with George W. Bush.... The 
Governor chose to placate his polluter friends and contributors rather than 
move more aggressively against grandfathered poiluteis," said Ken Kramer, 
director of the Sierra Club. [Sierra Club Press Release, 6/1/99; San Antonio 
Express-News, 6/4/99]

Bush Only Agreed to Mandatory Law in 1999 to Appease Transportation 
Lobby. After the EPA threatened to cut of federal transpoitation''fimds to 
Texas for not having a plan to correct the frequent violatiotts of federal clean air 
standards, the Texas iransportation lobby began pressuring Bush to pass new 
laws. Bush then successfully supported a bill to require utiliQr companies to 
cut emissions, and the second voluntary bill for grandfathered companies. 
[Washington Post, 10/15/99]



POLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCESS: 

POWER SECTOR EMISSIONS

February, 00

1. Initial, Agenda-Setting Mtg - Called by Podesta/Frampton/Sperling 

• Attendees (Assistant Secretary level or above)

• CEA/OEI/LA/OMB/IGA
• EPA
• DOE
• Treas.
• DOE
• State
• DOI
• OVP

• Message: Intent to develop, on fast-track basis, multi-pollutant proposed regulatory 
scheme for power plant emissions. Without pre-judging result, the effort is a 
Presidential priority. Precise form of final product (statement of principles, draft bill, 
or something in between) TBD. Target date for completion: March 30.

• State Governing Policy Objectives

1. Combine regulatory innovation and flexibility with market-based measures to achieve 
ambitious reduction requirements;

2. Achieve multi-pollutant reductions, including carbon;
3. Do not undercut ongoing efforts to enforce current clean air requirements;

• Next Steps: Minsk-Ballentine led interagency meetings to proceed issue by issue.

2. Agenda for Minsk-Ballentine Process

The interagency meetings will consider options and resolve differences regarding the following 
issues:

• Breadth of proposal: sector(s) covered; treatment of mercury.

• Modification of the New Source Review requirements of the Clean Air Act.

• Dealing with “hot spots”.



• Distribution of permits.

• Design of emissions trading system.

• Transition assistance.

• Emissions targets and timing and related costs and benefits



STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PRINCIPLES:

Federal Action to Clean Up Power Plants

General Principles

1. Combine flexibility in compliance methods with ambitious reduction requirements;
2. Encourage/do not discourage fuel-switching and retirement of old plants;
3. Get to greatest reductions by harnessing economic efficiency/ market-based implementation;
4. Do not impact local ambient air quality standards;
5. Achieve multi-pollutant reductions;
6. Encourage/do not discourage increases in efficiency.

The current CAA framework can make these principles difficult to achieve simultaneously, 
thus requiring creative problem solving as the Administration works to address serious public 
health and environmental concerns.

Policy priorities

1. Substantial reductions in SO2 and NOx;
2. Delivery of multi-pollutant reductions and additional environmental benefits, such as fuel 

switching, plant retirements, and efficiency improvements;
3. Certainty (e.g. limited NSR) in exchange for such reductions and other benefits;
4. Not decreasing efficiency or providing disincentives for fuel-switching.
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COUNCIL ON lNV'IRONMENTAL QUALITY

WASHINGTON, D C 20503

December 9. 1999

MEMOR.\NDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM; GEORGE T. FFLMMPTON *
ROGER BALLENTINEw^^>4

SUBJECT: PROPOSED STATE OF Tm UNION INITIATIVES

k' 1
'jlYTfsX

This memo outlines five potential State of the Union announcements tor your consideration.
Four of them - Clean Energy for the 2U' Century, .A Permanent Lands Legacy. Clean Waters 
Across .America, and Building More Livable Communities - build on existing priorities. TIk 

fifth - Greening the Globe - would establish a major new priority.

CLEAN ENERGY FOR THE CENTURY
Action: You would announce your final, major climate change initiative, with both international 
and domestic components, including: 1) new efforts to promote clean energy technologies in 
developing countries; 2) a strategy for reducing greenhouse gas and other harmtul^emissions 
from U.S. coal-fired power plants; and 3) a challenge to the auto industry to significantly 

improve vehicle fuel economy.

Background: Over the past seven years, you and Vice President Gore have significantly 
elevated the issue of climate change on the domestic and international agendas and launched 
major initiatives to begin meeting this global challenge. The success of these efforts is 
evidenced, in part, by growing recognition by the American public and by corporate leaders that 
this issue is real and must be addressed. You have called for a new paradigm in meeting this 
challenge - that both developed and developing countries can limit their emissions while 

growing their economies.

The coming year represents the final opportunity for your Administration to build on these 
achievements and to put this new vision to the test. Diplomatically, we face two critical 
challenges; ensuring successful negotiations next November in the The Hague on the operational 
rules of the market-based mechanisms established by the Kyoto Protocol; and achieving more 
meaningful participation by developing countries. Domestically, we must begin laying the 
groundwork for achieving more significant emissions reductions, particularly in the two sectors 
with the greatest emissions: transportation and electricity generation.

These proposed initiatives would provide new incentives and mechanisms for reducing domestic 
mechanisms; demonstrate forcefully to the international community that the Umted States is 
fully committed to domestic emissions reduction; and assist developing countries in adopting 

growth paths that are both robust and clean.

Recycled Paper



Sj)ccific initiatives include:

Global Clean Energy in the 2I'‘ Century - \ ou would propose new research, 
demonstration and export promotion measures to accelerate the development and 
deployment of clean energy technologies in developing countries.

This effort builds on the recommendations of the President s Council ot Advisors on 
Science and Technology. Electric power accounts for one third ot global greenhouse gas 
emissions, with the fastest growth occurring in developing countries. By 2020, a 
projected SI.7 trillion will be invested in electric power capacity in developing countries. 
These measures would help demonstrate to developing countries that the; can protect the 
environment while growing their economies, and would help encourage their 
participation in global climate change efforts.

This proposal has three elements; improved coordination ot existing programs at D(3E, 
USAID. TDA, EXIM, OPIC and Commerce; new Hinding for research and development, 
policy reform and capacity building, and trade promotion and hnance; and continued 
efforts within the OECD, G8 and WTO to steer capital tlows to clean energy 

development.

Investing in Clean Power at Home - You would propose major new legislation to reduce 
greenhouse gas and other harmful emissions from older coal-tired power plants, and a 
Clean Air Bond to help finance the conversion ot these plants to cleaner, more efficient 
technologies.

More than two-thirds of U.S. power plants are more than 30 years old and, as such, are 
not subject to the same Clean Air Act requirements as new plants. These plants are a 
major source of pollutants that contribute to smog and acid rain. They also are far less 
efficient than modem plants, making them major emitters ot greenhouse gases.

Utilities will soon face major investment decisions - whether to retire these plants or 
extend their lives. These decisions are driven by mounting pressure to reduce 
conventional pollutants (new Clean Air Act requirements as well as state litigation in 
New York and Connecticut) and new uncertainties associated with electricity 
restructuring (the need for new capacity and additional cost competition). With the right 
strategy, we can make carbon reduction a central element in these investment decisions, 
provide the regulatory certainty the utilities seek, and achieve the greatest environmental 
benefit for the least cost by allowing the regulated entities the flexibility to comply in the 

most economically efficient manner.

To those ends, you would propose major legislation to mandate reductions in 
conventional pollutants tind — for the first time — greenhouse gas emissions. These 
reductions would be achieved by setting caps to be phased in over 15 years - while 
easing permitting requirements that might deter plant modernizations - and by allowing 
market-based emissions trading. In addition, you would propose incentives for early
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action b)' utilities, in tlic form of a special class of tax-cNcmpl “pri\ ate acli\ it)’ bonds to 
finance qualified clean ener>^' investments.

While these steps would signifieantly strengthen domestic emissions reduction ettorts. 
there may be considerable political fallout, particularly in coal states.

Chopsin<' Fuel Economy - You would invite the CEOs ot the auto companies to the 
White House to explore ways they can voluntarily improve fuel economy, and pledge to 
move forward on CAFE standards if they do not agree to act on their own. \ ou might 
also propose a labeling program, modeled on the very successful Energy Star program, to 
help consumers identify particularly energy efficient vehicles and to provide additional 
incentive to manufacturers to produce them.

Transportation accounts for roughly a third of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions and the 
average fuel economy of new vehicles lias fallen to its lowest level since 1980. 
Technology exists to significantly improve fuel economy. In tact, in Europe, auto maKcrs 
(including Ford/Europe, GM/Europe, and DaimlerChrysler) have voluntarily committed 
to a 25 percent improvement in fuel efficiency by 2008. In Japan, the government has 
mandated a 23 percent improvement in gasoline vehicles, and a 15 percent improvement 
in diesel vehicles, by 2010.

Yet, for the past tliree years, a rider on the Transportation budget bill has barred the 
Administration from even studying the possibility ot raising fuel economy standards tor 
light-duty trucks (including SUVs), which now represent halt the new car market. 
Although this year environmentalists enlisted 40 senators tor a resolution opposing the 
rider, there were insufficient votes to sustain a veto. When you signed the Transportation 
bill, you again criticized the rider and said; “We cannot continue to ignore this. For that 
reason, we will soon invite the leaders of the auto industry to the White House to try to 
find a way to address this issue....”

In issuing this invitation, you would challenge the auto makers to provide .American 
consumers with a choice they deserve - vehicles that are safe, affordable, and 
significantly more fuel efficient. To be credible, this challenge must be accompanied by 
a clear statement that, if the auto makers do not make such a commitment, you will veto 
the rider and initiate a review of CAFE standards.

Cost: $204 million in FY2001 ($183 million for Global Clean Energy in the 2f‘ Century and 

$21 million for the Clean Air Bond).

A PERMANENT LANDS LEGACY

Action: You would again call on Congress to approve $1 billion a year in permanent land 
conservation funding; announce new protections for selected federal lands; announce that you 
will conduct a Lands Legacy tour highlighting recent and new actions to protect natural
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i: j;i:;iii cs; and set a goal of expanding the national ; idlile reiuge s)’Stcm to 100 million acres by 
2003, the system's 100* anniversary.

Background: Last January, you announced a Lands Legacy initiative with two principal goals.
SI billion in FY 2000 for federal, state, and local efforts to protect land and coastal resources, 
and permanent funding of at least SI billion a year to continue these ettons in the new century.
In the recent budget negotiations, you secured S652 million tor these ettons in F\ 2000, a 4_ 
percent increase over FY 1999. This includes the full funding needed to acquire the Baca Ranch. 
However, despite considerable bipartisan support for some form ot dedicated or permanent 
funding, our last-minute ‘‘cap-and-fence" proposal for a dedicated fund similar to the highway 

trust fund did not win over the Appropriations comminees.

.As part of a package of initiatives for the coming year, your FA 2001 budget would propose 
another significant increase for Lands Legacy and would incorporate a cap-and-tence 
mechanism to ensure dedicated funding in the years ahead.

Other initiatives include;

New Land Protections - Details are not yet available, but there may be opportunities to 
extend new protections to selected federal lands by executive action. Such lands would 
have natural, historic, or cultural values of national significance. Depending on the sites 
and the process employed, you would announce protections effective immediately or 
declare your intent to take such action within a certain time period (30-90 days).

Lands Legacy Tour - You would announce plans to visit some of the natural treasures the 
Administration has protected, and possibly sites where new protections will be 
announced. The tour - or the first in a series of trips - could be scheduled for the week 
leading up to Earth Day. Possibilities include opening Headwaters Forest to the public, 
completing acquisition of Baca Ranch, visiting a site along the Lewis and Clark trail, 
inspecting some of the places proposed for executive designadon, dedicating an addition 
to Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge in Florida (the nation s first refuge, 
established by Theodore Roosevelt), dedicating an addition to a Civil War battlefield, and 
announcing our draft roadless protection rule at a national forest.

Expanding Wildlife Refuges - You would set a goal of expanding the wildlife refuge 
system to 100 million acres by 2003, the system’s 100* anniversary. The refuge system, 
established by Theodore Roosevelt, is the world’s oldest and largest network of lands 
dedicated to protecting wildlife, with 93 million acres in all 50 states. A. goal of 100 
million acres would be an important milepost for the Lands Legacy initiative.

Cost: $1.35 billion in FY 2001.
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GREENING THE GLOBE

Action: You would announce a set of initiatives to promote forest conservation around the world, 
including; a new fund to promote conservation-based development in developing countries; 
increased funding for debt-for-nature swaps; and a challenge to other developed countries to join 
us in reforming trade and lending practices that promote forest destruction.

Background: Your Administration has made tremendous strides in improving management of 
.Ymenca's national forests, culminating in your recent proposal to protect more than 40 million 
acres of roadless area. These accomplishments, coupled with the L'nited States record of 
leadership on global environmental issues, put us in a strong position to promote international 
action to protect forests elsewhere around the world.

.Apart from clean air and water, protecting rain forests is perhaps the most popular environmental 
cause ever. Yet. despite widespread public attention, the state of the world s forests continues to 
worsen. Scientists believe that only a fifth of the Earth's original forest cover remains intact and 
healthy, and the United Nations estimates that 250 acres of tropical forest are logged every 

minute.

Efforts to initiate negotiations toward an international forest convention have been stalled by 
concerns over sovereignty and other issues. And while a portion of the multilateral Global 
Environment Facility established in 1992 in Rio is dedicated to forest conservation. Congress has 
withheld full funding of the U.S. share, Our best prospects tor catalyzing international forest 
protection efforts are a significant increase for U.S.-sponsored conservation programs and a 
challenge to other developed countries to join us in reforming trade and finance practices that 
promote forest destruction. As you told environmentalists when you met with them last week in 
Seattle, such a program could be targeted to countries whose forests might be impacted by trade 

liberalization (e.g. Indonesia, Malaysia, Congo, Brazil and Peru).

This initiative includes;

Global Forest Fund - You would propose SI 00 million in FY 2001 tor programs at 
USAID that forge partnerships with conservation organizations and developing countries 
to promote conservation-based development. Funds would support training and technical 
assistance in areas such as conservation planning, watershed improvement and 
reforestation, and would be targeted to regions where deforestation poses the greatest 
threat of biodiversity loss. Partnership agreements would be structured in a way to 
leverage significant private funding for these efforts. (Members of the public could be 
offered an opportunity to contribute directly to this fund through a check-off box on 

federal tax returns.)

Debt-for-Nature - You would propose $50 million in FY 2001 to implement the Tropical 
Forest Conservation Act, which authorizes the reduction of debt to the United States in 
exchange for forest protection efforts. You requested $50 million for this program in FY 

2000 but Congress appropriated only $13 million.
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Elhninutin^ Forestry Subsidies - You would propose multilateral negotiations, perhaps in 
the new WTO Round, to phase out subsidies that promote overlogging. This 
eomplements our position at the WTO Ministerial, where USTR and CEQ declared our 
opposition to proposals on non-tariff measures that would undermine legitimate ettorts to 

protect a country’s forest resources.

Forestry Lending Standards - You would call on G7 countries to adopt standards that bar 
lending for projects that destroy primary forest or promote unsustainable forestry. The 
W'orld Bank and OPIC alreadv prohibit certain infrastructure and forestry projects in 
primary forests. At this year's G7 summit, we won language calling tor environmental 
iiuidelines for export credit agencies by the 2001 summit. We would build on this by 

calling for explicit forest policies.

Cost: S150 million in F Y 2001.

CLEAN W.ATERS ACROSS AMERICA

Action: You would propose doubling America's investment in clean water over the next 10 years 
with the goals of: ending beach closures, restoring the Great Lakes, shrinking the Gulf of Mexico 
■‘dead zone” and, ultimately, making all our rivers, lakes and coastal waters clean enough tor 
tishinu and swimming. You also would call on Congress to reauthorize a strengthened Clean 

Water Act.

Background: Despite tremendous headway in combating water pollution, 40 percent of 
America's surveyed waterways are still too polluted for fishing and swimming, and beaches are 
closed to swimmers more than 1000 times a year. Regionally, the dead zone in the Gulf of 
Mexico continues to grow larger, and toxic sediments pose a continuing pollution threat in the 

Great Lakes.

The five-year Clean Water Action Plan you launched early last year is providing new resources 
to control the largest remaining sources of water pollution: dirty runoff from farms and urban 
areas. In FY 1999 and FY 2000, you secured S3.4 billion to carry out the plan, much of it 
directed to helping communities and farmers reduce polluted runoff. We are recommending 

another increase for FY 2001.

However, achieving the goal of “fishable and swimmable ’ waters across the country will require 
new legislative authorities and significant new resources. A newly reauthorized Clean Water Act 
must close court-created loopholes in wetlands protections, restore citizens rights to enforce 
clean water standards, and provide authority to regulate polluted runoff when states fail to act. 
And major new funding is needed to meet replace aging wastewater infrastructure nationwide 

and meet other water quality challenges.

In recent years, your budgets have proposed reductions for the Clean Water State Revolving 
Funds that finance wastewater improvement on the assumption that the funds were approaching 
full capitalization at an adequate level. But recent surveys of wastewater infrastructure needs
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undercut that assumption, and mayors, governors and construction trade unions arc pressing for 
increased funding. This year. Congress appropriated $550 million more than you requested. 
Future increases could meet these wastewater needs while also providing resources to address 

polluted runoff and critical regional issues.

This initiative includes:

Fulfilling the Promise of the Clean Water Act - \ ou would set a near-term goal ot ending 
beach closures and a long-term goal of making all ot America s waterways sate tor 
fishing and swimming.

Doublin<y Our Investment in Clean iVtUer - You would propose doubling funding tor the 
state revolving funds to S3 billion a year for 10 years. Halt the tunding would be 
allocated under the current formula for wastewater system improvements. The other halt 
would be targeted as follows:
• S500 million a year to help farming and ranching communities reduce polluted 

runoff;
• S500 million a year for wetlands restoration and pollution control in the Mississippi 

Valley to help eliminate the “dead zone" in the Quit ot Mexico.
• $500 million a year (transferred from the Hazardous Substances Trust Fund) to help 

states address contaminated sediments and other pollution threats in the Great Lakes.

Strengthening the Clean Water Act - You would call on Congress to strengthen and 
reauthorize the Clean Water Act to meet a new generation of clean water challenges.

Cost: $ 15 billion over 10 years.

BUILDING MORE LIVABLE COMMUNITIES

Action: You would announce major new elements in the Administration s Livable Communities 
initiative, including: 1) doubling the Administration’s current proposal for state and local tax 
credits for open space, brownfields, and water quality, known as Better America Bonds, (2) 
making billions of dollars in transportation money more readily available for projects that reduce 
both congestion and pollution; and 3) revitalizing urban areas by providing greater assistance 

through HUD for brownfields redevelopment.

Background: Last year, the Administration launched a new initiative to help communities 
preserve open space, reduce traffic congestion, fight sprawl and take other steps to enhance 
livability and sustain prosperity. Our initiative has drawn considerable support at the state and 
local levels, and in last month’s election voters across the country approved another round of 

“smart growth” ballot initiatives.

New efforts proposed for this year’s budget include;
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Better America Bonds - You would propose $ 1.4 billion over five years for Better 
America Bonds, twice the level proposed last year. This funding would support tederai 
ta.x credits enabling state, local and tribal governments to issue bonds to preserve open 
space, clean up brownfields, and improve water quality. The tunding proposed last year 
would have allowed S9.5 billion in bond authority over five >ears.

Expanding Transportation Choices - You would propose allowing communities greater 
flexibility in the use of federal transportation funds so more can be steered to mass transit 
and alternative transportation. The transportation trust fund will generate Sj billion more 
in FY 2001 than was projected when TEA-21 was enacted.

^^ext Generation of Brownfields Redevelopment - You would propose two new steps to 
encourage cleanup and redevelopment of vacant, abandoned, or underutilized urban 
properties: changes to the tax code to allow the currently underutilized browntields tax 
credit to be applied to cleanup costs associated with asbestos and lead, which are not now 
eligible; and changes to HUD's S5 billion-a-year Community Development Block Grant 
program to make it easier to use grants to finance brownfields cleanup and 

redevelopment.

Cost: S1.4 billion over five years for Better America Bonds.
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Proposed Climate Change Rollout

While there are only a couple of remaining open message opportunities between now and 
the State of the Union, we believe one should be devoted to climate change. Not only is this a 
legacy issue for the President on which he's been focused for several years, it has been the 
subject of a significant increase in public attention recently due to record warm weather and 
unusual storm activity.

In addition to record levels for the Climate Change Technology Initiative and new 
funding for the President’s Bio Energy Initiative, our budget includes more than $100 million for 
the “Clean Energy for the 2U‘ Century Initiative”. This money, spread among DOE, Commerce, 
USAID, Exim, OPIC and TDA, represents a tangible commitment to the President’s oft-stated 
world view that developing countries can grow and industrialize their economies in a way that 
was not available to us: cleanly. To a significant extent, this “win-win” proposition can be 
achieved with the help of (and to the benefit of) U.S. clean energy technologies and services.

Such an event could also include the following announcements:

• Our new $ 50 million International Forest Protection Initiative, about which the
President was very enthusiastic in his meeting with environmentalists in Seattle at the 
WTO. Saving forests is a major component of combating global warming.



• A major proposal for the President to unveil in which is an initiative to make old 
grandfathered coal-burning power plants live up to modem Clean Air standards. This 
proposal is the biggest single domestic step we can take in 2000 to combat carbon 
emissions, and if advanced this event would get front-page attention across the 
country on its own as an air pollution/children’s health measure.

A rollout event focusing primarily on climate could, for example, include touring a 500- 
worker solar technology company plant in Maryland (visuals with large solar panels/products) 
that exports 2/3rds of its products through the Port of Baltimore to the developing world, thus 
creating jobs and protecting the environment.

Let us know if there is additional information that we can provide.
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Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP

cc: David Gardiner/CEQ/EOP@EOP, Angela C. Mizeur/WHO/EOP@EOP
Subject: pow/er

TXAQrev.doc

Roger,
Attached is a short version overview of the TX law and I will answer several other questions here.
• 2. The proposal under consideration would be much more far-reaching the the TX plan. The 

reductions for S02 would be in the range of 30-50%; NOx: 75% or more. TX is silent on Hg and C02 
and allows for ratepayer financing of reductions.

• 4. Clean (read that natural gas-based) utilities would likely be in favor because the cost penalty 
between their product and that from coal-based utilities would be substantially lessened or eliminated.

• 5. EEI will hate this (if C02 is included).
• 6. I haven't discussed this proposal with other industries, but any that are large electric consumers 

(aluminum and the electric-arc furnace sector (45%) of the steel industry) would be strongly opposed 
because of increased costs. It is likely that all energy intensive industries would oppose this because 
they see it coming to them.



David Gardiner
^ 01/12/2000 09:08:55 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP

cc: Janet Anderson/WHCCTF/EOP@EOP
Subject: power

In general, power plants are responsible for 30% of NOx emissions, 60-70% of S02 emissions, 30% of 
mercury emissions, and 40% of carbon emissions (this last figure includes independent power producers, 
which EIA estimates do not). EPA will get us more precise figures.

I also agree with Janet's assessment of where the utility industry will be. EPA estimates that 30-40% of 
the utility industry is already clean and therefore likely to be favorable to a proposal. I would also urge 
that we encourage EEI to take a position on our proposal that is similar to their position on the Kyoto 
Protocol, i.e. we oppose it because of its targets and timetables, and favor the way in which it is done 
(trading and NSR).



David,

Here is a quick summary of the health effects of Sox, Nox and Mercury. I spoke to 
Bob, and he had no numbers, but he was confident that we could expect about a 4 to 
1 ratio of benefits to costs (for comparison, benefits of Tier 2 are about $25 billion).

Bill

Sulfur Dioxide

Nature and Sources of the Pollutant:
Sulfur dioxide belongs to the family of sulfur oxide gases. These gases are formed when 
fuel containing sulfur (mainly, coal and oil) is burned and during metal smelting and 
other industrial processes. Most S02 monitoring stations are located in urban areas. The 
highest monitored concentrations of S02 are recorded in the vicinity of large industrial 
facilities.

Health and Environmental Effects:
High concentrations of S02 can result in temporary breathing impairment for asthmatic 
children and adults who are active outdoors. Short-term exposures of asthmatic 
individuals to elevated S02 levels while at moderate exertion may result in reduced lung 
function that may be accompanied by such symptoms as wheezing, chest tightness, or 
shortness of breath. Other effects that have been associated with longer-term exposures to 
high concentrations of S02, in conjunction with high levels of PM, include respiratory 
illness, alterations in the lungs' defenses, and aggravation of existing cardiovascular 
disease. The subgroups of the population that may be affected under these conditions 
include individuals with cardiovascular disease or chronic lung disease, as well as 
children and the elderly.

Together, S02 and NOx are the major precursors to acidic deposition (acid rain), which is 
associated with the acidification of soils, lakes, and streams, accelerated corrosion of 
buildings and monuments, and reduced visibility. Sulfur dioxide also is a major precursor 
to PM-2.5, which is asignificant health concern as well as a main pollutant that impairs 
visibility.

Trends in S02 Levels: Between 1988 and 1997, national S02 concentrations decreased 
39 percent and S02 emissions decreased 12 percent. Between 1996 and 1997, national 
S02 concentrations decreased 4 percent and S02 emissions increased 3 percent. Sulfur 
dioxide emissions from electric utilities decreased 12 percent between 1994 and 1997. 
These recent reductions are due, in large part, to controls implemented under EPA's Acid 
Rain Program. The 3 percent increase that occurred between 1996 and 1997 is primarily 
due to increased demand for electricity.

NOX



Nature and Sources of the Pollutant: Nitrogen dioxide (N02) is a reddish brown, highly 
reactive gas that is formed in the ambient air through the oxidation of nitric oxide (NO). 
Nitrogen oxides (NOx), the term used to describe the sum of NO, N02 and other oxides 
of nitrogen, play a major role in the formation of ozone. The major sources of man-made 
NOx emissions are high-temperature combustion processes, such as those occurring in 
automobiles and power plants. Home heaters and gas stoves also produce substantial 
amounts of N02 in indoor settings.

Health and Environmental Effects: Short-term exposures (e.g., less than 3 hours) to 
current nitrogen dioxide (N02) concentrations may lead to changes in airway 
responsiveness and lung function in individuals with pre-existing respiratory illnesses and 
increases in respiratory illnesses in children (5-12 years old). Long-term exposures to 
N02 may lead to increased susceptibility to respiratory infection and may cause 
alterations in the lung. Atmospheric transformation of NOx can lead to the formation of 
ozone and nitrogen-bearing particles (most notably in some western urban areas) which 
are both associated with adverse health effects.

Nitrogen oxides also contribute to the formation of acid rain. Nitrogen oxides contribute 
to a wide range of environmental effects, including potential changes in the composition 
and competition of some species of vegetation in wetland and terrestrial systems, 
visibility impairment, acidification of freshwater bodies, eutrophication (i.e., explosive 
algae growth leading to a depletion of oxygen in the water) of estuarine and coastal 
waters (e.g., Chesapeake Bay), and increases in levels of toxins harmful to fish and other 
aquatic life.

Trends in N02 Levels: Over the past ten years, ambient N02 concentrations decreased 14 
percent. Between 1996 and 1997, national average annual mean N02 concentrations 
remain unchanged. In the last 10 years, NOx emissions levels have remained relatively 
constant. Between 1988 and 1997, NOx emissions declined 1 percent, while they 
increased slightly (by 1 percent) between 1996 and 1997. However, over the longer term 
since 1970, total NOx emissions have increased 11 percent and NOx emissions from 
coal-fired power plants have increased 44 percent.

Mercury

Mercury exists in three forms: elemental mercury, inorganic mercury compounds 
(primarily mercuric chloride), and organic mercury (primarily methyl mercury). All 
forms of mercury are quite toxic, and each form exhibits different health effects. Acute 
(short-term) exposure to high levels of elemental mercury and methyl mercury in 
humans results in central nervous system (CNS) effects such as hallucinations and 
delirium (elemental mercury) and blindness, deafness, and impaired level of 
consciousness (methyl mercury). Effects on the gastrointestinal tract and respiratory 
system have also been noted in humans from acute inhalation exposure to elemental



mercury.

Chronic (long-term) exposure to elemental mercury and methyl mercury in humans also 
affects the central nervous system. Effects such as erethism (increased excitability), 
irritability, excessive shyness, and a tremor have been noted from elemental mercury 
exposure, and symptoms such as paresthesia (a sensation of pricking on the skin), blurred 
vision, malaise, speech difficulties, and constriction of the visual field from methyl 
mercury exposure. The major effect from chronic exposure to inorganic mercury is 
kidney damage.

The Reference Concentration (RfC) for elemental mercury is 0.0003 mg/m3. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimates that inhalation of this concentration or 
less, over a lifetime, would not likely result in the occurrence of chronic noncancer 
effects.

The Reference Dose (RfD) for methyl mercury is 0.0003 mg/kg/d.c EPA estimates that 
consumption of this dose or less, over a lifetime, would not likely result in the occurrence 
of chronic noncancer effects.

Methyl mercury exposure, via the oral route, exhibits significant developmental 
effects. Infants born to women who ingested high levels of methyl mercury exhibited 
mental retardation, ataxia, constriction of the visual field, blindness, and cerebral palsy. 
Human studies are inconclusive regarding elemental mercury and cancer, and no human 
studies are available on the carcinogenic effects of methyl mercury. EPA has classified 
inorganic mercury and methyl mercury as Group C, possible human carcinogens, and 
elemental mercury as Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity.



Janet Anderson
^ 01/12/2000 10:57:08 AM

Record Type: Record

To: David Gardiner/CEQ/EOP@EOP, Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP
cc: Angela C. Mizeur/WHO/EOP@EOP, Shelley N. Fidler/WHCCTF/EOP@EOP
Subject: Re: power g|

I have to respond to David's e-mail on the power sector with a couple of clarifications.
• First, while 30-40% of electricity in the US comes from "clean sources" (includes nukey, hydro, 

renewables, msw, natural gas, landfill gas), this does NOT translate to that level of support within the 
utility industry. Most of those sources are owned by entities that also own coal for the bulk of their 
generation. In 1998, just under 10% of electricity was generated by natural gas; this is a more likely 
guess for support as many of these units are owned by IPPs without significant holdings in coal-based 
generation.

• Second, in 1998, 37% of C02 emissions were from the electric power sector (includes IPPs, but not 
co-generators). The business as ususal case projects this to rise to 38% in 2010. (source is El A 
annual energy outlook:2000)

• Third, EEI has spoken in favor of the flexibility provisions in the Kyoto Protocol, however the proposal 
under consideration does not have these flexibility provisions.



UPDATED BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON POWER PLANTS

March 15,2000

Power Plants - Primer Review

Emissions of concern: sulfur dioxide (SO2) nitrogen oxides (NOx) carbon dioxide (CO2) 
mercury (Hg). The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments capped annual SO2 emissions at 8.95 

million tons beginning in 2000; current emissions are approx. 13 million tons per year because of 
early reductions that were banked (emissions expected to be ~10 million tons in 2005 with the 
bank exhausted -2010). NOx emissions this year will be approx. 16% lower than 1999 because
of reduetions required by the same amendments (23% below 1990 level). Current CO2 

emissions from electricity are -16% higher than 1990 levels and are forecast to be -40% above 
that in 2010. Electricity generation has increased -9% since 1990 and is forecast to 
increase-32% above that by 2010.

Major new air rules affecting utilities will be enacted over the next ten years. Further reductions 
in NOx already been required for the ozone transport area (NOx ‘ currently in
court); additional reductions in SO2 and NOx will be required to meet the new standards for 
ozone and fine particulate (currently in court). EPA will decide by the end of this year whether 
to regulate Hg; if yes, reductions would be required within 8-9 years. These uncertainties, 
combined with many companies’ belief that they will (at some point) operate in a CO2- 
constrained future and the transition of the industry to retail competition, create a difficult 
environment for investment decisions.

Recent Hill/Political News

Chairman Smith has stated publicly that he wants to look at power plant emissions in the 
Environment Committee this year. In private discussions with his staff, we have learned that 
they are considering a multi-pollutant cap - likely including carbon - as their proposal. This 
approach is similar to ours, but would likely feature more lenient limits and time frames.

The Republicans may be going on the offensive on this issue in the Presidential campaign. A 
Bush-supporting group “Republicans for Clean Air” has already run several million dollars 
worth of ads praising Bush’s clean air record and criticizing McCain for his votes against things 
like renewable energy R&D. The financier of the ads, Texas billionaire Sam Wyly (whom 
McCain has charged coordinated with the Bush Campaign on the ads) stated that unlike Bush, 
Gore has not done anything to improve utility emissions, and that his group will “address” that 
issue in the general election. {Washington Post, 3/4/00).



Enforcement

The EPA and DOJ are engaged in a major enforcement action with the electric utility sector on 
violations of the new source review (NSR) rules in the Clean Air Act. NSR exists to ensure that 
when industrial equipment is modernized or modified, emission control systems must be 
upgraded to the current standards. Notices of Violation were issued against 8 companies in 
November 1999 and additional investigations continue. Three weeks ago, Tampa Electric 
became the first company to settle with EPA/DOJ. The company’s agreement is to clean up its 
two coal-fired power plants, fund a $2 million study on air pollution effects on Tampa Bay, and 
pay a $3.5 million civil penalty. One of the plants will be converted to natural gas (a project 
long-planned with Enron building a new pipeline) and the remaining coal plant will increase its 
SO2 scrubber removal efficiency to 95% and install more sophisticated NO^ removal 
technology. An important part of this settlement is that it will reduce CO2 emissions by more 

than 25% (because of the switch to natural gas). The remaining companies, (American Elec. 
Power, Cinergy, FirstEnergy, lllinova. Southern, So. Indiana Elec. & Gas, and TV A) have not 
been able to advance negotiations with EPA/DOJ

Utility Emissions Control bills - 106^^ Congress

Moynihan/Boehlert/Sweeney (S.172 / HR.25/657)
SO2: 50% reduction from current cap (2005); NOx: 57% reduction from 2000 levels
(2005); CO2 and Hg: NA.

Jeffords (S.1369)
SO2: 60% reduction from current cap (2005); NOx: 68% reduction from 2000 levels 

(2005); CO2: 1990 levels (2005); Hg: 90% reduction (2005).

Pallone (HR.2569)
SO2: 55% reduction from current cap (2004); NOx: 68% reduction from 20000 levels 

(2005); CO2: 1990 levels (2005); Hg: 50% reduction by 2005, 90% by 2010.

Kucinich (HR.2645)
SO2: 60% reduction from current cap (2005); NOx: 68% reduction from 2000 levels 

(2005); CO2: 10% below 1990 levels (2005), 25% below 1990 levels (2010); Hg: 
elimination (2010).

Waxman (HR.2900)
SO2: 65% reduction from current cap (2005); NOx: 73% reduction from 2000 levels 

(2005); CO2: 1990 levels (2005); Hg: 90% reduction (2005).



Allen (HR.2980)
SO2: 68% reduction from current cap (2005); NO^: 73% reduction from 2000 levels 

(2005); CO2: 1990 levels (2005); Hg: 70% reduction (2005).

Leahy (S.1949)
SO2: 68% reduction from current cap (10 yrs); NO^: 73% reduction from 2000 levels 

(10 yrs); CO2: 30 to 48% below 1990 levels (10 yrs); Hg: 90% reduction (10 yrs).

RSB

Cc: Frampton 
Tramontano
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November 12, 1999

Roger Ballentine, Esq.
Deputy Assistant to the President for Environmental Initiatives 
115 Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Roger:

1 am writing to call to your attention a serious concern arising in the wake of the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s recent New Source Review enforcement action.

It appears that many of the efficiency-related actions voluntarily taken by utilities and others 
under the Climate Challenge program may fall within the category of actions EPA now considers 
subject to New Source Review. In other words, actions taken in good faith by companies and 
individuals to promote one important Administration program may well subject those companies 
and individuals to litigation by EPA and the Department of Justice.

One hopes that no one in a position of responsibility intended that the § 1605(b) registry would 
become a de facto roster of potential Clean Air Act defendants. That is, however, where we find 
ourselves today.

I would like the opportunity to discuss this matter with you.

Thqmasx:. Jensen

cc: Hon. George T. Frampton


