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¢. For the years 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014, each
electric provider may not decrease its renewable energy
percentage below the electric provider’s remewable
energy percentage required under subd. 2. b.

d. For the year 2015, each electric provider shall
increase its renewable energy percentage so that it is at
least 6 percentage points above the electric provider’s
baseline renewable percentage.

e. For each year after 2015, each electric provider
may not decrease its renewable energy percentage below
the electric provider’s renewable energy percentage
required under subd. 2. d.

SECTION 84. 196.378 (2) (b) 1. of the statutes is
amended to read:

196.378 (2) (b) 1. Totalretail-electric-sales The total

t of electricity tha clric provi 1
retail customers or members in a year shall be calculated
on the basis of an average of an the electric provider’s
retail electric sales in this state during the prior 3 years.

SecTioN 85. 196.378 (2) (b) 1m. of the statutes is
created to read:

196.378 (2) (b) Im. The amount of electricity derived
from hydroelectric renewable resources that an electric
provider may count toward satisfying the requirements
of par. (a) 2. shall be all electricity provided by hydroelec-
tric power that the electric provider purchased in the
reporting year plus all of the following;:

a. The average of the amounts of hydroelectric power
generated by facilities owned or operated by the electric
provider for 2001, 2002, and 2003, adjusted to reflect the
permanent removal from service of any of those facilities
and adjusted to reflect any capacity increases from
improvements made to those facilities on or after January
1, 2004.

b. The amount of hydroelectric power generated in
the reporting year by facilities owned or operated by the
electric provider that are initially placed in service on or
after January 1, 2004.

SECTION 86. 196.378 (2) (b) 3. of the statutes is
repealed. ‘

SecTioN 87m. 196.378 (2) (b) 4. of the statutes is
repealed and recreated to read:

196.378 (2) (b) 4. A wholesale supplier may sell
credits that it creates and may aggregate and allocate the
credits that it creates among its members or customers.
A member or customer may sell credits or portions of a
credit allocated to the member or customer by the whole-
sale supplier.

SECTION 88.
created to read:

196.378 (2) (b) 5. An electric provider that purchases
renewable energy from a renewable energy supplier may
use an allocated share of the renewable energy sold by the
renewable energy supplier to comply with a requirement
under par. (a) 2. or to create a credit under sub. (3) (a),
provided that the cost of the renewable energy is included

196.378 (2) (b) 5. of the statutes is
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in the price the electric'provider paid the renewable
energy supplier.

SECTION 89. 196.378 (2) (c) of the statutes is
amended to read:

196.378 (2) (c) No later ‘than Apn] 15 annually,

an electnc provxder shall subtmt a report to the dopapt—

ment commission that Ldgmﬁgs_m;ﬂ@gmg_mmiqu
W, e enta e pr

dcscnbes the elecmc prowder s comphance with par (a)

ﬁmm_cgmplmg . Repons under thxs paragraphmay
include certifications from whelesale-suppliers renew-

able energy suppliers regarding the sources and amounts
of renewable energy supplied to an the electric provider.

The department commission may specify the documen-
tation that is required to be included with reports sub-

mltted under thxs paragraph mg_qgmm_m_m_y

[ bmit the a pro-

ceeding, initiated by the commission under this section
relating to the implemmtaﬂon gf s.1.12.orina proceed—

2). t € O

eceipt electric provider’s report, the commission

shall inform the electric provider whether the electric

SECTION 90. 196.378 (2) (e) of the statutes is repealed
and recreated to read:

196.378 (2) (e) An electric provider, or a wholesale
supplier for its members, may request that the commis-
sion grant a delay for complying with a deadline speci-
fied in par. (a) 2. The commission shall hold a hearing on
the request and, if requested by the electric provider or
wholesale supplier, treat the matter as a contested case.
The commission shall grant a delay if the commission
determines that the applicant has demonstrated good
faith efforts to comply with the deadline and that any of
the following applies:

1. Notwithstanding reasonable efforts to protect
against undesirable impacts on the reliability of an elec-
tric provider’s system, compliance with the deadline will
have an undesirable impact on the reliability of the appli-
cant’s system.

2. Notwithstanding reasonable efforts to protect
against unreasonable increases in rates of the applicant’s
ratepayers or members, compliance with the deadline
will result in unreasonable increases in rates of the appli-
cant’s ratepayers or members, including increases that
are due to the discontinuation of federal renewable
energy tax credits or other federal policies intended to
reduce the acquisition costs of renewable energy.

3. Notwithstanding reasonable efforts to obtain
required approvals, the applicant cannot comply with the
deadline because the applicant or a supplier has experi-
enced or will experience delays in receiving required sit-
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ing or permitting approvals for renewable energy pro-
jects.

4. Notwithstanding reasonable efforts to secure
transmission service, the applicant cannot comply with
the deadline because the applicant faces transmission
constraints that interfere with the economic and reliable
delivery of renewable energy to the applicant’s system.

SECTION 91. 196.378 (2) (f) of the statutes is created
to read:

196.378 (2) (f) A wholesale electric cooperative for
its members or a municipal electric company for its mem-
bers may delay compliance with a deadline specified in
par. (a) 2. for any reason specified in par. (e) . to 4. A
wholesale electric cooperative or a municipal electric
company that delays compliance with a deadline speci-
fied in par. (a) 2. shall inform the commission of the delay
and the reason for the delay, and shall submit information
to the commission demonstrating that, notwithstanding
good faith efforts by the wholesale electric cooperative
or municipal electric company and its members, the
members cannot meet the deadline for the stated reason.

SECTION 92. 196.378 (2) (g) of the statutes is created
to read:

196.378 (2) (g) 1. In this paragraph, “energy con-
sumer advocacy group” means a group or organization
that advocates on behalf of its members’ interests regard-
ing the cost, availability, and reliability of energy or
regarding utility regulation.

2. Anenergy consumer advocacy group may request
that the commission grant to an electric provider that
serves one or more members of the group a delay for
complying with a deadline specified in par. (a) 2. The
commission shall hold a hearing on the request and, if
requested by the energy consumer advocacy group, treat
the matter as a contested case. The commission shall
grant a delay if the commission determines that the utility
has demonstrated good faith efforts to comply with the
deadline and that any of the conditions in par. () 1. tc 4.
apply.

SECTION 93. 196.378 (3) (a) of the statufes is renum-
bered 196.378 (3) (a) 1. and amended to read:

196.378 (3) (a) 1. An Subject to subd. 2., an electric
provider that provides total renewable energy to its retail
electric customers or members in excess of the percent-
ages specified in sub. (2) (a) 1-40-6: 2, may, in the applica-
ble year, create a renewable resource credit and sell to any
other electric provider -a- the renewable resource credit
or a portion of -a- the renewable resource credit at any
negotiated price. Altematively-an An electric provider
that creates or purchases a renewable resource credit or
portion may use -a-rerewable-reseurce the credit or por-
tion ef-a-resewable-resource-credit in a subsequent year,
as provided under par. (c), to establish compliance with
sub. (2) (a) 2. The commission shall promulgate rules
that establish requirements for the creation and use of a

renewable resource credit created on or after January 1,
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2004, mcludmg calculating the amount of a renewable

resource credm_@ml_fgr_m;_m&m.g_gf_m__a.mg

SECTION 94. 196.378 (3) (a) 2. of the statutes is
created to read:

196.378 (3) (a) 2. The commission shall promulgate
rules for calculating the amount of a renewable resource
credit that is created from a renewable facility placed into
service before January 1, 2004. The rules shall provide
that the amount of a renewable resource credit created on
or after January 1, 2004, from such a renewable facility,
except a renewable facility owned by a retail customer of
an electric provider, is limited to the incremental increase
in output from the renewable facility that is due to capac-
ity improvements made on or after January 1, 2004.

SecTION 95. 196.378 (3) (b) of the statutes is
amended to read:

196.378 (3) (b) The commission may promulgate
rules that establish requirements and procedures for a
sale under par. (a) 1.

SECTION 96. 196.378 (3) (c) of the statutes is created
to read:

196.378 (3) (¢) A renewable resource credit created
under s. 196.378 (3) (a), 2003 stats., may not be used after
December 31, 2011. A renewable resource credit created
under par. (a) 1. or 2., as affected by 2005 Wisconsin Act

... (this act), may not be used after the 4th year after the
year in which the credit is created, except the commission
may promulgate rules specifying a different period of
time if the commission determines that such period is
necessary for consistency with any regional renewable
resource credit trading program that applies in this state.

SECTION 97. 196.378 (4m) of the statutes is created
to read:

196.378 (4m) ADDITIONAL RENEWABLE RESOURCES
REQUIREMENTS. (a) The commission may not impose on
an electric provider any requirement that increases the
electric provider’s renewable energy percentage beyond
that required under sub. (2) (a) 2. If an electric provider
is in compliance with the requirements of sub. (2) (a) 2.,
the commission may not require the electric provider to
undertake, administer, or fund any other renewable
energy program. This paragraph does not limit the
authority of the commission to enforce an electric provid-
er’s obligations under s. 196.374.

(b) An electric utility may, with commission
approval, administer or fund a program that increases the
electric utility’s renewable energy percentage beyond
that required under sub. (2) (2) 2. The commission may
not order an electric utility to administer or fund a pro-
gram under this paragraph.

SECTION 98. 196.378 (4r) of the statutes is created to
read:
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2. About Greenhouse Gases
and Climate Change

Greenhouse gases keep the earth at a comfortable
temperature, allowing most of the energy from the
sun to pass through the atmosphere and warm the
earth while blocking much of the outward radiation
from the earth. However, increasing concentrations
of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere are cause
for concern. The most recent report from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
cited “unequivocal” evidence that the world is now
warming due to human activity, and that “most of
the warming is very likely (odds 9 out of 10) due to
greenhouse gases” (IPCC 2007b).

Greenhouse Gases Compared to Criteria
Air Pollutants

Greenhouse gases are different than the criteria air
pollutants that have been regulated by the EPA since
1970. Criteria pollutants, which include ozone, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, lead, and
particulate matter, are released in the atmosphere from
fuel leaks, secondary reactions, or undesired byproducts

during combustion. While these pollutants cause health
problems and contribute to smog and acid rain, they do
not directly contribute to climate change. The amount
of criteria air emissions depends on several variables,
including fuel characteristics, combustion conditions,
and the use of pollution control equipment, and it is
sensitive to maintenance and operational practices (EPA
2008).

In contrast, GHGs currently are not federally regulated.
Unlike criteria pollutants, the most prevalent GHG
emission — carbon dioxide (CO,) — is a necessary
byproduct of fossil fuel combustion. The amount of
carbon dioxide released depends not on leaks or side
reactions, but on the amount of carbon in the fuel and
the amount of fuel consumed. While chemically reactive
criteria air pollutants stay in the air for days or months,
greenhouse gases are nonreactive and remain in the
atmosphere for decades to centuries (Rubin and Rao
2002). The three GHGs of primary concern for the
purposes of this study are CO,, methane (CH,), and
nitrous oxide (N,O). The IPCC has identified several

Table 2.1. Important Differences Between Carbon Dioxide and Criteria Air Pollutants

Carbon dioxide

Criteria pollutants

in the United States

Source of emissions * Necessary byproduct of combustion * Fuel leak or undesired byproduct of
combustion
Regulation * Currently unregulated at federal levels | * Federally regulated by the Clean Air Act

Quantity released .

nds mainly on carbon content of
fuel and amount of fuel consumed

* Depends on many factors, such as side
reactions or leaks

Scale of impact * Global

* Local or regional

* Decades to centuries

Lifetime in atmosphere

* Days to months
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other greenhouse gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride, but these are not
considered in this report because they are not products
of fossil fuel combustion.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Fuel
Combustion

In general, lighter hydrocarbons release less CO,
during combustion than heavier hydrocarbons
because lighter hydrocarbons consist of fewer carbon
atoms per molecule. The mass of CO, released per
British thermal unit (Btu) of fuel — the “carbon
content” — is a good first-order indicator of the CO,
emissions comparison between fuels. The carbon
content for eight common fuels is shown in Table 2.2.

While it is a good indicator, carbon content represents
only one component of the CO, emissions equation.
The amount of fuel consumed plays an equally
important role. Fuel consumption varies by fuel type
and technology for each application. For example,
since compression (diesel) engines are generally more
efficient than spark-ignition engines, part of the CO,
emissions disadvantage of diesel compared to other
fuels is offset. (Further details for estimating CO,
emissions are provided in the Methodology section.)

Small amounts of CH, and N,O are also emitted
during combustion, though they represent a much
smaller portion of the human-caused greenhouse gases
compared to CO,. In the United States, CH, and N,O
together represent less than | percent of the total
CO,-equivalent emissions from stationary combustion
sources (EPA 2008).

Figure 2.1. End-Use CO, Emissions for Various Fuels

kg CO, per Million Bty
&
)

Table 2.2. CO, Released per Beu

Fuel Type kg CO, per million Bru
Natural Gas 53.06
Propane 62.30
Ethanol (E85) 66.70
Motor Gasoline 70.88
Kerosene 7231
Diesel Fuel 73.15
Heavy Fuel Oil 78.80
Bituminous Coal 93.46
Estimates based on chemical composition of the fuel with 100 percent
combustion, and based on average spedation of transportation fuels,
except kerosene, heavy fuel oil, and bituminous coal, which are based
on average speciation for stationary combustion use.
Source: EIA 2007

The greenhouse gas footprint of propane is relatively
small compared to other fuels in terms of total
emissions and emissions per unit of energy. Propane has
the lowest on-site emission rate of the major energy
sources, with the exception of natural gas (see Figure
2.1). In terms of life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions,
propane produces significantly lower emissions than
gasoline, diesel, and electricity on a per-Btu basis (see
Figure 2.2). Actual life-cycle emissions levels depend on
the nature and efficiency of the end-use application and
therefore must be estimated on an application-specific
basis.

Source: EIA 2007

700 713 712
0.0 667
40.0
30.0
10.0
10.0
o0 Natural Propane Ethanol Motor Kerosene Diese!
Gas (EBS) Gasoline Fue!

End-use emissions estimates based on chemical composition of the fuel with 100 percent combustion.
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Figure 2.2. Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Various Fuels

2214
1200 -
T % End-Use Emissions (Other Fuels)
s 1200
& I End-Use Emissions (LPG)
é 100.0 B Upstream Emissions b e
b3 - .
i 80.0 ol 74.4 . ‘_' |
£ 64.6 =) i "':_' =
g | . 7 = 7 LS
£ 20 4 A ' e 8
0.0 T n ﬂ
Natural Ethanot Cornpressed PG Gasoline Diesel Eectricity
Gas (E8S) Natural Gas

Sources: EPA 2009, GREET |.8¢

End-use emissions estimates based on chemical composition of the fuel with 100 percent combustion.
Actual life-cycle emissions vary by application; in many cases, electricity provides more useful energy on a per-Beu basis.

Propane represents a small but important part of the
U.S. energy sector. Figure 2.3 shows the contribution
of the major fuels with propane representing
approximately 2 percent of energy consumed in the
United States in 2007.

Figure 2.3. Shares of U.5. Energy Consumption
(2007) (Total: 78,823 trillion Btu)

Source: EPA 2009 (Table A-10)

Because of propane’s relatively low GHG emission
rate, its share of GHG emissions is smaller than its
share of energy supply. Figure 2.4 shows the relative
contribution to total U.S. GHG emissions by fossil fuel
combustion and from other sources. Greenhouse gas
emissions from fossil fuel combustion represent

80 percent of total emissions, while propane
combustion represents only | percent of total U.S.
GHG emissions.

The remaining balance of emissions (20 percent) is
from industrial processes that emit CO, directly (e.g.,
cement kilns), methane (e.g., landfills and natural

gas leaks), nitrous oxide (e.g., agricultural fertilizer),
and fluorine-containing halogenated substances (e.g.,
hydrofluorocarbons [HFCs], perfluorocarbons [PFCs],
and sulfur hexafluoride [SF,] from refrigerants and
industrial processes).

Figure 2.5 illustrates the relative contribution to total
energy-related CO, emissions for the United States in
2007. Although propane contributes approximately

2 percent of the U.S. energy supply, its share of energy-
related CO, emissions is just more than | percent. Coal,
the highest-emitting major fuel, represents

28 percent of the U.S. energy supply while generating
37 percent of energy-related CO, emissions.

4 Propane Reduces Greenhouse Gas Emissions: A Comparative Analysis 2009




Figure 2.4. Shares of Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2007)
(Total: 7,150 million metric tons CO.)

Other
Petroleum
T

Source: EPA 2009 (Table £5-2)

Propane’s Effect on Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Propane is not a direct greenhouse gas when

released into the air. Propane vapor is unstable in the
atmosphere — it is chemically reactive and commonly
removed by natural oxidation in the presence of sunlight
or knocked down by precipitation. It is also removed
from the atmosphere faster than it takes for it to
become well mixed and have impacts on global climate.
Current measurements have not found a global climate
impact from propane emissions."?

When used as a fuel, propane does emit CO, and small
amounts of N,O and CH,. Upstream extraction and
production of fuels such as propane from natural gas or
crude oil generates greenhouse gas emissions, and end-
use combustion of any hydrocarbon releases CO, as
discussed in the previous section. However, compared
to conventional fuel supplies, propane generates fewer
GHG emissions in almost every application. At the
point of use, propane has a lower carbon content than
gasoline, diesel, heavy fuel oil, or ethanol (Table 2.2).
Natural gas (methane) generates fewer CO, emissions
per Btu than propane, but natural gas is chemically

Figure 2.5. Shares of Energy-Related Greenhouse Gas
Emissions (2007} (Total: 5,735 million metric tons CO)

Other
Petroleum
B%

Source: EPA 2009 (Table A-t 1)

stable when released into the air, producing a global
warming effect 25 times that of CO,. This means that
| kilogram of CH, produces the same effect as

25 kilograms of CO,.

With propane’s short lifetime in the atmosphere and
low carbon content, it is advantageous when compared
to many other fuels in many applications.

Upstream vs. End-Use Emissions

When quantifying the greenhouse gas emissions

that result from the use of energy, it is important

to distinguish between the emissions released at

the location where the energy is consumed and the
emissions released as a result of extracting, processing,
and transporting a refined and usable energy product
to that location. The fuel life cycle begins where the
raw feedstock is extracted from the well or mine and
ends where the fuel is consumed to power a vehicle,
appliance, or other technology.

Emissions released at the point of use are termed “end-
use emissions,” while those emissions that occur along

the delivery pathway are termed “upstream emissions.”
Upstream emissions include all emissions resulting from

. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reports tha “Given
their short fetimes and geographically varying sources, it is not possible to
derive a global atmospheric burden or mean abundance for most VOC from
asrent measurements.” YOCs explicitly indude propane (IPCC TAR 2001).

2 While VOCs participate in the formation of tropospheric ozone, the dimate
effect from ozone is not highly understood by scientists and is not one of the six
greenhouses gases being considered for regufation by Congress.
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Figure 2.6. Upstream Supply Chain

End-Use Emissions

Customer

Source: Energy information Administration 2008

the recovery, processing, and transport of fuel to the
point of delivery to the end user.

Energy use during the recovery, processing, and
transport of fuels is not the only source of upstream
emissions. Other production processes also release
greenhouse gases. For example, the growing of crops
for biofuels production requires the application of
nitrogen fertilizer, which causes the formation of nitrous
oxide, while natural gas refining causes the release of
fugitive emissions of methane. The emissions from these
processes have been quantified by the Greenhouse
Gases, Regulated Emissions, and Energy Use in
Transportation (GREET) Model, developed by Argonne
National Laboratory on behalf of the U.S. Department
of Energy, making it a valuable tool for comparative life-
cycle analyses of fuel systems.

The inclusion of upstream emissions in an analytical

comparison of different fuel options can have

a significant impact on the results. Limiting the
comparison to end-use emissions only, for example, can
give the impression that electricity, with zero end-use
emissions, is an energy source with no greenhouse gas
emissions. Limiting the analysis to end-use emissions
would therefore mask the large fraction of upstream
emissions caused by the combustion of fossil fuels for
the purpose of electricity generation.

This analysis is intended to give a full life-cycle estimate
of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the use of
propane and other fuels for specific applications. By
reporting upstream and end-use emissions separately,
this report intends to provide a better picture of

the impacts of different fuels and a more useful and
informative data set than would be provided by
aggregating emissions or restricting the analysis to end-
use emissions only.

6 Propane Reduces Greenhouse Gas Emissions: A Comparative Analysis 2009
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CLEAN. POWERFUL. ECONOMICAL.
Nationwide, 80% of all internal combustion
forklifts used in warehouses are fueled by
Propane — and with good reason. Propane
forklifts provide greater power and lift capability

than electric forklifts. They have lower emissions

than gasoline or diesel models. And they have
much lower infrastructure costs than CNG. When
you look at the big picture, propane forklifts are the
best all-around choice for improved warehouse
productivity and a healthier bottom line.

PROPANE FORKLIFTS:
THE BEST ALL-AROUND CHOICE




) ES !T ALL LOW INITIAL COSTS CNG refueling stations can cost more than

$40,000. Gascline and diesel filling stations average over $i5,000.
And the average electric station costs $3,000, with additional batteries
that can add up to as much as $3,200 per forklift. Propane beats them
all with low or no cost fueling options — cylinder exchange/cylinder

floats programs and on-site retailer fills are two options that require no

LESS DOWN TIME Anytime a forklift isnt on the move, it's up-front costs. The original purchase of a propane-powered forklift can
costing you money. Which is why propane forklifts are designed to cost thousands less, too. And that cost can drop even lower when you
refuel quickly. It takes less than 5 minutes to switch tanks and realize properly maintained propane forklifts can last over a decade.
refuel a propane forklift. CNG can take up to 6 hours to refill.

; Electric batteries take up to 8 haurs to recharge. Propane forklifts LOWER OPERATING COSTS Propane engines are clean burning so
also deliver more consistent power than electric lifts — hauling they need fewer oil changes, keeping maintenance costs low. And since

heavier loads and finishing jobs faster. reduced deposits mean less wear, propane engines can last fonger than

gasoline engines. Refueling a propane forklift is also much less expensive
than replacing rechargeable batteries which can cost up to $3,000 per year

“The easy switch-in and switch-out in abor and equipment use.
of propane tanks versus battery
changing and re-charging had an
immediate impact on our productivity
and efficiency numbers. And equally
important, our warehouse personnel preferred

propane hecause forldifts using propane

i
!
s don’t inse power like electric ones do. Propane Propane is one of the cleanest fuels you can use, producing far fewer
' ‘[ greenhouse gases than gasoline or diesel fuel. That’s why it was named

H 2%

: keeps them moving. an Alternative Fuel in the 1990 Clean Air Act and in the 1992 Energy
‘ Dwayne Dagenhart . . . . oy
Manager ~ Equipment Utilization, Policy Act. As air quality standards get tougher in 2004 and 2007, it’s

Overnite Transportation important to know that you'll be prepared with propane.




CLEAN BURNING Propane is clean burning, non-toxic and safe to
use indoors. In fact, propane burns so clean, it’s FDA approved for
many food processing plant operations. Propane can also be used in
warehouses requiring permanent air conditioning.

LOW EMISSIONS Propane produces low levels of carbon monoxide,
hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides (NO,). And properly maintained
propane forklifts not only meet, but beat State, Federal, OSHA and
EPA emission standards. Its a sure thing — well maintained propane
forklifts with new computer-controlled systems and 3-way catalytic
converters obtain nearly zero emissions.

NO TOXIC SPILLAGE OR EVAPORATION A propane forklift
carries its fuel in a sealed, pressure-tight system. This eliminates the
toxic spillage and evaporation found with gasoline and diesel refueling,
which can be a significant source of secondary pollution.

YOUR PROPANE SUPPLIER CAN HELP To maximize your emissions
control, talk with your propane supplier. Many offer computerized
emissions services to control air/fuel mixtures, reduce emissions and
increase efficiency. They also have the resources to keep you up to date
on emissions requirements and safety information.

TOUGH, RUGGED
AND POWERFUL

Of course, reduced costs and clearier air don't come at the expense
of performance. For every situation, propane is the answer:

POWER AND TORQUE For pushing, pulling, lifting and
loading, propane handles the heavy loads and beats electricity.

DRIVING SPEEDS Propane powered trucks run at speeds
topping 10.5 mph — faster than electric.

INDOOR/OUTDOOR USE Propane forklifts are powerful
and clean enough to perform inside and outside the warehouse.

ROUGH SURFACES Unpaved, gravel surfaces and steep grades
are easily handled in a propane forklift.

24/7 OPERATION Propane can operate up to a full shift on
one tank of fuel. And power outages can’t stop the work.

“The main reason we switched our forklift fleet from diesel to propane was the air

quality that our dock associates work in everyday. The etiminztion of exhaust soot and the
improved cleaner air in our facilities are welcome signs of the healihizer environment that propane provides.

With propane, you can actually see the difference.”

Steve Maxson
Vice President ~ Preventative Maintenance, Averitt Express
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PERC Research and Development

The primary objective of the Propane Education & Research Council’s (PERC) research and development
mission is to invest in new technologies and foster industry practices that bring innovative products and
services to customers, improve the productivity and economic vitality of the industry, and provide

greater value to propane consumers.

R&D Goals

PERC R&D initiatives focus on the
development of new, safe, and efficient
propane utilization technology to

help maintain and improve consumer
lifestyles and give Americans better
energy choices. PERC R&D investigates
and creates technologies to:

* Expand the market applications
of propane as a fuel
* Increase off-season load

* Increase productivity and
operating efficiency

* Improve service reliability
to customers

* Improve safety

Advisory Committees— Leading the Way

The Research and Development Advisory Committee (RDAC)
leads the Council’s efforts to research and develop propane-related
technologies. Led by industry volunteers, RDAC is responsible for directing
PERC's investments in developing new technologies that can expand the
market for propane while reducing operating costs, improving safety, and
increasing customer reliability and service.

The Agriculture Advisory Committee (AAC) pursues technology
development for propane agriculture applications. As the third-largest

retail propane market in the U.S,, the agriculture sector receives at least

5 percent of the funds collected by PERC for agriculture-related programs
and projects.The AAC oversees PERC's efforts to actively seek innovative
solutions that help farmers keep productivity high and operating costs down
while increasing propane sales to balance propane’s seasonal business cycles.

The Engine Fuel Advisory Committee (EFAC) pursues technology
development to promote the use of propane as an engine fuel. The propane
industry recognizes the importance of the engine fuel market, which accounts
for 13 percent of the total non-chemical propane used in the

United States. EFAC specifically seeks programs that increase off-season
demand, undertaking a comprehensive approach to the market through
projects that encourage the development, commercialization, and marketing
of propane-related engine technologies for stationary, off-road, and
over-the-road applications.

RDAC, AAC, and EFAC all work closely together where their mission areas overlap.




Agricultural Technology

Propane is a cost-effective, clean, portable, high-energy fuel that can help farmers
reduce costs, increase productivity, and meet increasingly stringent environmental
standards. The agricultural sector has come to rely on propane to the point where
it represents |0 percent of total propane sales and helps balance the propane
industry’s seasonal business cycles. PERC focuses on the development of propane
technologies that offer farmers exceptional value in refueling, soil sanitization,
power generation, and converting waste materials to value-added products.

_._,w‘iDistribution and Production

e Advances in efficiency and fuel quality management in prod .
" ﬂﬂ the bnlk plant, and during propane distribution position the. gl

“““reliability, environmental, and cost requirements of current an
propane applications.




Storage

Tank and container designs and specifications affect how propane equipment is
configured and used.The continued development of a variety of storage technologies
offers consumers safe storage and convenience in refueling and enables further market
expansion into residential, commercial, and remote applications. PERC focuses on the
development, demonstration, safety testing, and commercialization of new materials
and designs for propane cylinders and tanks. In addition, PERC supports the
development of new technologies that enhance the protection of downstream propane
equipment and appliances, and also works to improve inventory management.

Thermally Activated Technologies

Thermally activated technologies transform heat for useful purposes s
heating, cooling, and humidity control, offering consumers a more cos

and energy-efficient alternative to traditional methods, These technolg

also further solidify and grow existing residential markets, generate off*sg
sales, and improve infrastructure efficiencies. PERC supports the developme
demonstration, and commercialization of cost-effective and energy-efficient
thermally activated technologies such as desiccant dehumidification, combined
heat and power, pool heating, power generation, and gas cooling.

Fuel Studies

The propane industry provides consumers a high quality fuel and
ensures that the fuel quality meets the demands of new

technologies. Continuous studies of fuel composition and its effects
on the durability, emissions, and performance of propane fuel :
systems are critical to successful technology adoption and

integration within all energy markets. PERC performs fuel studies
that focus on emissions, fuel parameters, and fuel analysis.

Planning and Collaboration

Planning, collaboration, worldwide technology coordination, and communica&d‘ns F'lefii'*ﬁ
PERC carry out its research and development mission. Strategic planning helps PERC "l__ !
identify key opportunities to address consumer energy concerns and prioritize RSIQ,..-- ot
investments to meet strategic goals. Collaboration with research institutions, s
government partners, universities, manufacturers, and marketers helps PERC Ieverag'
co-funding for R&D priorities, while worldwide collaboration fosters, the, e of :

e

innovative ideas to advance propane R&D on a global scale. Communicatiops
marketing activities report on and publicize propane research and development
achievements that help build industry awareness of new propane technologies.




Taking Action

PERC actively works to achieve its goals by investing in new and more efficient propane technologies
and communication with both industry members and the public. The Council receives funding by an
assessment or “check-off” on each gallon of odorized propane gas, and redistributes these resources to
fund programs and projects that enhance the future of propane technology and the industry as a whole.

R&D Projects

PERC's research and development
efforts focus on developing innovative
propane utilization technologies that
create or expand propane use into

new markets to better serve consumers
and increase year-round load

and off-peak demand.

Areas of focus include: Agricultural
Technologies, Distributed Power
Generation, Distribution and
Production, Engine Fuel, Fuel
Studies, Storage, Thermally Activated
Technologies, and Planning and
Collaboration. For an overview of
R&D activities, see center pages.

Trade Show Exhibits

As a part of its R&D initiative,

PERC participates in trade shows

or exhibitions in which the propane
industry showcases and demonstrates
new and current propane technologies
to target homeowners, homebuilders,
farmers, forklift operators, fleet
managers, and other propane-related
consumer groups. Participating in trade
shows enables PERC to communicate
directly with target audiences, increasing
their awareness of propane technologies
and creating an ongoing dialogue about
the value of propane to ultimately
increase sales.

Publications

PERC produces publications such as

fact sheets, project reports, and press

releases to communicate its progress in

the advancement and development of new

and efficient propane

technologies through

its R&D initiative.

* Fact sheets
provide an easy-
to-understand

overview of
signifcant PERC-
sponsored R&D
projects. These
publications are
geared toward a general audience with
the purpose of raising awareness of
propane-related technologies.

Project reports provide a detailed
explanation of the research methods,
data, and conclusions of significant
PERC-sponsored R&D projects.Written
by researchers, these publications help
to increase collaboration and improve
technology transfer within the industry.

Press releases provide the latest
news and announcements from
PERC R&D, including newly released
studies, successful development or
demonstration of technologies, and
other R&D events,
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‘What your energy bill is funding

. Since 2002, nearly $166 mifion coflected on utifity bifls for state
~ energy programs has been diverted to other accounts.

ﬁmsktsﬁunm’gyefﬂdamymms:
FISCALYEAR | AMGUNT . | TRANSFERREDTO:

200203 | $8,365.600 | General fund

- 200304 J$17600,000 | County and rmunicipal aid payments
2200405  [$20,000,000] County and municipal aid payments
2004-'05 $236.800 | Eamed Income Tax Credits
2004-05 | $9.232.000 | Wisconsin Works (W-2)
200506 |$18185300 | General fund
200506 $954,500 | Department of Health and Family Services
_2006-07 | $9.232000 | Wisconsin Works (W-2)

' 2006-'07 1516949400 | General fund

200607 | $954500 | Department of Health and Family Services
, 2006-07 $9,232.000 | Wisconsin Works (W-2)

TOTAL 5110 942.100

B e S S

In 2006, fix to raids from
passes_r prevent —_—
low-Income energy assistance and weatherization fund:

FISCALYEAR | AMOUNT | TRANSFERREDTO:

200708 | $9.232.000| Wisconsin Works (W-2)
2008-'09 | $9.232,000| Wisconsin Works (W-2)
2009-10 $9.139.700 | Wisconsin Works (W-2)
2010-11 $9,139700| Wisconsin Works (W-2)

TOT;‘-\L 536 743,400

ln.kme,Leglslaturepasessmd:afgenow
hitting utility customers:

FISCALYEAR | AMOUNT TRANSFERRED TO:
2009-10 | $9139700 Districtattorneys

T2010-1 $9.139700| District attorneys
TOT-\L $18.279.400

Som:e Lemslatrve Fscai Bureau Jougnal Sentinet



Utility surcharge could make some ratepayers hot
Money diverted to pay for district attorneys

By Thomas Content of the Journal Sentinel

Posted: Oct. 16, 2009

The latest reason that utility bills are going up around the state has nothing to do with keeping
the lights on.

A new surcharge on utility bills, tacked on as part of the budget that was passed in June, will be
used to pay the salaries and benefits of district attorneys in counties across Wisconsin.

The prosecutors are being paid from a fund originally designed to help poor people pay their
utility bills and weatherize their homes. The extra fee, which hits We Energies customers in

December, is the latest in a series of budget maneuvers that have sent a total of $166 million
from electricity ratepayers to non-energy-related state government purposes since 2002.

Low-income advocates are already worried about the next state budget, and will be holding
strategy sessions within weeks to determine how to prevent such a move from happening again.
The Legislature, they say, can't seem to resist raising any kind of fee - even those for programs
helping the poor - to help balance the state budget.

"The bottom line is this is turning utilities into collectors for other things, and it's bypassing what
the law was supposed to do," said Bob Jones, public policy director with the Wisconsin
Community Action Program. "If it's not DAs, what's it going to be, something else?""

He added, "Low-income households are being punished, and utility customers are being
punished."

Gov. Jim Doyle and Wisconsin lawmakers praised themselves in 2006 when they passed a bill
that stopped budget raids on utility customers' bills. That legislation halted the diversion of $111
million in funds for energy efficiency to help balance the state budget.

But the diversions continued - only the state tapped a different pot of money, the funds desi gned
to help the poor pay utility bills or weatherize their homes.

We Energies will collect more than $6 from every residential customer over the next two years
for district attorney salaries, utility spokesman Brian Manthey said. Factories, the utility's largest
customers, will pay about $400 each over the next two years to fund DAs, he said.

We Energies will collect $4 million this fiscal year for that purpose, or 12% more than the $32
million for low-income energy assistance and weatherization programs that it would have
collected without the new surcharge.




The new diversion of funds appears to have been an unintended consequence of a legislative
move to halt similar budget transfers from the state's Focus on Energy program.

At the time, the Focus on Energy money was protected and it was believed that lawmakers
wouldn't tap the low-income funds. They would be too leery of being perceived as taking money
from the poor, several people actively involved in energy policy legislation recalled last week.

"At that time, no legislator would go after that," said Charlie Higley, executive director of the
Wisconsin Citizens' Utility Board.

But it happened one year later, with the energy funds going to the Wisconsin Works, or W-2
program, and it's happening again with the funds for the prosecutors.

A Journal Sentinel review of budget documents prepared by the Legislative Fiscal Bureau shows
the amount of money being raised from utility customers for non-energy uses essentially
doubled, from $18.3 million in the last budget to $36.7 million.

And it's happening at a time when the effects of the recession are making it harder for people on
fixed incomes to make ends meet. The Social Development Commission, which administers
utility-bill energy assistance to poor families in Milwaukee County, processed 48,000 aid
applications last year, said Deborah Blanks, SDC executive director.

Need could jump

With unemployment up sharply over the last year, the number of people getting energy
assistance could jump by 10% or 20% this winter, she said.

"We're finding people who never thought that they would need energy assistance are coming to
us for that support,” Blanks said. "In tight budget times, the Legislature and leaders really have
to look at ways to cover a broad spectrum of costs. At the same time, my concern is for the
people who need it most, in terms of energy assistance to keep their houses warm during
difficult, harsh Wisconsin winters."

Dan Schoof, deputy secretary of the state Department of Administration, said Doyle's proposed
budget tried to fix the funding gap for energy assistance in this budget.

That proposal would have allowed full funding for low-income energy aid, but then would have
tacked on another $9.14 million for W-2. The Legislature went in a different direction, choosing
to allocate that extra funding to county district attorneys.

The budget law requires that the fee be collected for two years - and not be carried over to the
next budget, in 2011-'13.



Broader problem

Republican lawmakers see this as an example of a broader problem - with the budget raising fees
on everything from cell phones to power bills to help fund state government and avoid raising
taxes per se.

"This thing for DAs is very, very irritating thing for constituents, and I totally agree with them,"
said state Sen. Robert Cowles (R-Green Bay), who led the Senate's work on the 2006 bill that
halted diversions of energy efficiency funds.

Funding district attorney salaries as part of a charge meant to keep the lights on "is absurd,"
Cowles said. "There's no nexus. There's no connection. It should be coming from the (state's)
general fund."

Of the state’s five investor-owned utilities, only one - Wisconsin Public Service Corp. - included
a description in monthly statements that explained the new fee would pay district attorney
salaries.

Federal funds

Schoof, of the Department of Administration, noted that the state has ample funds available for
weatherization, thanks to a big jump in federal funding through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act.

"I don't think anyone is suggesting right now that there are not enough resources for
weatherization in the next two years, with the dollars that have come through with the stimulus
bill," he said.

Low-income energy advocates welcome the federal stimulus dollars, but say giving money to W-
2 and now district attorneys isn't helping poor people pay utility bills. Statewide, the amount of
money paid out in energy assistance fell by 3.5% last year even as the number of people
receiving energy aid jumped 17%.

The utility bill surcharge for district attorneys is required by law to end on June 30, 2011. But
Jones, of WisCAP, said the budget-writers could keep the surcharge alive in the future.

"If I want to pay for DA costs, that's a legitimate cost but I shouldn't be paying that on my
electric bill any more than I should be paying for that when I go to the grocery store."
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“If we are generating 25% of our energy
from renewable sources, and we're also
mvestmg in efﬁaency and conservation,
we're not going to need any new power "
plants, whether they rely on fossil fuels or |
nuclear power,” Black said.

Thad Nation, executive director of the
business coaliion Clean, Responsible
Energy for Wisconsin’s Economy
(CREWE), said that utiliies such as We
Energies support the bill because green
energy is “where their business is going.”
He said the new requirements would
increase the pressure on utilities to build -

next-gmemh;gmmn@%_.um
create more jobs in green technology.
“But the bill isn’t withouf its detractors
in the business community, even though
members of the task force included
corporations—such as General Motors,
SC Johnson, General Electric and Johnson
Controls—and utilities such as We
Energies and Madison Gas & Electric.
Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce
C) called the bill a “lose-lose for
isconsinjobsand consumers.” Thegroup
opposesalow-carbonfuel standard; which
frsays would make gas—specilically,
gas from Canadian crude oil—more
expensive in the state. The WMC argues
that the proposed fuel standard would
result in large job losses for corporations
that are tied to the industry—including
"Bucyrus International, Manitowoc Co.
and Rockwell Automation.

Nuclear Plant Requirements

and More Biomass :

In addition to increasing the use of clean

‘energy sources to generate electricity, the
bill would also:

W Change the requirements for building

a new nuclear power plant. Currently, the

state’s nuclear moratorium only applies

to utility-owned power plants. The new

rules also would apply to nuclear plants

owned by private corporations. Instead

“['sit&be Ticensed Before another nuclear

plant can be buﬂt it would require a
new plant to have a plan to manage the
radioactive waste. A proposed nudclear
plant would have to be determined to
be more economical than other types
of power plants—while including the
cost of decommissioning the plant,
an expensive process. And the enérgy
generated would have to meet the needs
of Wisconsin consumers, not consumers
in other states.

While many environmentalists have
ctiticize he

M’.ﬁm__d_ Efony_r&
efficdency an

Black said t onc

‘new power plant—nudlear or coal.

W [ncreases fuel eﬁ‘imency standards
Cars and light vehicles sold in the state
would have to meet California’s stnct
emission standards.

B Changes the state DOT's- planmng
process. The DOT must consider  the
greenhouse gas emissions created by
proposed  transportation projects. That
means the emissions resulting from
freeway projects would have to be
compared to those resulting from rail or
other alternatives. Plus, the DOT would
have to incorporate greenhouse gas
emissions in its long-range planning.

W Sets higher energy efficiency standards.
Increased energy conservation measures
would be required for commercial
buildings and one- ‘and two-family

. homes. A new, voluntary green building
. code would be created. California energy-

_appliances such as CD and DVD players
.and TVs:

' W Encourages biomass production. “The
state would subsidize the establishment

as switchgrass, fast-growing trees or

prairie grass—and biomass sources from

private forestland.
Comment - on this

article at

of requiring that a federal disposal

expressmilwaukee.com. B .

efficiency standards would be placed on -

and production of biomass crops—such .

conservation efforts are
implemented, the state wouldn’t need a

s\j
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Envn'onment

- No nukes for now

The new energy bill nght actually make it more dzﬁ‘icult fo buzld new

By LAVILLA CAPENER :
and MIKE IVEY
The Capital Times
mivey@madison.com

Rhe new clean energy bill
trumpeted by Gov. Jim Doyle
has been called everything
from a forward-thinking
~ green initiative to a jobs-kill-
ing mandate that would cripple the Wis-
consin economy.

One thing it’s not, however, is a green
light for nuclear power.

While the measure does modlfy the
state’s quarter-century moratorium en nu-

clear plant construction, enough obstacles

remain that make it doubtful a new facil-

- ity would be built here anytime soon. This
comes despite the fact that nuclear power

does not ‘create global warming carbon

emissions — unlike burning coal, which

accounts for 70 percent of Wiscorsin's
homegrown electricity.

“I thinK it’s fair to say anyone who wants
nuclear energy will be very disappointed
with this bill,” says Scott Manley of Wis-

consin Manufacturers & Comgnerce, the

state’s largest business lobby.
Dubbed the Clean Energy Jobs Act, the
measure would require that 25 percent of

" nuclear power by deleting a proﬁsion in
Wisconsin’s nuclear moratorium law- that.

requires the development of a federally li-

‘censed. long-term disposal facility before

construction of a nuclear poWer plant. ™

The much- discussed Yucca Mountam‘
federal dxsposal site in Nevada has yet to’
move forward;desplteﬁ years of debite AT

the state’s energy come from wind, solar,. ~ Ohe of

biomass or other renewable sources by
2025. It also toughens building codes to
-increase energy efficiency, restricts idling
of diesel trucks to reduce pollution and
raises vehicle emissions standards to match
many other states, including California..

The bill is based largely on the recom-
menidations from Doyle’s Task Force on

~ Global Warming, a broad group that in-

cluded utilities, environmentalists, busi-

nesses and labor unions. The task force’

issued its final report in July 2608, with

the goal of exploring how Wisconsin could -

reduce its contribution to global warming
and develop a cléan energy economy.

Media reports have routinely credited
the task force with easing.the way toward
6 The Cap Times

pwpbnen s“‘a mlts the Doyle-backed bill
does little to advance the cause. One rea-

‘son; says Michael Corradini, UW-Madi-
_son professor of nuclear engineering and

nuclear -physics, is that there are three
new coal-fired electric-generating facilities

under construction: two near Milwaukee

and another near Wausau.

“With those new coal plants coming on-
line now, I don't see a need for any more
substantial amounts of baseload electricity
for at least 10 years,” he says.

Roy Thilly, president of Wisconsin Public
Power Inc., says the bill is purposely neutral

on the issue of nuclear power. “It’s not anti-

nuclear or pro-nuclear,” says Thilly, who
co-chaired the task force. “It’s a carefully

‘I think it’s fair to say
anyone who wants nuclear
energy will be very
disappointed with this bill.

— Scott Manley,
Wisconsin Manufacturers
& Commerce

constructed package that needs to appeal
to both ends of the political spectrum.”

‘ isconsin has two nuclear power
' facilities that have operated
quietly and safely since the

1970s, providing about 20 percent of the
state’s electricity. These plants are licensed
to continue operating until at least 2030.

Wisconsin's existing ‘nuclear morato-
rium was passed in 1983 at the height of
anti-nuclear séntiment following the 1979
‘partial meltdown at the Three Mile Island
Generating Station in Pennsylvania. In 27
years, the requirement that a-federally li-
censed and operating waste storage facil-
ity be built before a nuclear plant could be
‘constructed has never been met.

And Doyle’s energy bill tacks on several
new conditions that would need to be met
before a new plant was built. For starters,
the Legislature must pass and fully fund
measures to achieve the renewable energy
targets, and it would have to be shown that
any proposed nuclear facility would be
more economically feasible than the alter-
natives. A permanent waste facility would
have to be built, and the nuclear power
generated at a new plant would have to be
used by Wisconsin customers only.

The head of the Citizens Utility Board
thinks the act will actually make it more
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natives. A permanent waste facility would
have to be built, and the nuclear power
generated at a new plant would have to be
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-

dlfﬁcult to build a new nuclear plant sim-
ply because of the high cost of building a
facility.

Executive Director Charlie Higley says
the focus of the cledn energy bill is on te-
newable electricity and energy efficiency
rather than building new generating facili-
ties. “The bottom line is we are using too
much energy to begin with, and these in-
vestments in renewable energy will help us

' save money,” says Higley.

Tia Nelson, co-chair of the global warm-
ing task force, agrees. She says the’ brll is
about Wisconsin doing its part to address
climate change and become more énergy-
independent. “Personally, I think nuclear
power is a distraction from the pressing
matter before us: Namely, how does Wis-
comsin, in the near and midterm time
horizon, reduce climate change risks and -
become mote energy-independent?” Nel-
son says. . ‘

Republican leaders Rep Mrke Huebsch,
R-West Salem, and Rep. Phil Montgomery,
R-Green Bay, have introduced a stand-alone -
bill to repeal Wisconsin’s nuclear moratori-
um every session since 2003. Huebsch says
he doésn’t expect his current bill to pass
with Democrats in control of the Legisla-
ture, but he does genuinely believe nuclear
power is the solution to Wisconsin’s reli-
ance on polluting fossil fuels.

“Nuclear energy is one of those ihrngs
I have thought for some time would be
the answer for future energy needs in our
country and frankly around the globe,” he
says.

But as much as Huebsch would like to see

| the moratorium lifted, he’s not supporting

the Clean Energy Jobs Act. “It’s clear the
way this was drafted there was no intent
of seeking any Republican input or Repub- -
lican'votes,” Huebsch says. “I think it's got
an uphill battle.”
. Huebsch says that although he is the -
ranking member of the Energy and Utilities
Committee and on the Natural Resources
Committee, he was not contacted or asked
to give input on the bill. “It’s clear they're
Jonuory 20—26 2010
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" Point Beach

cades. He says policymakers had similar concerns in Huebsch says
the 1970s, but natural gas ended up filling the void. recommendatic

“You don’t need a vision,” says Bradford, who vis- costly to the sta
ited Wisconsin to support the state’s moratorium on “Governor Dc
nuclear power plants. “What you need is a set of the be one of the n:
right principles, not the gift of prophecy.” gases, but did n

_Bradford also argues that a safe, long-term method have on our al
for nuclear waste storage has yet to be invented. says. “I think tk

Black, D-Madison, and Sen. Mark Miller,

D-Monona. .

.- But Higley thinks the Clean Energy Jobs
.Act stands a-good chance of passing the

f - - Legislature in one piece as intended even

without much GOP support. “We are hope-
ful that the. Legislature will agree and im-
plement policy,” said Higley. “They are the
right policies for Wisconsin.” -

" Higley also served on the task force and
says the recommendations were a compro-
mise between the utilities who wanted to
repeal the moratorium entirely and en-

Tia Nelson, co-chair of Gov. Jim Doyle’s Task Fo

_vironmental groups that were against a

repeal. He warns if key parts of the recom-
mendations change, some environmental
gtoups could remove their support.

“If there is any weakening, like if the
efficiency and renewables provisions are
not strong enough, or if other changes
are made to the nuclear moratorium that
weakens the compromise, then it’s possible
that groups could end up not supporting
the bill,” Higley says.

Wisconsin Public Service Commission
spokesperson Teresa Weidemann-Smith
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But Higley thinks the Clean Energy Jobs
Act stands a good chance of passing the

Legislature in one piece as intended even

without much GOP support. “We are hope-
ful that the Legislature will agree and im-
dlement policy,” said Higley. “They are the
[ight policies for Wisconsin.”

Higley also served on the task force and
iays the recommendations were a compro-
nise between the utilities who wanted to
‘epeal the moratorium entirely and en-

'fectlve, safe an

&= Point Beach

h, R-West Salem’kkksa opponents’

of nucléar power who argue the waste is dangerous are

relying on old data from the 1970s. He says the U.S. has

the technology to storeé and recycle nuclear waste.

“It is a manageable challenge, and it's s certainly bet-
ter to deal with the waste that way than with coal and
natural gas and oil, which is just pumped into the at-
mosphere,” he says. - : y :

Huebsch, who is a co-author of a bill to repeal Wis- .
- consin’s nuclear power moratorium, says the costs
; "‘ldlng a new plant would be comparable to a
on-nuclear pownr plant if activists did

vironmental groups that were against a

repeal. He warns if key parts of the recom-
mendations change, some environmental
gfoups could remove their support.

“If there is any weakening, like if the -

efficiency and renewables provisions are
not strong enough, or if other changes
are made to the nuclear moratorium that
weakens the compromise, then it’s possible
that groups could end up not supporting
the bill,” Higley says.

Wisconsin Public Service Commission
spokesperson Teresa Weidemann-Smith

says nuclear’s future is uncertain. The last
time the PSC received an application for a
nuclear power plant was August 1978, but
it was eventually withdrawn.

“Whether a new nuclear plant ever gets
built in Wisconsin will depend on our fu-

‘ture energy needs, the availability of other

power generation options, what form fed-
eral energy legislation takes, and whether
the economiics of a new nuclear plant make
sense for Wisconsin,” Weidemann-Smith
says.

- The Cap Times 7
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Business Issues John Torinus

Mandates not always
such a healthy choice

emocrats at all levels
D do love their man-
dates.

The mandate to purchase
individual coverage was
part of the reason health
care insurance reform has
crashed in Congress, but
don’t think it’s going away.
Forcing young healthy
people into insurance pools
is how the funds will be

-raised to cover people with

pre-existing conditions.

. The “healthies” would
pay for the “unhealthies,”
which insurance compa-
nies would be mandated to
include in their plans. The
two mandates are inextrica-
bly linked.

Now, the Democrats in
the Wisconsin Legislature
are showing their zest for
mandates as they push a
sweeping energy agenda.
To cut down on carbon
emissions, they propose to
mandate that 25% of the
state’s power come from
alternative energy sources
by 2025.

The top-down edict would
carry an enormous price
tag that would be paid by
users of electricity. One
estimate of the capital costs
is $16 billion over the next
15 years, which is about
equal to the current in-
vestment in power genera-
tion in the state.

That number is derived
from a price of $2.5 million
per megawatt of construc-
tion and a 25% renewable
share that would equal 6,400
megawatts by 2025.

The irony is that the
state is estimated to have
30% excess capacity at
present. That has resulted
from the slowdown in the
economy and from new
power plants coming on
line in Oak Creek and Wes-
ton.

In the old days of the
1980s and 1990s, utilities
projected about a 3% annu-
al increase in energy use
every year for as far as the
eye could see. But the “new
normal economy” sees no

such increases. .
Indeed, We Energies
reported that customer

" power use dropped 8% in

2009. That’s a recessionary
effect, but some consump-
tion reduction may prove
permanent.

Those stubborn facts do
not deter the environmen-
talists in the Legislature.
They simply recast their
bill as a “green jobs bill.”
They and Gov. Jim Doyle
assert that the 25% man-
date will result in 15,000
green jobs.

It’s hard to follow the
logic or math of that calcu-
lation. You would think
that the substitution of

alternative energy for coal /

energy would be neutral
vis-a-vis jobs, namely that
every job gained on the
green side would be lost on
the black side.

Even more inexplicable
is the absence of any visible
economic model for the
massive energy conversion.
When a business is under-
taking a major change in
direction, such as a major
acquisition, financial mod-
els are run to look at every
variable, contingency and
outcome. Modeling is tricky
business because the as-
sumptions are everything.
But at least decision-mak-
ers in business have some
guidance on the costs and
returns on their plans.

Not so in the Legislature.
Just slap on a mandate and
damn the economic conse-
quences. I won’t get into the
environmental argument
about global warming and
Wisconsin’s wee role in
global carbon emissions.

But to demand an eco-
nomic model for what the
25% edict will mean for
individual and business
ratepayers seems irrefut-
ably prudent. I've com-
mented before that the
smart guys who push these
mandates must have taken
rhetoric in place of math in
college.

Numbers matter. We all

want environmental im-
provement, but the ways
and means of getting there
are all important. Like
health care, we need sen-’
sible ways to pay for soci-
etal improvements.

The 23 business groups
who oppose the global
warming bill maintain that
per capita energy costs will
rise by more than $1,000 per
year by 2025.

The better approach to
health care coverage and
carbon reduction is collab-
orative. Government
should work with energy
companies and with con-
sumers to devise new busi-
ness models and technol-
ogies to cut costs as the
transitions are made.

Sen. Ted Kanavas put it
best. He has no problem
with a goal of changing the
mix of fuels in Wisconsin,
but he added, “It has to
happen naturally — not be
forced.” :

The government at the
state and national levels
would be better off invest-
ing heavily in new energy
sources, including safer
nuclear, because carbon
reduction will depend in
the end on the development
of new technologies.

That kind of investment,
along with the right set of
incentives, would make the
shift away from coal more
affordable. The intelligent
decisions that underpin a
marketplace would help
make the shift less painful.

Does anyone really think
that the broad-brush man-
date approach won’t be
very expensive and very
painful? Electric rates in
this state shot up more
than 50% in the last decade.
We can’t stand a lot more of
that kind of inflation.

John Torinus is chairman of
Serigraph Inc. of West Bend and a
founder of BizStarts Milwaukee, a
nonprofit organization dedicated to
fostering entrepreneurship in
southeastern Wisconsin. Contact
him at torcolumn@serigraph.com.
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SNEWS

New Wind Farms in the U.S. Do Not Bring Jobs

Millions Have Been Invested in Wind Farms, but That Hasn't Brought Jobs

By JONATHAN KARL
Feb. 9,2010—

Despite all the talk of green jobs, the overwhelming majority of stimulus money spent on wind power
has gone to foreign companies, according to a new report by the Investigative Reporting Workshop at
the American University's School of Communication in Washington, D.C.

Nearly $2 billion in money from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act has been spent on wind
power, funding the creation of enough new wind farms to power 2.4 million homes over the past year.
But the study found that nearly 80 percent of that money has gone to foreign manufacturers of wind
turbines.

So Where Are the Jobs?
"Most of the jobs are going overseas," said Russ Choma at the Investigative Reporting Workshop. He

analyzed which foreign firms had accepted the most stimulus money. "According to our estimates, about
6,000 jobs have been created overseas, and maybe a couple hundred have been created in the U.S."

Even with the infusion of so much stimulus money, a recent report by American Wind Energy
Association showed a drop in U.S. wind manufacturing jobs last year.

Sen. Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y., called the flow of money to foreign companies an outrage, because the
stimulus, he said, was intended to create jobs inside the United States.

"This is one of those stories in Washington that when you tell people five miles outside the Beltway, or
anywhere else in America, they cannot believe it," Schumer told ABC News, "It makes people lose faith
in government, and it frankly infuriates me."

Matt Rogers, the senior adviser to the Secretary of Energy for the Recovery Act, denied there was a
problem.

"The recovery act is creating jobs in the U.S. for American workers," said Rogers, "That is what the

recovery act is about, that is what it is doing. Every dollar from the recovery act is going to create jobs
for the American workers here in the U.S."

How Did This Happen?

Several of the large European turbine manufacturers had limited manufacturing facilities in the United
States, but there was nothing in the stimulus plan that required that the turbines, or any other equipment
needed for the wind farms, be made here, said Rogers. There are strict "Buy America" provisions in the

http://abcnews.go.com/print?id=9759949 2/10/2010
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Recovery Act, but this Green Energy Stimulus initiative turned the existing tax credits into cash grants,
bypassing the "Buy America" provision.

Iberdrola, one of the largest operators of renewable energy worldwide, is based in Spain and has
received the most U.S. stimulus dollars -- $577 million. It buys some of its turbines from another
Spanish manufacturer, Gamesa, which has a U.S. connection. Gamesa has two facilities to manufacture
turbine blades in Pennsylvania, but the company said the market forced it to temporarily lay off nearly
100 workers.

Eric Sheesley was one of those laid off from the Gamesa plant before Thanksgiving. "When we're
employing other countries, we can't feed our kids at home. It gets hard you know." Sheesley had a
glimmer of hope when a letter arrived this week telling him to report back to work next week.

One reason so much money is going overseas is that there is not much of a wind power industry in the
United States -- only two major American manufacturers make wind turbines: General Electric Energy
and Clipper Wind based in Carpinteria, Calif. Even those companies do a significant amount of their
manufacturing overseas. General Electric told ABC News that GE's Renewable Energy business has
3,000 employees around the world, 1,350 here in the United States.

Schumer said the way to revitalize the domestic wind power industry and to create green jobs is to
require that at least some of the turbine equipment to be made in the United States.

An American Farm With Chinese Jobs

Perhaps the most controversial wind project is one that has yet to receive stimulus money.

A Chinese company called A-power is helping to build a massive $1.5 billion wind farm in West Texas.
The consortium behind the project expects to get $450 million in stimulus money.

Walt Hornaday, an American partner on the project, said it would create some American jobs. "Our
estimation,” he said, "is that we are going to have on the order of 300 construction jobs just within the
fence of the project.”

But that's in addition to 2,000 manufacturing jobs -- many of them in China.

Lauren Reynolds, a reporter at ABC's San Diego affiliate 10 News, paid a visit to the vacant office of A-
power.

To read more about how wind energy companies in San Diego are forced to spend their federal stimulus
dollars abroad, go to today's San Diego Tribune and the Watch Dog Institute’'s Web page.

Copyright © 2010 ABC News Internet Ventures

http://abcnews.go.com/print?1d=9759949 2/10/2010
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will thé Clean Eﬁér'gy Jobs Act create “green” jobs in Wisconsin, or will thousands of jobs be lost because of the mandates?

iis act is not just about
jobs; it’s about the future

CLEAN ENERGY
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It’s about whether the quality of our future is senously dnmmshed by climate change \Xfxsconsm must do S ;
E

its part. Tweak it, but approve the Clean Energy Jobs Act.

over the Clean Energy Jobs Act
was determined the moment the
legislation was named. 7
Supporters built into the name what
tl‘;heey, not unr%aslonably, begleved would
oné of the bi]l's p ipal Virtues: job
cre3tiBT But, with ré‘égsﬁlﬁh fHdtced n
trauma still fresh in everyone’s minds, it
is simply too easy and expedient — facts
be damned — to call virtually any new
legislation a jobs killer, from health carée
reform to even a jobs bill.
We believe the jobs will be there, but it
is important at this juncture to recognize

T he tone and tenor of the debate

that this bill is not really intended as an -

economic stimulus measure. In very real
terms, it is an attempt at economic and
env1ronmental reinvention — done with
the specter of climate change and all its
effects looming. . ' ‘

Yes, climate change, with humanity as
‘a major contributor, is real. But even if
you donrr’t believe that, there is little to no
downside to a future in which a good
* portion of our energy comes from renew-
able sources — 25% by 2025 — and no
downside to a future in which energy
efficiencies mean we are doing the same
or more with less energy. :

The reinvention comes in two other
goals: growing new technologies and
fostering energy independence. Doing
this will have far more enduring effects
on those bottom lines in the future than
any short-term benefit derived from
doing nothing now to cushlon today’ s
corporate bottom lines.

On jobs, there are two dueling studles
cited most often on whether the Clean.
Energy Jobs Act will actually create jobs. *

One is by researchers at Michigan
State University and the University of
Southern California for the Center on
Climate Strategies, the results of which
are similar to findings by various state
agencies. It forecasts a net increase of
more than 16,200 new jobs in Wisconsin
by 2025. It predicts a boost to the state’s
economy of $4.85 billion total “in net
present value” from 2011 to 2025:

- The other study was done by the Wls-
consin Poliey Research Institute. It con-
tends that policies similar to those in the
bill' would kill 43,000 Wisconsin jobs. The

« >problem: It didnot model the: actual o de}rglonmg{}bqygmg godes for r
policiés in the bill. . dential, commercial, agricultural
The Michigan study is more believs ... v QI )y buildings,. .

able. Our guessiis-that some jobs will'be - - -~ This-is not-to say that this bill cant

lost and some will be gained, but we
believe that in the end there will be a net
gain. The Michigan study, after all,
looked at what’s in the bill. Those who
disagree with its conclusions will likely

' pin their doubts on the fact that the

study was commissioned by the state,

whose governor has made passage of this

legislation one of his key goals for the
remainder of his term He is not runmng
for re-election. sy

But we invite the critics to read the
study and, if they’re going to criticize, to

focus instead on the assumptions built in

and the methodology.

Here’s one assumption we're making:
Whether or not Congress ever enacts
some form of carbon tax (it should), the
cost of carbon will continue to rise. -

Already, the Environmental Protection
Agency has said greenhouse gases pose a

danger to public health, which led to a
decision in December toregulate carbon

dioxide emissions. This is another way of

saying that the cost of diminishing re-
sources — fossil fuels — will continue to
rise and that even the cost of a resource
touted as plentiful — coal — will as well.
You want to talk about job killers?

Energy dependence, rising energy costs,
inefficiencies allowed to continue un-
fettered, environimental changes
wrought by climate change — these are
viruses deadlier than anything govern-
ment could impose.

_The Clean Energy Jobs Act, including

its requirement for low-carbon fuels, is a -

hedge the state should enact against
that.

And even if you don’t believe that the
Clean Energy Jobs Act will result in
lower utility rates over time (predicated-
on some form of carbon tax), does any-

one think all those maladies above W

also result in higher rates? o
" The eﬁ"lmencles alone in this bi

should,compel approval. The stat

' 1mprotred The bill would allow coz
tion of new nuclear plants, no lo:

requiring a site for long~term disposdl of o

spent nuclear fuel to he developed
a nuclear plant could be built, Ho
the bill also requires that power. gen

ed from any new nuclear plant builtin ="

the state be used only in Wiscotisin. This
is unworkable. Wisconsin electricity is
part of a larger pool of Mldwestern elec:
tricity. . ‘
The bill also: says that if any part of the
nuclear measure is determined tobe  : -
unconstitutional, all of the Tclear
changes go away. That’s like having a
loaf of bread with a bad slice at the end -
but throwing the entire thing away.
Other tweaks will be necessary as We]l
. Worried about whether the state’s.
utilities can meet that 25% by 20257" It sa
realistic goal. But we also know that the -

bill provides for delays if the prlce gets ' '

too hefty In any case, let the energy

savings created by efficiencies count

toward the renewable enérgy goal ‘
Th1s bill is said to be dead Ifso it wﬂl

t

other leglslatlon — on Mﬂwaukee Pubhc -

Schools governance for instance,

We hope it isn’t true. We hope this . .-

Legislature doésn’t share with its ‘cotin-
terparts on the Potomac that syndrome
that affects the ability to accomphsh
much of anything — if the 1ssue 1s 1mpor-
tant and excites passmns o

At bottom, this bill is about Just siicha -

topic, climate change — doing our part to -

moderate its effects. Broader federal”
legislation would be preferable, but it
would be 1rrespons1b1e for the state to
wait.
Change the bill to cushion nnpact and
. cost where advisable. But deal w1th it. .

Is the Clean Energy Jobs Act a good thing for W:sconsm7 E-mail your opinion to jsedlt@]ournalsentlnel com to be considered for publication as a Ietter to the

editor. Please see letters guidelines.
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A sournation begins to

‘ transition toward in-

reased clean energy
generation, Wisconsin has a
great opportunity to play a
leadership role in this
emerging industry. But time
is running short for the Wis-
consin Legislature to pass
.meaningful legislation that
would ensure our state is po-
sitioned to take advantage of
‘these opportunities.

In the summer of 2008, the
Governor's Task Force on
Global Warming issued a
final report on its recom-
‘mendations for reducing

‘Wisconsin’s impact on global
‘ whil '

€ growing our

| state’s economy and crea

new jobs, That report was
the catalyst for the Clean En-
ergy Jobs Act, which was
discussed through much of

| 2009 before being formally

introduced in the Legisla-

| ture in January of this year.

The job creation vision for

| the bill is a good one. But the
1 implementation leaves much
] ‘to be desired. :

Many members of the Wis-

| consin Business Council are
| perfect examples of the eco-
4 nomic opportunity that ex-

| ists in the clean energy and

| conservation sectors. Qur

R

PHILLIP H.
PRANGE

commentary

members are among the na-
tion’s leaders in providing
global industrial solutions
that conserve energy, utilize
alternative fuels, and create
jobs.

But there are provisions in
the bill that will make doing
business in Wisconsin hard-
er for these and other com-
panies should the legisla-
tion pass in its current

. form. It's crucial that legis-
lators start working to refo-

cus the bill in a way that en-
sures our state sees the eco-
nomic development that the
bill promises.

However, as the debate
over the Clean Energy Jobs
Act continues in Madison,
the window for action is
shrinking by the day There
are just a few opportunities
left for action, and given the
complexity and scale of the
bill, and the number of in
dustries that have a stake
the outcome, the chanc
passing legislation before

-ty pass us by.
. Phillip H. Prange Is the president and chief |

Economic growth depends
on changes to energy act |

the end of this legislative:
session are becoming in--
creasingly bleak.

Make no mistake: If the

bill is able to promote clean

energy and conservation ef-:

forts in a way that recog- |

nizes the needs of ‘Wiscon-. .

sin’s different industries, it :|
will be a boon for our state’s’ ;|

economy and create new
jobs.
We need to strip away

those parts of the bill that * ]
will hinder that job growth |

and generate legislation thatjf
is capable of passing

through both houses of the - |

legislature,

Now is the time for leader-
ship on the Clean Energy
Jobs Act. The opportunity to
capitalize on clean energy
growth is there, but legisla-

tors need to focus on ﬁnding’;

a bipartisan compromise,

getting to the root of what i |

needs to be done to secure
Wisconsin’s economic fu-

ture, and implementing leg- *

islation in a way that makes

sense for Wisconsin busi- - |
nesses. i

Let's not let this opportur

ive officer of the Wisconsin Business " *'
~, business.org. .
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§table energy prices cre- c
ate. certainty for utilities . .,
+| and consumers and provide
' tyagamstunpre 50
' | dictable fuel cost increases.
| ~The Clean Energy Jobs -
: Act is'a smart pohcythat
‘| willimprove our-economy
! and make us more competi-'
‘| tive. An Enhanced Renew-

RPS), providing for 25 per- -
cent of our electricity from
renewable energy re-
1 sources by 2025, will keep:
“us on pace with nelghbor-
ingstates. .
Policies that enmurage
| renewable energy develop-
ment would allow many,
more farmers and busi- .
_nesses to install renewable
energy systems. While .
‘| many residents are inter-

a lack of consistent utility
programs prevents them

| gy included in the Clean
Energy Jobs Act would es-
: tablish a standard
statewide buyback rate set
‘by the Public Service Com-
| mission.

- T'wo economic stud1es
one conducted by the De-
| partment of Commerce, -
the Public Service Commis -
-sion, and other state agen-
-cies and the other conduct-
ed by an independent poli-
cy research institute,

demonsh‘ate that the Clean

of 15,000 new jobs and pro
vide nearly $5 billion of.
{-new investment inour -
state by 2025 by reducing -
sour dependence on out-of-
state energy sources.

Guy Selsmeyer is gresldent

able Portfolio Standard (E-

Guest commentary

Busmesses
support

| Clean Energy

Jobs Act

BY GUY SELSMEYER

consin economy, re- -
newable energy, cona
tinues to create 3obs des
splte the economic reces- -
sion. Already this year;

three new businessés inre--
newable energy manufac—
turing have made head:" " -
lines, creating nearly1; 000 .
manufacturing jobs mW1s~ C
oonsm mthe next few 1%

‘ e sector of the Wls-'

It is therefore perplexmg .
that we continue to hear
claims from certain mte 2
est groups that policies en-'
couraging renéwable Ene”r-
gy generation will elimi-
nate jobs in Wisconsin. Re- '
newable energy business
see firsthand the potential .
for new job creati
renewable energy dustry

Northern Biogas pro- .
vides d.e51gn and oonsh'uc-
tion services for anaerobic
digestion. Along with van"

ous other beriefits, ané s
bic digesters pmduce ener— ]
gy from local, organicre-
sources such ashv%tock
‘manure. Wisconsin spends" ‘
$16 billion annually toi lm
portfossil fuels such as
coal, oil, and nattlralgas
from out-of-state. - :

Fortunately, our state has
an abundance of natural
resources, such as woody
biomass, solar, Wmd, ‘and
livestock manure;in add1
tion to other energy £

sources such afood pro- .

cessing waste and landfill -

gas. Unlike traditionalen-

‘ergy sources plagued with -

| volatile fuel prices, there .

are no fuel costs associated
with wind and solar, while
biomass and biogas use lo-
cally produced fuel with no..

orlowecosts: - trrotis
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