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I too cherish and take for granted reliable, affordable electricity, and the people, plants and processes that steadily make it work. But moving past relying on lignite for it to the extent we do here is obviously long overdue. We clearly can’t afford to continue with “business as usual,” when it’s plain that burning lignite only further adds to the very real direction we’re headed, of impending destruction of civilization – our very way of life – and the rest of our wondrous global environment and oceans. What would YOU hope someone in YOUR place would do? For your and your children’s future?

Many here put great stock in what one of our recent presidents has said. Some quotes from President Reagan:

“Preservation of our environment is not a liberal or conservative challenge, its common sense. From his State of the Union address, Jan. 25, 1984

[There is an] “absolute necessity of waging all-out war against the debauching of the environment… The bulldozer mentality of the past is a luxury we can no longer afford. Our [impacts on the environment] roads and other public projects must be planned to prevent the destruction of scenic resources and to avoid needlessly upsetting the ecological balance.” Governor Reagan, Apr 22, 1970, when signing into law one of the most aggressive environmental protection statutes ever passed up to that point.

“I believe in a sound, strong environmental policy that protects the health of our people and a wise stewardship of our nation’s natural resources.” June 11, 1983

“What is a conserve-ative after all but one who conserves, one who’s committed to protecting and holding close the things by which we live…. And we want to protect and conserve the land on which we live – our countryside, our rivers and mountains, our plains, meadows and forests. This is our [heritage,] what we leave to our children. And our great moral responsibility is to leave it to them either as we found it or better than we found it.” June 19, 1984

“If we’ve learned any lessons during the past few decades, perhaps the most important is that preservation of our environment is not a partisan challenge; it’s common sense. Our physical health, our social happiness and our economic well-being will be sustained only by all of us working in partnership as thoughtful, effective stewards of our natural resources.” July 11, 1984

“I’m proud of having been one of the first to recognize that states and the federal government have a duty to protect our natural resources from the damaging effects of pollution that can accompany industrial development.” July 14, 1984

“A superior natural resources policy is one that favors those institutions by which new resources are substituted for old ones: individual enterprise, guided by the price signals of the market, and technological advances that conserve resources and permit them to be used more efficiently.” June 5, 1986

“Many laws protecting environmental quality have promoted liberty by securing property against the destructive trespass of pollution. In our own time, the nearly universal appreciation of these preserved landscapes, restored waters and cleaner air… is a modern expression of our freedom and leisure to enjoy the wonderful life that generations past have built for us.” Oct 3, 1988

Is it good, sensible policy, to:

• Instead of having a forward-looking, wise North Dakota energy & climate change plan already in place and well underway, stick out our jaw, favoring coal interests and electricity generators, and merely state, First, we sue. Next, we urge our representatives in D.C. to kill the Clean Power Plan; & finally, we’ll drag along & do what we’re being “forced” to do: comply with an ordered regulatory method to reduce our grossly excessive emissions. This includes: ND 3024 - A concurrent resolution urging the federal government to refrain from enacting regulations that threaten the reliability and affordability of electric power in the Northern Great Plains.

• Be quite satisfied, to let fossil fuel industries continue with well-sown doubt: ExxonMobil’s climate change research duplicity is among the most recent to come to mind; and “clean coal” ads, although such coal still doesn’t exist, continue to reign. Selectively not believing in the established science, while the rest of the world does, seems a luxury we should no longer indulge in, even if it does help some hometown generating businesses we’ve allowed our state to become dependent upon – for some employment, nearby communities’ business revenue, and added tax revenue, in addition to electricity generation.

See Merchants of Doubt, Professor Naomi Oreska, which details this kind of pervasive corporate scheme, a guide to how U.S. companies only need question scientific facts and conclusions, and sow vaguely plausible, if unsubstantiated doubt, to slow and bog down responsible, informed public education, support for and appropriate regulation, to curb their excesses and harmful results. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Merchants_of_doubt; www.merchantsofdoubt.org/.

It’s been said, if we could actually see, here, the daily accelerating effects of climate warming, our alarm might prod us to take an entirely different course of action. If our skies were increasingly colored by an ever-darkening and visibly growing veil of purple, red or ochre clearly showing the increasing CO2 and other greenhouse gases we’re adding to our atmosphere, and their undoubtable effects, it would prompt immediate regulation and altered spending priorities, to solve this massive, civilization- and nature-changing calamity, as it already has in countries like Germany and Scandinavia.

The alternatives to hastening reduction of greenhouse gas emissions aren’t good, as shown by several studies from The Center for Integrative Environmental Research, Univ. of Maryland (CIER). “On a series of 13 state studies, CIER collaborated with the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) which adapted the studies for their members by creating short summary reports (including one specifically covering North Dakota) from the full CIER studies.” http://cier.umd.edu/climateadaptation/North%20Dakota%20Economic%20Impacts%20of%20Climate%20Change%20Full%20Report.pdf “Steep increases in atmospheric GHG concentrations have occurred since the industrial revolution. Those increases are unprecedented in Earth’s history. As a result of higher GHG concentrations, global average surface temperature has risen by about 0.6°C over the twentieth century, with 10 of the last 12 years likely the warmest in the instrumental record since 1861 (IPCC 2007).” The Economic Impacts of Climate Change and the Costs of Inaction, www.cier.umd.edu/climateadaptation

“In our regional study, U.S. Economic Impacts of Climate Change and the Costs of Inaction, we found that the direct costs of not taking on the challenges posed by climate change are often neglected – and typically not calculated. The indirect effects are considered even less frequently, yet can be substantial. The effects will be felt by the entire nation:
• All sectors of the economy will be affected.
• Essential infrastructures for reliable services and high standards of living and health (such as water supply and water treatment) will be impacted.
• Ecosystems, on which quality of life relies (such as forests, rivers and lakes), will suffer.
This first study presents an overview of climate impacts on various economic sectors in the U.S., organized by region.

“Five Key Lessons 
1. Economic impacts of climate change will occur throughout the country.
2. Economic impacts will be unevenly distributed across regions and within the economy and society.
3. Negative climate impacts will outweigh benefits for most sectors that provide essential goods and services to society.
4. Climate change impacts will place immense strains on public sector budgets.
5. Secondary effects of climate impacts can include higher prices, reduced income and job losses.

From Impacts of Climate Change throughout the U.S.:
“This study on the economic impacts of climate change in the State of North Dakota is part of a series of state-focused studies to help inform the challenging decisions policymakers now face. It builds on a prior assessment by the Center for Integrative Environmental Research, U.S. Economic Impacts of Climate Change and the Costs of Inaction, which concluded that throughout the U.S., individuals and communities depend on sectors and systems that are expected to be greatly affected by the impacts of continued climate change.

• The agricultural sector is likely to experience uneven impacts throughout the country. Initial economic gains from altered growing conditions will likely be lost as temperatures continue to rise. Regional droughts, water shortages, as well as excess precipitation, and spread of pest and diseases will negatively impact agriculture in most regions.

• Storms and sea level rise threaten extensive coastal infrastructure – including transportation networks, coastal developments, and water and energy supply systems.

• Current energy supply and demand equilibria will be disrupted as electricity consumption climbs when demand grows in peak summer months. At the same time, delivering adequate supply of electricity may become more expensive because of extreme weather events.

• Increased incidence of asthma, heat-related diseases, and other respiratory ailments may result from climate change, affecting human health and well-being.

• More frequent and severe forest fires are expected, putting ecosystems and human settlements at peril.

• The reliability of water supply networks may be compromised, influencing agricultural production, as well as availability of water for household and industrial uses.

“Conclusions
A national policy for immediate action to mitigate emissions, coupled with efforts to adapt to unavoidable impacts will significantly reduce the overall costs of continued climate change.”

This report’s contents should be no secret – it’s been available for seven years, since Sept. 2008. Its “Summary [state] studies were developed by The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL); News Release Sept 24, 2008; News Release July 23, 2008; Released October 2007”

Improving Energy Efficiency
One of the best, quickest, cheapest and easiest offsets to not merely comply with an overall Clean Power Plan, but to actually reduce electricity and other energy demand, and therefore emissions, is to implement energy efficiency and conservation improvements. And North Dakota has plenty of avenues to achieve this, especially considering that with our colder annual average temperatures, every dollar spent on conservation and efficiency has great potential for improved BTU and kilowatt savings.

What Others are Doing.
Innovation at installing renewables and overhauling and improving energy efficiency abounds among entrepreneurial Americans, and within state governments. Efficiency improvement is a highly useful part of the Clean Power Plan, to obtain balancing credit for efforts to reduce the carbon footprint of our greenhouse gas emissions. Many utilities in the U.S. alone, for several years, instead of enticing or at best simply responding to ever-increasing growth, have enthusiastically instituted and managed energy efficiency and conservation programs, often with state help, encouragement and support. Sizeable rebates, tax incentives and low income assistance for added and improved insulation, replacing lightbulbs with far more efficient, updated alternative technologies, updating appliances and especially air conditioners.

Other states, like New York, are wholly overhauling and reimagining their and their utilities’ entire approach to generating electricity – a from-the-ground-up remaking of power utilities’ monopoly areas, separating generation from distribution, and much more. That article has excellent Further Reading resources, for innovative solutions. New York’s Revolutionary Plan to Remake Its Power Utilities, www.vox.com/2015/10/5/9453131/new-york-utilities-rev, updated by David Roberts, Oct 5, 2015. 

“Utilities aren’t evil. They are doing exactly what they’re designed to do. The problem is the design. Right now, utilities operate in a regulatory environment that puts them intrinsically at odds with some of the coolest, most promising stuff happening in energy today: rooftop solar, energy storage in electric vehicles and household batteries, smart home energy management tech like the Nest thermostat, and various new ways of aggregating and managing demand.”

“These new technologies enable people to use less utility power. But utilities want people to use more utility power. So they fight the new technology. Until that fundamental conflict is resolved, utilities will be an impediment rather than a partner in the transition to a cleaner, smarter electricity grid. States are beginning to understand this, and several are taking steps to reform how their utilities work.”

“None, however, are going at it with the speed and gusto of New York. It’s undertaking an astonishingly comprehensive and ambitious effort to remake its energy systems and reduce its carbon emissions. One part of that broader effort is a program known as Reforming the Energy Vision (REV), which charges the state’s public service commission (PSC) with developing a new vision for utilities and implementing it in the next few years. The goal is to realign the incentives facing utilities so that they can profit from, and benefit from accelerating, the spread of new clean, distributed energy technologies. … If New York succeeds, REV could spark a wave of utility reform, with salutary effects on US carbon emissions. If it blows up or falls apart, it could scare other states away from restructuring, just like Enron did in the early 2000s. It's arguably the most important clean energy policy initiative in the country today.”

“One problem is determining the proper boundary of utilities’ natural monopoly, and how to open up the areas outside it to markets. The other big problem is how utilities make money. Right now, utility revenue comes from returns on capital investments in power lines, substations, and other infrastructure. Utilities make money by building stuff. Naturally, they like it when electricity demand rises – that justifies building more stuff. They don’t like it when demand plateaus or falls. And they don’t like anything that helps make more efficient use of existing infrastructure. Both those make it difficult to justify building more stuff.”

“That’s obviously a perverse set of incentives in an age when demand is becoming a controllable (“dispatchable”) resource and new sources and storage options are springing up at the distribution edge of the grid. The key to reform is aligning the interests of utilities with expanded use of Distributed Energy Resources (DERs), customer choice and social goals like reduced carbon emissions and energy intensity. Utilities somehow need to be able to make money off that stuff.”

These old utility [dis-?]incentives may also be seen at work in North Dakota, when one of the large generating cooperatives here recently claims only the great need to build out even more power in the state’s northwest corner for future demand (possibly based on rapidly outdated expected continuing pell-mell growth in the petroleum exploration and drilling there, before prices plummeted), while it completely ignores promoting possibilities in energy conservation and efficiency improvements.

Additional relevant detail is at the above link, under headings: New York is trying to fix two major problems with utilities; New York has a new vision for its utilities; Problem No. 1: How far should a utility's monopoly extend?; Problem No. 2: How will utilities make money?. The article even includes a list of Further reading:
“[T]o read more about REV, some suggestions:
• No one is covering utilities, including NY REV, better than Utility Dive, which has risen to the top of my must-read list over the last year. Start here.
• Greentech Media is also great; start here.
• Advanced Energy Economy has done a ton of great work on REV. Start here and follow the links if you want to get into extreme detail.
• The Rocky Mountain Institute has also been consulting on REV and is also fantastic. Start here. 
• The Environmental Defense Fund has also been consulting on REV and has a whole series of blog posts on REV and “utilities 2.0,” here.
• The NY REV website is surprisingly substantive.”

“Convening for action in California. While New York is arguably taking the most ambitious, comprehensive approach to utility market reform, California has been at it longer and is pursuing many aspects of utility market reform, although not in a single proceeding. Instead, it has addressed, through multiple proceedings, matters such as smart grid deployment, energy storage, demand response, redesigning residential rates, and more recently, utility deployment of electric vehicle charging infrastructure and development of “distributed resource plans” (DRPs). These DRPs are designed to produce results similar to REV:
1. Modernize the electric distribution system to accommodate two-way flows of energy and energy services throughout the IOUs’ networks;
2. Enable customer choice of new technologies and services that reduce emissions and improve reliability in a cost efficient manner; and 
3. Animate opportunities for Distributed System Platforms (DERs) to realize benefits through the provision of grid services.
These proceedings, taken with California’s aggressive energy efficiency and renewable energy goals, are putting the state on a path toward creating an electricity system that will look very different 10 to 20 years from now.” http://blog.aee.net/major-steps-toward-a-21st-century-electricity-system-in-new-york-california, March 25, 2015.

“New York and California are not the only states moving forward with utility market and regulatory reform. In Massachusetts, utilities are preparing grid modernization plans as part of an ongoing proceeding. In Hawaii, where the penetration of distributed solar is higher than anywhere else in the country, the PUC continues to push its utility down the path to a distributed grid. In Minnesota, the e21 initiative is beginning to define what the utility of the future could look like in that state. These are just three more examples. Other states are also beginning to explore what it will take for them to create a 21st Century Electricity System.” ibid

Also in Minnesota, “Xcel Energy, the state’s largest utility with 1.2 million electric customers, said it has reduced CO2 emissions by nearly 20% since 2005, and is on track to reduce them 31% by 2020. Over the past decade, the utility has closed some coal plants, shifted generation to natural gas, including units in St. Paul, Minneapolis & Burnsville, and invested in renewable energy, especially wind.”

“In its 645-page proposal, the EPA cited Minnesota for collaborating with investor-owned utilities to reduce emissions and using energy efficiency programs to cut demand for electricity by 13%. Colorado & California also were mentioned. Across the nation, the EPA said, 38 states have renewable energy requirements and 47 states have conservation programs to cut power demand. Executives of Minnesota’s three largest electric utilities, Xcel Energy, Great River Energy and Minnesota Power, said they’re well positioned to comply with rules to achieve a 30% reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from 2005 levels nationwide by 2030.”

Even “Minnesota Power, the state’s third-largest power company and the most coal-dependent, said its Energy Forward strategy aims to reduce carbon and other emissions by closing three coal-fired generators, replacing two of them with natural gas units and acquiring more renewable energy, especially wind and hydropower. The utility also has repeatedly exceeded the state’s conservation mandate of 1.5% annually and this year will get 25% of its power from wind. An executive V.P. there said the utility is pleased that EPA is giving states leeway. “We like a flexible approach. We like the fact that it recognizes Minnesota and the utilities in it for acting quickly and aggressively to address this.”

J. Drake Hamilton, science policy director for Fresh Energy, a St. Paul nonprofit that supports renewable power, said even more conservation can be done. “What every analysis shows is that we are not near the ceiling of what we can do with energy efficiency.”

“California has also entered into a partnership with the Canadian province of Quebec to link up their carbon markets. It’s a small step, but the two have already created the largest carbon market in North America. Despite the vast distance between the western U.S. state and the eastern Canadian province, and despite the different makeup of their economies, the successful linkage has demonstrated the potential for a growing cap-and-trade system. Now, as Bloomberg News reports, California and Quebec are actively seeking other states and provinces to join their alliance. Ontario is on their list. Several states in New England, Vermont in particular, are interested in joining. Also, Oregon and Washington have expressed some interest.” http://oilprice.com/Energy/Energy-General/Fed-Up-With-Federal-Inaction-States-Act-Alone-on-Cap-and-Trade.html, Sep 28, 2014; www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/industry-news/energy-and-resources/quebec-and-california-press-ahead-with-carbon-trading-plan/article16176708/; Jan 02, 2014.

Economists consistently advise that the most efficient, cost-effective way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is to put a price on them. Give companies a clear economic incentive to cut their emissions and they will innovate and find the quickest, cheapest way to do it. The theory is validated by growing real-world experience. Carbon markets are working in 10 states, including California: In 2013, the first year of California’s program, companies covered under the cap cut emissions nearly 4%. Pacific Gas and Electric and other utilities have aggressively increased supplies of renewable energy and continued to help customers be more energy efficient. Meanwhile, California has one of the nation’s best job growth rates. In the first year and a half after cap-and-trade went into effect, the state added nearly half a million jobs.

Also, “California and its Chinese sister-state Jiangsu agreed to: partner on renewable energy” [among other things]. www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=17998, Apr 14, 2013; http://chinauseealliance.org/news-and-publications/, Dec, 2014.

“In the Northeast, nine states in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, another cap-and-trade program, have cut carbon emissions from power plants 40% since 2005! More than $1 billion in program revenues have been invested in energy efficiency, renewable energy and other efforts expected to lower energy bills by $2.9 billion. Markets have been successful in driving down other emissions, too. The reason we don’t hear much about acid rain anymore is that the U.S. significantly reduced sulfur dioxide pollution through a cap-and-trade program created by a bipartisan Congress in 1990. Emissions were cut about twice as fast as predicted and at a fraction of the cost of traditional regulation.” How States Can Best Promote Clean Power, Sept 10, 2015, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/energy-environment/253124-how-states-can-best-promote-clean-power.

Worth noting, is that in determining plant target CO2 reduction numbers to use as the basis for setting statewide goals, since the power-plant targets in the Eastern Interconnection were the least stringent of all three grid regions in the country, EPA decided to adopt them nationwide. Again, they keep emphasizing “reasonable cost” over maximum stringency throughout the rule.

Ranked 4th for 2015 by the American Council of Energy-Efficiency Economy (ACEEE) is Oregon, with solid examples of what they’ve done to score this well. Across the U.S., “[s]tate policies are increasingly encouraging utilities to invest in cost-effective efficiency, prompting them to adopt new business models that align their interests with those of customers and policymakers. We can see this taking hold in the 20 states that improved their Scorecard rank in 2015. Utilities across the U.S. invested more than $7 billion in energy efficiency over the past year alone,” said ACEEE Executive Director Steve Nadel. www.golocalpdx.com/news/oregon-ranked-4-portland-ranked-8-for-energy-efficiency

The Bullitt Center, designed to be the greenest commercial building in the world and a model to inspire and encourage others, is a commercial office building near downtown Seattle that opened in 2013. en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bullitt_Center Like many other renewable and energy efficiency projects, it greatly exceeded ambitious energy performance goals, even when accounting for growing occupancy over its first 12 months of operations. www.bullittcenter.org/2014/04/22/bullitt-center-far-exceeds-energy-goals-in-first-year-of-operations/

And a number of renewable and energy efficiency projects are experiencing payback times much shorter (hence, at far lower cost) than initially estimated. For instance, Michigan’s “renewable energy and energy efficiency standards have worked. The renewables standard has driven nearly $3 billion in investments in Michigan, and utilities achieved the current 10% standard in less time and for far less cost to consumers than originally anticipated. The market competition created by the renewables standard has helped drive the cost of renewable energy down to where it is now cost-competitive with other new generating resources (on a per kilowatt-hour basis). Under the efficiency standard, utility programs saved ratepayers over $2.5 billion between 2011 and 2015. [E]veryone (including the Michigan Agency for Energy) agrees that there’s enormous untapped potential to develop more of Michigan’s cost-effective renewable energy and energy efficiency resources.” http://blog.ucsusa.org/sam-gomberg/michigan-renewable-energy-and-efficiency-legislation-955

In Germany: Feed-in Tariffs – known as CLEAN contracts in the U.S. – have worked exceptionally well and are highly successful at encouraging, in their case, solar panel installation.

It’s also common knowledge, that wind turbine generation towers have grown in size, efficiency and output – all the better to take advantage of our plentiful (ceaseless? unending?) winds while also generating net cash for landowners where they’re sited. And solar photovoltaic equipment and installation costs keep plummeting, as the implementation cost and learning curves steadily improve.

Driving smart energy investments will also have benefits beyond progress on climate change. Upgrades to the nation’s energy infrastructure, for example, will support jobs, improve efficiency, lead to better safety and reliability, and ultimately a stronger foundation for growth and competitiveness. The good news is, some state and business leaders are showing interest in state or regional carbon markets as a real option on the road ahead. At a recent conference hosted by the Center for Climate and Energy Solutions on implementing EPA’s new rules, carbon pricing was one of the most talked-about strategies.

Let’s avoid following the unenlightened example of those like Florida, whose governor banned official use of the terms climate change and global warming among everyone in the state’s own government – with consequences for violating his ban, despite their low elevation state being nearly completely surrounded by an ocean whose level is disastrously rising thanks to climate warming.

Let’s look to the many others outside ND for additional, creative and innovative solutions others are already implementing. www.clean-coalition.org/our-work/renewable-utility-programs/unleashing-clean/start-a-clean-program/; http://cleantechnica.com/2013/02/09/germany-solar-power-lessons/

Another especially pertinent resource, is the Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance’s (MEEA) Energy Efficiency Policies, Programs and Practices in the Midwest: A Resource Guide for Policymakers (2012; 59 pages plus appendices). www.mwalliance.org/sites/default/files/uploads/meea_2012_ee-policy-midwest-resource-guide.pdf Their guide’s Preface notes, “Since the MEEA’s founding in 2000, state and local policies promoting energy efficiency, and utility investment in energy efficiency have grown significantly. In 2004, electric and natural gas utilities in the 13 states in MEEA’s region collectively spent $170 million on energy efficiency programs. By 2012, this amount had grown to an estimated $1.2 billion. One of the driving forces behind this growth has been the adoption of statewide energy efficiency policy standards. At the same time, state and local governments have adopted policies aimed at reducing their own energy consumption, providing their residents and businesses with access to information, financing, and strategies for saving energy.”

• Do any utilities in North Dakota offer low cost residential (or business) Energy Audits as, for instance, are available in neighboring Minnesota? Minnesota Building Performance Association, www.mbpa.us/; and www.mn.gov/commerce/energy

Promoting Improved Energy Efficiency and Conservation – is the biggest (and cheapest) bang for the buck – the easy-picking, low hanging fruit. So how’s thrifty, clever North Dakota doing here?

Not so well, in an apparently near-total energy efficiency leadership void. The Alliance to Save Energy is a national organization that promotes energy efficiency programs and technology. This agency defines energy efficiency as allowing us to do more while using less energy. It states that “...without the energy-efficiency improvements that have taken place since 1973, we would need 55% more energy supplies than we use now.” But North Dakota has plenty of room to improve.

In the 2015 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard, North Dakota ranked 51st (Dead Last) again, for the third year running, in energy Efficiency (that is, Reduced unused, wasted greenhouse gas emissions). The state scored 4 points out of a possible 50, the same number it earned last year, well below the median state scores in every category. Close to a “no leadership / no effort” result. Meanwhile, neighboring Minnesota tied for 10th in the 2015 Scorecard, the same position it held last year. The state scored 31 points out of a possible 50, 2 points more than it earned in 2014.
ACEEE, American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, http://aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdf/state-sheet/2015/north-dakota.pdf, and http://aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdf/state-sheet/2015/minnesota.pdf, updated October 20, 2015. The ACEEE’s 2014 report noted that North Dakota finished last for the second year in a row because legislators have no interest in a comprehensive energy policy.

Closely similar is the U.S. Energy Information Administration ranking, by Total Energy Consumed per Capita, of North Dakota at 47th highest among states for 2013, at 813 million BTU – a 323 higher MM BTU, or 66% greater use than the next highest state (Iowa). www.eia.gov/state/rankings/ This costs individuals and businesses here the most, with North Dakota’s Total Energy Expenditures per Capita (in dollars) for 2013 ranking highest, in last place at 50th. www.eia.gov/state/rankings/#/series/225

From the ACEEE 2015 report (whose categories shout areas for improvement, which other states have already handily done and are readily advancing):

Utilities
North Dakota earned 0 points out of 20 for its utility policies and programs. Utilities do not treat energy efficiency as a utility system resource, and therefore run a very limited number of programs. They did not report spending on electricity efficiency programs, and achieved very low levels of electricity savings. There is significant room for improvement in this area, although state leadership has not expressed an interest in pursuing energy efficiency as a utility resource.

Transportation
North Dakota earned 1.5 points out of a possible 10 points for transportation policies. The state integrates transportation and land-use planning and has a comprehensive freight plan in place. However, in general North Dakota has not pursued policies that encourage efficient transportation systems.

Building Energy Codes
North Dakota earned 1.5 points out of 7 for its building energy code stringency and compliance efforts. North Dakota is a home-rule state [by choice], so energy codes are adopted and enforced at the jurisdictional level. The state has voluntary [i.e, weak, & unenforced / unenforceable] standards in place that jurisdictions may choose to enforce, including conditions of the 2009 IECC. The state offers code training and outreach.

Combined Heat & Power (“CHP”)
North Dakota scored 0.5 out of 4 points for its combined heat and power policies. The state offers incentives for the deployment of CHP but has not otherwise pursued policies to encourage the development of cost-effective and efficient CHP. One new CHP installation was completed in 2014.

State Government-Led Initiatives
North Dakota scored 0.5 out of 7 points for state-led energy efficiency initiatives. One grant program is available for energy efficiency investments. The state government does not lead by example through specific energy efficiency goals or initiatives, and there are no research centers focused on energy efficiency within the state.

Appliance Standards
North Dakota has not set appliance standards beyond those required by the federal government.

Highlights and Opportunities
This is the third year North Dakota has ranked at the bottom of the State Scorecard, and regulators and policymakers have not indicated that they are interested in pursuing comprehensive energy efficiency policies. However, the state may find significant benefits for its residents should it choose to do so. In the utility sector, the state could invest in local economic development and help customers realize meaningful savings by adjusting the utility business model so that utilities are encouraged to invest in cost-effective energy efficiency as a resource. For example, the state could adopt utility performance incentives that are tied to specific energy savings targets, or decouple utility revenues from sales volume through revenue regulation.
North Dakota could also advance CHP systems as a reliable and cost-effective energy resource by removing barriers to development.

Among these categories, North Dakota:			Source: http://database.aceee.org/state/north-dakota
State Government Summary
– has allowed incentives for energy efficiency to lapse, and does not actively lead by example. There are no research centers focused on energy efficiency within the state.

Financial Incentives
Financial Incentive information for North Dakota is provided by the Database of State Incentives for Renewables and Efficiency (DSIRE North Dakota). Information about additional incentives not present on DSIRE is listed here.

Energy Conservation Grant Program: The grant program is administered by the Division of Community Services and assists North Dakota political subdivisions in making energy efficiency improvements to public buildings. Awards range from $10,000 to$100,000 and a 50% cash match is required.

Building Energy Disclosure
No disclosure policy is in place.

Public Building Requirements
Though North Dakota has no requirements for state buildings, it does have programs in place for public building efficiency. Recently, the legislature approved a continuing appropriation to assist North Dakota political subdivisions that are making energy efficiency improvements to public buildings. Applicants can receive up to $100,000 on qualifying projects. This program will receive $1.2 million per biennium. Recipients will be required to benchmark using EPA’s Portfolio Manager.

Fleets
No policy in place or proposed

Energy Savings Performance Contracting
North Dakota Century Code sections 48-05-10 & 48-05-11 enables energy savings contracts.

Research & Development
No public research centers have a focus on energy efficiency.

If serious, North Dakota could learn a LOT by reviewing our fellow states’ energy policies: http://database.aceee.org/state/local-government-summary

State Government Summary
State governments can advance policies and programs that impact many sectors. These initiatives complement the existing landscape of utility programs, leveraging resources from the state’s public and private sectors to generate energy and cost savings that benefit consumers. State governments can work directly with local citizens, spurring investments in energy efficiency by offering financial incentives. State financial incentives are an important instrument for increasing the use of energy efficient technologies that provide benefits to both residents and the state overall. The incorporation of a financial incentive can make energy efficiency investments more alluring for private and public entities, particularly by lowering inhibitive upfront costs. Financial incentives also complement other efficiency policies such as appliance standards and energy codes, overcoming market barriers for cost-effective technologies.

A state’s own facilities, fleets and operations also offer a unique opportunity for state governments to lead by example, incorporating energy efficiency measures into their facilities and achieving significant energy cost savings. State governments have often become leaders in energy efficiency by taking action through legislation or executive order to improve efficiency in their own buildings and vehicles. These policies help improve the environmental and economic performance of states’ assets while promoting energy conservation to the broader public.

So, it looks like North Dakota could easily act to improve energy efficiency and use here, while saving its taxpayers money on things like public buildings and transportation.

See brief synopses of all fifty states’ policies, further down on the referenced page.

Also see https://ballotpedia.org/Energy_policy_in_North_Dakota

Energy Incentive Programs, North Dakota
http://energy.gov/eere/femp/energy-incentive-programs-north-dakota Updated April 2015.

“What public-purpose-funded energy efficiency programs are available in my state?”
“North Dakota has no public-purpose-funded energy efficiency programs.” Other programs are scattered and not uniform: http://energy.gov/eere/femp/energy-incentive-programs-north-dakota.

In the past, several extractive and other industries in the U.S. declined, once we confirmed how dangerous their products really were. Our view of such resource use changes as we wise up. For instance, Asbestos makes great insulation, but it wasn’t very healthy for the miners and their families in Libby, MT (asbestosis; cancer). It’s now carefully removed as a hazardous material under federal safety guidelines. Lead can improve gasoline’s performance in our engines, but it can also travel through our bloodstream, bond to our brains & other organs, and irreversibly damage or debilitate, especially the most vulnerable among us: our children. It’s no longer a gas additive.

Mercury in high school chemistry labs was once seen as merely an interesting little liquid metal, to roll around on the countertop. Today, even the smallest spill or missing quantity can shut a school down, and we know why: the harm from its toxicity. It’s rarely used in thermometers any more. Are sulfur dioxide and nitrous oxide merely trifling byproducts from burning coal, up the stack and gone? Well, they cause acid rain. Burning coal still also releases mercury – ask our downwind neighbor to the east, all of whose waters and waterways are now contaminated with it – and emits more radioactive uranium than nuclear power plants, due to that element’s presence in coal. DDT’s effects on bird eggs. Women who dipped small brushes onto their lips to paint radium onto watch faces eventually died from radiation poisoning, and that practice stopped. Nuclear waste that has yet to find a safe, secure, long-term home. Tobacco has a similar checkered past, especially after its testifying CEOs were found to have denied that their companies had conducted cancer research for decades and concluded the product was indeed toxically deadly if used as intended.

Dozens of Superfund sites – from industries that once seemed clean enough – are still not remediated LONG after they’ve been identified, entered into the federal program, and efforts begun. Most of the original polluters either took a powder at the time or are long gone by now, leaving taxpayers to foot the bill again. On the other hand, an environmentally friendly and cost-saving transition technology, no till farming, initially sounded a little unusual, to say the least. There wasn’t a rush here to immediately adopt it. Now, its second nature and we’ve converted our farming methods to incorporate it, with great benefits. We have to adopt the better technologies, and adapt to unpleasant facts as we learn them. We’ve let ruinous carbon emission continue past long enough without adequately addressing it, that it’s now become urgent that we do so.

What if here in North Dakota the same number of employees, plant investment, profits and tax revenue from coal-fired generation instead revolved around the asbestos or lead industry, for instance. Would the state argue that they, too, should continue “business as usual” here, even after discovery and confirmation of their toxicity and harm, merely because of the costs of transitioning to a healthier industry? Or that any timeframe for change should be delayed as long as humanly possible?

“Not Enough Time?”
In addition to North Dakota making little effort to aggressively address its bottom-of-the-barrel ranking, we’ve heard loud wailing that the Clean Power Plan “doesn’t give enough time” to transition away from lignite. Not only is this is the same, tired, baseless kind of refrain heard, for instance, for the endless delays and postponements in providing the same kind of workable health insurance to all Americans that most other first-world nations enjoy (once proposed by President Truman), it’s disingenuous. Then head of NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies, and Iowa native, Dr. James E. Hanson (now a professor at Columbia University in the field of atmospheric physics) testified before Congress around 1988 about the deleterious effects the greenhouse gases we’ve been emitting were having on earth’s climate. Any utility or state energy regulator who’s ignored that would seem to have been whistling in the dark, engaging in wishful thinking, or living in deep denial for the last twenty-seven years. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_Hansen How many ND coal-fired plants have expanded or opened new plants or opened service to new customers since?

So far, North Dakota has done a poor job of clearly informing the public about the realities of climate change and its impending doom, plus, the state’s coal-fired & natural gas flaring roles in disproportionately contributing to it. We’re already on an apparent one-way track to unprecedented turbulence and disastrous weather effects from the emissions we’ve been pumping into the atmosphere since at least the beginning of the Industrial Revolution. Nine of the ten highest average global temperatures have been in the 21st century, together with all sorts of extreme “100-year” and “500-year” severe flooding, storm and drought events. It might after all, be time to act – prudently but with great haste – to curb further emissions as rapidly as possible.

Until very recently, the U.S. has long been the largest contributor to greenhouse gas emissions. As other countries with “emerging economies” now wish to emulate our standard of living (imitation being the sincerest form of flattery) – supported by our level of energy use, can we have any wonder why? So if China and India now strive to “catch up,” can we seriously insist they restrict their own modernization and match our future reductions, even if we finally start to live up to our obligations to our fellow countries under the COP 21, 2015 UN Climate Change Conference, recently concluded in Paris.

“Even the charts used by climate-change deniers show that temperatures are getting warmer,” Jim Edwards, Dec 18, 2015, www.businessinsider.com/charts-and-statistics-on-global-warming-climate-change-2015-12

North Dakota should hold the federal government to its promise under the Clean Power Plan, to assist in finding work for displaced energy sector workers, and to paying special attention to the Clean Energy Incentive Program that the EPA included in the final CPP, in part to ensure that low-income communities – including those in more rural areas – share in the benefits from energy efficiency savings, which might take the form of energy conservation and efficiency support, for instance.

We should obtain appropriate funding from The Partnership for Opportunity and Workforce and Economic Revitalization (POWER – www.eda.gov/power). It provides funding for economic and workforce development to help communities adjust to changes in the power sector, particularly the move away from using coal to generate electricity. Funding for planning and implementation is administered by several federal agencies. The U.S. Dept of Labor, Employment and Training Administration accepts applications for funding (http://wdr.doleta.gov/directives/corr_doc.cfm?DOCN=9195).

[bookmark: _GoBack]How much do our own self-interests, self-denials, misplaced loyalties and plain wishful thinking cloud our decision process in this? Can we manage to truthfully admit to ourselves that, while many of our good, hardworking neighbors are currently employed in extracting and burning fossil fuels, their efforts are the very cause of the deep trouble we’re now in? Let’s reach out to retrain them, in the new energy frontiers.

As your administration takes on the critical task of meeting the standards under the Clean Power Plan, we have a tremendous opportunity for our state to be a leader by creating science-based plans that will ramp up renewable energy and energy efficiency. I urge you to develop a plan for our state that expands our use of renewable energy and energy efficiency, while avoiding a dangerous overreliance on natural gas. Working together with other states can provide even more cost-effective opportunities to cut emissions.

Thank you.

Respectfully,
Bruce R. Bale
