February 7, 2011

Senator Mary Jo White
Senate Box 203021
Harrisburg, PA 17120-3021

Dear Senator White:

We are writing to urge you to eliminate the Tier 2 alternative energy sources from Act 213, the
Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act (AEPS). In November 2004, the Pennsylvania legislature
passed the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act, to provide environmentally beneficial sources for
electricity generation in the state. The portfolio contains both Tier 1 and Tier 2 energy source
classifications. The Tier 1 energy sources include wind energy, solar energy, and geothermal, while Tier 2
energy sources are mostly waste materials from coal mines, residential refuse, and paper mills. According
to the AEPS, by 2020, the state of Pennsylvania must get 8% of its energy from Tier 1 sources and 10%
from Tier 2, which means that in an act promoting energy and environmental sustainability, traditional
renewable energy sources account for less than 50% of the objective.! Also, the AEPS obscures the
boundary between renewable and alternative energy sources and grants a rather important position to the
utilization of dirty energy sources. By comparing the AEPS with similar acts in neighbor states and
conducting a case study within the state, we believe that the inclusion of Tier 2 energy sources not only
creates environmental concerns but also creates barriers in the development of renewable energy in
Pennsylvania. Again, please consider eliminating Tier 2 energy sources from the AEPS.

States such as New York and Maryland have similar acts, entitled the Renewable Portfolio
Standards (RPS), and a brief comparison of the AEPS with these demonstrates the problem with the
AEPS.? New York’s RPS includes “Solar Water Heat, Photovoltaics, Landfill Gas, Wind, Biomass,
Hydroelectric, Fuel Cells, CHP/Cogeneration, Anaerobic Digestion, Tidal Energy, Wave Energy, Ocean
Thermal, Ethanol, Methanol, and Biodiesel,” and these sources must account for 29% of the state’s
energy consumption by 2015.° They are renewable sources due to their inexhaustibility in human time
scale and relatively low emission of greenhouse gases compared to sources such as coal and waste
incineration. Such energy sources are also renewable in the sense that they promote energy security,
create jobs, benefit the environment, and ensure energy for future generations. To compete with other
states in green energy development, it is also advantageous for Pennsylvania to invest in domestic wind
energy. Pennsylvania is already behind New York in renewable energy objectives. At the same time, the
Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM), which is the electricity transmission
organization that serves almost all of Pennsylvania, also plans to incorporate 50% of its energy supply
from wind energy.* Pennsylvania absolutely has the capacity to grow the renewable energy industry; the
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shoreline of Lake Erie and areas along the western side of the Appalachians are all prime sites for wind
energy development.’

Within the state, the inclusion of Tier 2 energy sources is also problematic: it renders Tier 1
sources ineffective at best and useless at worst. As a larger portion of the act is Tier 2 energy sources,
more incentive for producers exists in investing in Tier 2, and Tier 1 therefore is likely to be overlooked.
Since truly renewable energy sources are overshadowed, electricity generators in the state may pursue
financially lucrative yet harmful sources similar to those defined in Tier 2, even though these sources are
not included in the act. Moreover, businesses could claim such alternative sources to be renewable,
because of the obscured definition of renewable energy in the AEPS, and as a result make the term
“renewable” meaningless.

This is exactly what is going on in northwestern Pennsylvania, where a tires-to-energy facility
(TEF) was proposed in 2007 and is still in debate. First proposed in the City of Erie, where it met
widespread community opposition, the facility is now being considered in the Meadville area in Crawford
County.® The Crawford Renewable Energy (CRE) TEF would be the largest tires-to-energy plant in the
world and would cost approximately $350 million to construct.” But what concerns us the most is that,
under the current Alternative Energy Standards Act, the TEF could potentially qualify as a Tier 2 energy
producer.®

Both economic and environmental concerns surround the proposed TEF, and we believe similar
issues will arise from Tier 2 energy sources such as a municipal waste incinerator. Historically, similar
facilities have faced economic problems and had many negative health impacts on the local ecosystem,
wildlife, and residents. Only three TEFs have been built in the United States. Two plants are currently in
operation in Connecticut and Illinois, while the third facility, in California, was closed in 2000 because of
its inability to cost-effectively gather tires.” Economic issues have also affected the other two facilities.
The TEF in Connecticut posted an $11 million loss in the 2009 fiscal year.'’ The TEF in Illinois is also
most likely to close, according to the facility president, as a push for green energy designation failed to
pass the legislature this past summer.'' Similar to the cases above, the CRE proposal for Crawford County
has also provoked critical environmental and health concerns due to its planned use of water from the
nearby Geneva Marsh and the exposure of employees and local residents to pollutants.'” The CRE might
only be the beginning of the trend to utilize energy sources that are not traditionally used and not listed in
the AEPS but can be detrimental to human, environmental, and global health. With an indistinct boundary
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