Carbon Reduction Policymaking

When pressured by top-down and bottom-up
drivers to address climate change from electricity
production (the largest source of human CO2
emissions), legislators respond by evaluating
various regulatory models using personal and
party ideologies. To progressives, centralized
energy policy adoption is a key tool that “makes
socially desirable uses economically practicable”
while adequately addressing climate concerns.!
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Central decision-makers in the policy adoption
process evaluate policy models based on:
- predicted outcomes for public & private good ?
(e.g. COZ2 reduction, public health, energy jobs)
- policy “norms” in similar political bodies 3
advice from entrenched social movements,
environmental organizations, & industry lobbies
Policy emphasis on renewable energy typically
evolves after env. movements and renewable
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energy special interests find legislative champions
and form coalitions.* Then, the content and
stringency of a policy innovation is adapted by
elite policymakers to the internal political and
energy-related economies of their region.? > This
process can lead to non-adoption. Sometimes,
environmentalists and renewable energy special

interests will attempt to circumvent legislative .
bodies using forms of direct democracy. SO PRt A Y O L S
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| threw out coal plants in favor of smokeless
technics that improve society via higher
employment rates, cleaner cities, and

=4 “environmental quality to sustain [the state]
as an attractive place to reside and invest”."
2= They framed environmental quality as a
tempting luxury good, which does not

escalating growth made them unachievable.
Environmental movements in all three cases
circumvented politically-entrenched fossil fuel
or utility industries, and partisan gridlock,
utilizing direct ballot initiatives (a Progressive-
Era invention). Direct democracy was thereby
key to contested RPS adoptions.
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Low-Energy Congress Shifts Responsibility < R IR S SRR >
Recent Congressional sessions were the least rresth ¥ it e poctstoel 5 3 " : "
Sl <3 renewable (includes hydro, excludes nuclear power) & Not politically viable under current conditions.
s productive i several dgcades. This is not a new _ >70% of voters support green energy 4 * Previous failed attempts to pass a federal RPS, even with better adoption conditions (more stable pre-
2 trend (see Fig. 2). Despite vows by the last threedevelopment X Recession economy, less natural gas production, D-controlled legislature) suggest it is not.
§ presidents to enact a federal plan to reduce Obama’s 2014 Climate Action Plan attemptsto @ * Could use political momentum from 2015 UN Convention framing climate change as serious concern.
3 gregnhpuse gases, no comprghenswe climate keep RE regulation decentralized, but centralize % + However, Congressional R-majority rejected US financial commitments to Paris Climate Goals and
i legislation has overcome partisan gridlock. emissions reduction (30% from 2005 levels by 2030) & challenged legality of 2014 EPA Clean Power Plan regulating existing carbon-emitting plants.
! Increasingly, inaction around climate B oS ssED 3 Precedence suggests RPS reduce CO2, but there may be better options.
mitigation at the US federal level has | "Do-Nothing” Congress of 1947-48: 906 bils passed ¥ * Wealthy consumers can shoulder higher rates, but what about low-income households?
shifted the regulatory burdens and political 00 - § * Political capital could be better spent supporting: existing federal tax credits, utility deregulation, or
§ risks of environmental policy-making down 600 — 3 feed-in taritts for wind and solar development.
i onto elite state legislators.’® With little federal .. # « Proven cost-effective emission reduction models (carbon markets, carbon taxes, and policies that
guidance, 37 states have responded by ) = decouple utility profits from energy sgles) are far less popular options at both the state and federgl |
implementing renewable portfolio standards 00 I level, even amongst progressives. This may be because they challenge the entrenched, monopolistic
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