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Friends of 
 
the Earth 
 

For more than  years, Friends of the Earth's  
sion  has  been  to  ensure  a  more  healthy  and  just  
world.  Dealing  with  large  societal  problems  like  
global warming requires coordination and resource  
mobilization  only  governments  can  bring  to  bear,  
making government intervention essential if we  are  
to succeed in protecting the environment and public  
health. Government regulation is one necessary tool  
to tackle today s  most pressing environmental  
lems, and laws like the Clean Air Act and the Clean  
Water Act have been hugely successful. In addition,  
properly-targeted, well-designed government  
ments can help us move towards a dean, sustainable  
energy future by spurring the development of  
nologies to transition us away from dirty energy.  .  

However,  while  the government  is  necessary for  
envirohmental  protection,  not  every  government  
action is good  for  the environment Too often  

is  captured  by  wealthiest  and  most  coalition can agree these programs  then  
established industries, which are oftentimes the  we feel it must make sense.  
est. When this  happens, government actions which  

should promote public health end up harming it. But  
the solution cannot be a knee-jerk denunciation of all  
government that leaves profit-driven corpora.tions as  
the protectors of the public good. Instead, we need to  
separate the good from the bad, keeping government  
programs that help  us build a more healthy and just  
world and  programs that do the opposite.  

Friends of the Earth co-founded the Green Scissors  
project back in 1994 because we believe that  
fully working with those concerned about the budget  
to end  for activities contributing to  
ronmental destruction is  an important first step in  
protecting the environment and public health. Over  
18 years later, Green  remains an important  
opportunity to make real change. We are proud to  
work with groups espousing  views in order  
to advance our agenda of protecting people and the  
environment.  we may disagree with our Green  

partners on many things, we can  that  
the programs in this report are both  wasteful and  
environmentally  harmful.  By  working  
have a  better chance of getting them eliminated. If  
groups  as  different  as  those  in  the  Green  

1995, Taxpayers for Common  has  
been a leader of the Green Scissors Coalition. A cor- 
nerstone of our natural resource work, Green Scissors  
targets federal spending, tax expenditures, and  
subsidies that cost taxpayers both up front and over the  
long-term with their environmental liabilities.  

is a non-partisan budget watchdog dedicated  
to cutting wasteful spending and subsidies in order  
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to achieve a responsible and efficient government that  
operates within its means.  believes the federal  
budget is  about more than just dollars;  it is about  
what we  to accomplish as a count ry.  

l)ur  17  ot  
public lands,  and farm  policy expertise leads us to  
approach subsidies  included  the Green Scissors  
report  from  a  fiscal  perspective.  Subsidies  are  
eral expenditures that shift  costs of business from  
industry  to  the  taxpayer  and  take  different  forms:  
preferential treatment to one industry over  another  
in the tax code; direct payments from  the  
ment; market-distorting public financing; limitations  
of liability that shift corporate risks to the taxpayer;  
and giving away taxpayer  below market value.  



REPORT  
The  numbers  in  Green  represent  

the  potential  cost  to  taxpayers.  not necessarily  the  
expected cost  to taxpayers,  over  a  ten-year  period.  
This d istinction is  important in the case of  
loan guarantees because the potential risk to taxpay- 
ers can be significantly higher than the cost estimate  
the  Congressional  Budget  allocates  
against  the budget.  TI1e  one place where the poten- 
tial risk is  not used is  for  insurance guarantees. We  
do not use potential taxpayer risk there because the  

reactor is almost impossible to calculate and almost  
infinite. We have used d ifferent  methodologies  for  
different insurance programs depending on the avail- 
able sources, all of which are explained below.  

Whenever possible Green  relies on the  
most recent government sources available,  primarily  
the Joint Commillee on Taxation (JCT), the Govern- 
ment Accountability  and the  of  
.Management and Budget  for the value of sub- 
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sidies. In a very few instances where no governmental  
numbers are available,  we have used peer-reviewed  
academic  publications.  These  instances  are all  
noted in the report.  

In the past, Green Scissors has used five-year  
jections because five-year totals are standard for the  
Joint Committee on Taxation. However, the ongoing  
debate about the budget and spending priorities has  
focused on teo-year  numbers.  In  response, instead  
of using the five-year estimates we have traditionally  
used, this year' s Green Scissors report calculated  the  

life of a project if that is  less than ten years. To get  
ten year numbers, we  averaged  the  numbers avail- 
able and used the average for years without data. This  
sacrifices a level of accuracy, but the numbers remain  
illustrative of the savings that could be achieved.  

Obviously, it is impossible to know what the  
ernment will do ten years into the future and so sev- 
eral assumptions have to be made .  



'

F'or more than  a  century, the federal ' 
ment  has  been  subsid izing  the  energy ' 
tor. Fossil fuels  coal, oil, and natural gas  

were the recipients of these initial subsidies and these  
industries remain on  the federa l dole.  Every part of  
the nuclear fuel chain has been heavily subsidized for  
more than  years. More recently, alternative fuels  
are being subsidized in the quest for  an amorphous  
goal of  or for their reported  
ronmental  benefits.  Unfortunately,  many  of these  
technologies  are  damaging  to  the  environment- 
some even more so than conventional energy sources.  
The energy section  of the report details  billions  of  
dollars  in potential cuts to  three major energy  
tors: fossil fuels, nuclear, and alternative fuels. Energy  
subsidies now cost taxpayers tens of billions of dollars  
each and every year.  

Subsidies  for energy  take many forms including  
funding for  research  and development,  tax  
ences, direct subsidies, (oregone  loan  
antees,  and  more. Yea rs  of political  wrangling have  
resulted in a large, .intricate web of energy subsidies.  
Digging  into  this  complicated  system,  Green  
sors identifies billions of taxpayer dollars that could  
be saved by cutting subsidies  environmentally  
harmful and fiscally wasteful.  

This year's Green Scissors report offers more than  
$275 billion in total energy cuts over ten years.  

GUARANTEES  
The  latest scandal over energy subsidies has  

tered on the Department of Energys Title  17  Loan  
Guarantee  Created  the  Energy  

or  
number  of  innovative,  low-emission  tech nologies  
off the ground bu t in  reality the program has always  
been little more than a taxpayer handout for mature  
and environmentally harmful technologies that  
not compete on the open market.  before the first  
loan guarantee  fa iled , the Green  Scissors  coa lition .  
warned about the dangers this program posed  and  
called  for  Congress to eliminate it.  Currently,  
gress has given  the authority to put taxpayers  
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DEPARTMENT 
 
17  GUARANTEE  

milfions)  

$18,500  
and  

Sequestration  
Renewable Energy,  

and  
Uranium Enrichment  
Advanced  Gasification  

on the hook for roughly $37 billion in new loan guar- 
antees: $18.5 billion for  nuclear  reactors,  $4 billion  
for uranium enrichment,  billion for carbon  
ture and sequestration (mostly for coal fired  power  
projects), $2 billion for advanced coal, $4.5 billion for  
renewable energy,  efficiency and t ransmission,  and  
$2 billion that can be used at  discretion.  
gress should stop  from risking taxpayer money  
on this flawed program.  

gas prices hitting pocketbooks hard, massive  
budget deficits,  and oil  company revenues  reaching  
new highs, subsidies provided to the fossil fuel  
try are again attracting enormous attention. As  
sure mounts for fundamental reform of the tax code,  
the time is ripe to eliminate subsidies for fossil  
To  achieve this,  nation will need to get beyond  

\  
seen up to this  point is  a flurry of intense political  
rhetoric; partisan votes on subsidy reform have  
ened  the  divide  between  the  parties.  Despite  the  
increased focus on cutting subsidies, these often  
tury-old giveaways remain on the books.  

The detailed chart estimates the ten-year price tag  
for many of the subsidies the fossil fuel sector receives.  
It includes cuts to subsidies for the traditional oil,  
and coal industries, which are major polluters.  

JUNE  



The  environmentally  risky  nuclear  industry  re- 
ceives  enormous  subsidies.  Since  the  1950s  
il has benefited from federal supports for  insurance,  
research  and  developmenl,  production  tax  credits,  
and  These subsidies and others remain on  
the books.  

The latest attempt to  new subsidies for nuclear  
power is  President Obama's proposal to spend $452  
million of taxpayer money over five  years to pay for  
the  design and licensing costs of the country's firsl  

small modular reactors. This would put taxpay- 
ers on the hook for roughly half the cost of designing  

NUCLEAR  c
(mill1ons)  

Loan Guarantees for  and Uranium 
 p
Enrichment 
 r

Waste Fund  R
Act2  s

Mixed  Materials 
 $6,854  
Dispositions - Construction 
 c

Inertia! Confinement Fusion  and 
 $4,748  
High  Campaign ' c

Non-Defense Environmental 
 $2,353  g

Stand-by Support  
Fuel  R&D  $1,863  F
Reactor Concepts Research and 
 $1,149  o

Development 
 p
for  of Advanced 
 g

Modification to Special  for 
 l
Decommissioning Costs 
 

Nuclear Energy Enabling Technologies 
 $747  s
Small Modular Reactor  $452  d
Treatment of  of Etectnc 
 $391  t

Cooperatives 
 i
i

1  This number is the  Ribbon  ofliabilities that the fed- 
eral  owe if nuclear waste is not accepted in  next ten years.  
For  we used the low end of  o(  ion to billions  

year that Doug Koplow found  in  Nuclear  Not Viable  
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and Licensing  these environmentally and financially  
risky investments. Congress has already appropriated  
$67  for this initiative and the Department of  
Energy has already moved  forward  with a Funding  
Opportunity  Announcement.  These  are  costs  
should be borne by industry, not taxpayers.  

Today,  perhaps  the  largest  and  most  egregious  
subsidy for  the nuclear industry is  federally-backed  
loan  guarantees.  Provided  through the Department  
of  Energy,  the  loan  guarantee  program  currently  
has $18.5  billion  in  congressionally directed  
authority for nuclear reactors and another $2  
for uranium enrichment facilities. In addition,  

has stated it intends to give $2  
more  for  uranium  enrichment.  
onditional  loan  guarantee  commit- 

ments  have  been  issued  for  nuclear  
rojects:  Southern  Company's  Voglle  
eactor  in  Georgia  and  Eagle  
ock  Uramum  Enrichment  Facility;  
everal other applicants are pending.  

Most of these applicants or pending  
ommitments are blatantly bad invest- 

ments for taxpayers.  project that  
onlinues to remain on the  .loan  
uarantee docket is  the United  

Corporation's  Advanced  
Centrifuge  in  

or years the project has received tens  
f millions  of dollars  in federal  sup- 
ort and kept its place in line for a loan  
uarantee, despite a dire financial out- 
ook for  the  company.  As  of June  13,  

hare and the  had threatened to  
elist the company altogether. In order  
o prop the company  up  the House  
ncluded a  million  
n  the  National  Defense  Authoriza- 

tion Act in May 2012. Taxpayer money  
should not be funneled into this flawed  
private company.  

chart  summarizes  
nuclear industry subsidies.  



W ashington wastes billions of taxpayer  
lars annually on misguided agricultural  
policies. Instead of providing a safety net  

for America's family farmers-the reason many poll  
ical  leaders say they support the programs-federal  
agricultural policy increasingly showers subsidies on  
favored  crops and  large-scale  agricultural  business  
that can thrive without governmental support, while  
everyone else is left picking up the scraps.  

As  Congress and the president scour the budget  
for savings, federal  agricultural policy must be  
tainable and  ensure  taxpayer dollars are providing  
an appropriate safety net, rather than distorting the  
market to the benefit of favored and powerful interest  
groups.  most egregious are f

The 
a te
not 
own
certaMajor Commodity  
that 

$22;179  ment
Wheat and Wheat  $11,134  escal

$7,617  it  di
$6,843  gain 

_____ port 
of fa

Disaster Aid  $89,816  for p
- Environmental  ginal

Incentives  inati
Biological and Environmental Research- $3,115  inclu

Biological Systems  save 
Loop Biomass  $2,669  

Access 
 
Biomass  Assistance 
 
Foreign Market Development 
 $345 ' 

Assistance  $341 ' 
Biomass Research and Development  $328  

Waste  
Forest  for Energy 
 $150 ' 

Wood Energy 
 $50 ' 
$169,229  

From  direct  payments  based  on  a  farm's  past  
production,  disaster  payments,  ethanol  mandates,  
marketing assistance, and on and on, billions of tax  
dollars  are  spent  every  year  supporting  American  
agriculture. Little of what is seen in the produce aisle,  
however, benefits from federal agriculture subsidies.  
The bulk of these, nearly  percent, are given to only  
a handful of producers growing corn, cotton, wheat,  
rice, and soybeans. The vast majority of these  
modity crops create pesticide  fertilizer pollution  
that can harm our water resources and ecosystems.  
And  these  taxpayer  dollars  often  simply  pad  the  
profits of already successful producers.  the  

or direct commodity payments.  
program was created in 1996 as  
mporary measure that h as  since  
been allowed  to expire.  It pays  
ers efland that historically grew  
in commodities, whether or not 
crop is still grown. Direct 
s  have  helped  lead  to  quickly  
ating farmland prices that make  
fficult  for  younger  farmers  to  
a hold.  commodity sup- 

s distort the business decisions  
rmers and provide an incentive 
roducers to grow crops on  
 and highly  land. 
ng select commodity supports,  
ding  direct  payments,  would  
taxpayers more than $52 billion.  

GREEN  2012  
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The nation's transportation system is at a cross- 
roads. The  nation's airports, h ighways,  and  
rail lines suffer  from wasteful  and environ- 

mentally  harmful projects,  ineffective programs, a  
growing list of maintenance needs, and lack of sus- 
tainable funding.  

TRUST  
By  the Highway Trust Fund, the nation's road  

and t ransit account, will be insolvent  as the federal  
gasoline taxes supporting it no longer provide enough  
revenue to cover current spending levels. Meanwhile,  
increasingly scarce  transportation  dollars continue  
to  wasteful pet projects, many of which pro- 
mote  sprawl  and damage  the environment, instead  
of  fi xing  crumbling  bridges  and  worn-out  roads.  
Unfortunately, recent proposals from Congress and  
the president are 1ittle more than budget gimmicks  
that would backfill  the Highway  Trust Fund  with  on the projects and programs that matt

TOTAL  

(millions)  

Transfers to  Trust Fund  

Revenue Transfers to the Airway and Arrport Trust Fund  

Airport Improvement  Grants to  
General  Airports  

Desertxpress  (NV)  

Arr  
.  - --' 

Arm Crossrng 
-

(AK) 
 
_  

dge  of  Bndges Project  & KY) 
 

River 
 

unrelated funding mechanisms and deficit spending.  
Most of these proposals would take years to generate  
funds  or  amount  to  little  more than transfers from  
the Treasury, and they undermine the user-pays prin- 
cipal requiring d rivers to pay for the transportation  
system's costs.  

Though the nation s air system has fared better th an  
surface transportation, it is not without its problems.  
The  recent adoption of a  four-year  reauthorization  
continues to pour  taxpayer dollars into little-used  
general aviation airports and wasteful, environmen- 
tally harmful air subsidy programs. Furthermore, the  
Federal Aviation Administration continues to receive  
general funds for operations, unfairly subsidizing air  
travelers at the expense of all taxpayers.  

With the national debt growing by the minute, we  
should elimi nate wasteful and environmentally harm- 
ful spending while prioritizing scarce federal spending  

er most.  

River Crossing  (MN    

Juneau Access Road (AK)  

Gravina  Access (AK)  

Bypass (VA)  $244  
TOTAL  
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T he  federal  government  maintains  a host of  
insurance programs that harm the  
ment by subsidizing dangerous and  

tive  behavior.  These  programs  are  mentioned  
throughout the report and summarized in the chart  
below.  In addition  to their environmental impacts,  
the  insurance  programs  listed  in this  section  cost  
taxpayers billions of dollars and displace productive  
private industries. These programs provide incentives  
for insured parties (quite often large,  profit-making  
businesses) to behave less carefully than they  
wise would by saving businesses from paying the t rue  
cost of their  Broadly, the  insurance programs  
can be divided into three categories: flood insurance,  
crop insurance, and energy insurance.  

The National  Insurance Program  a  
federally managed program run through the Federal  
Emergency  Management Agency,  almost certainly  
has  the  highest  public  profile  of the  federally  run  
insurance programs. Created in 1968 and modified to  
something resembling  current form in 1973,  
involves the federal government taking on almost all  
liability for flooding in the United  The  
gram is intended to promote conservation and break  
even for taxpayers but, in the end, does neither.  

the surface,  seems to include strong  
tections for the environment.  [n order to participate  
in flood insurance, a community has to adopt  
ing and zoning codes that, in theory, discourage  
struction in  the most flood-prone areas and protect  
wetlands. Communities can receive discounted flood  

codes  and  making  lhemsdves  safer  against  flood.  
Despite these  safeguards, the program has,  
on  balance,  encouraged  at  least  as  much  
tion  in  flood-prone  as  it has  discouraged.  In  crops-cotton,  corn,  wheal,  and  soybeans-receive  

  percent of the subsidies. More importantly, since  
  

large part because FEMA has never done high quality
flood maps of the enti re nation (an effort to do so is
ongoing), many areas identified as reasonably  
are anything but. As a result, construction takes place
in  flood-sensitive  areas  anyway.  Likewise,  the  pro-

l  lhe  is  by  total  
has run up by  of  it  in  

  information about  e.g.:  

 

gram has made little progress in encouraging people  
to move out of the most flood-prone areas.  

The program has also failed  to  meet its creators'  
promises to break even in the long run. In fact , the  
program is a model of mismanagement.  one hand,  
it pays large fees to agents and insurers for  
ingn policies  under the  Your  program  
which lets these private interests collect commissions  
and fees from the program without taking on any real  
insurance risk for flooding.  the other, it has run  
up sign ificant debts- more than $17 billion as of the  
spring of2012-and has no practical way to ever pay  
them back. These debts,  which Congress eventually  
will have to forgive,  mean flood  insurance costs  
payers roughly  million  

In  recent  years,  taxpayer-subsidized  crop  
ance has become  largest single federal support for  
agriculture. In  alone, it cost taxpayers more than  
$11  billion. r n reality, the program functions as more  
of a  payment program to farmers than  
and it d amages the environment and provides  
cant assistance to many who do not need it.  

Although  has some things in common with  
ventional  insurance,  and indeed is sold  through  15  
competing insurers  of which charge the same  
erally set price for the same coverage), crop insurance  
does far more than protect farmers against things like  
wind and hail. In  fact, most of the payments made  
under  the  program  reimburse  farmers  for  
pected market fluctuations in the price of their crops  
rather than  actual losses of them. And, on average,  

monthly premiums while simultaneously  
ing the program for its catastrophic losses.  

All  of  this  harms  the  environment.  Just  four  



nation's waterways  and publicly owned  
lands  provide  valuable  resources  for  the   
nation  to  enjoy.  But  billions  of  dollars  

in  revenue  is  lost  to  undervalued,  publicly owned   
resources, and profitable extractive industries benefit   money for the costs associated with 
from outdated and unnecessary subsidies.  for loggers than it receives in receip

the timber.  
been going LANDS   WATER  series of rep
ernment Acc

Tax Treatment for Timber Gain -= ====  highlights  t
Forest Products  $3,355  of  Forest  

ing  practic
Amortization    Expensing of Reforestation  are inadequ

Expenditures  managers  t
Upper Mississippi River Navigation  Locks Project  age their pro

Waterway  {over 5 years)  know  which
1872 Mining Law losing  . mone

reports theHarbor Navigation Canal Project   
Lock  Replacement (LA)   has not cha

Given  our  Percentage Depletion,  
sis,  now is tBeach  
stop paying 

Livestock  Protection Program  valuable tim
Expensing and Exploration  Minerals  lands.  
Money Losing Timber  

Floodway Extension, Trinity River Project  $459  
Grand  Area Demonstration  (AR)  
Fort Worth Central  $435  

Rules for Minin  Reclamation Reserves  

Delaware River  Deepening  (PA,  3 4 ....  
Forest Service  Fund  $210  
Fair  Fees  $1 91  

Johns Bayou  
Floodway ProJect  

BLM  Domain Forest ry  $97  
Timber Purchaser  Road Construction  
Eliminate the  Waterways Users Board  $8  

$25,317  

particularly egregious program is money-los- 
ing timber sales. Every year the federal government  
conducts  timber  sales  where  it actually pays  more  

preparing the area  
ts from the sale of  
This  practice  has  
on for decades.  A  
orts from the  

ountability  
he  shortcomings  

account- 
es,  finding  they  
ate to allow forest  
o  properly  man- 
perties or to even  
  timber  sales  are  
y.  Despite  these  
  Forest  

nged its  practices.  
current  fiscal  cri- 
he perfect time to  
companies to take  
ber off our federal  
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DELAWARE  DEEPENING:  $335  

The  Delaware River  Deepening project is  an eco- 
nomic  and  environmental  boondoggle.  Costing  
nearly  million, the project's justification depends  
entirely on speculative cost savings from  importing  
cheaper goods.  The purported imports have shifted  
over  the  years,  from  oil  to  fresh  produce.  Despite  
major criticism from the  and other indepen- 
dent analysts, including analysis that the project will  
only return  ten cents  for  every  taxpayer  dollar, the  
Corps continues to pursue this project that threatens  
major ecological harm to the Delaware River and Bay.  

$159  

Despite the Corps operation  of the  Johns/New  
MadridFloodwayin June  to reduce flood heights  
and protect Cairo,  Illinois, agricultural interests are  
pursuing this project to cut off the flood way from the  
Mississippi River. Closing one of the  remaining  .  
natural  floodways  will  increase  risks  and  
cost taxpayers millions more in damages when  the  
floodway is once again operated.  

CENTRAl  
PROJECT:  $435  

The Fort Worth-Central City proj- 
ect is just one portion of a larger proj- 
ect known as the Trinity River Vision,  
the total  cost of which has increased   
to nearly $1  billion. The project is a   
Corps flood control effort to  reroute  
the  Trinity  River  in  Worth,  

construction of  
dam, a 1.5 mile-long bypass channel,   
and numerous t1ood gates in order to   
create an urban waterfront commu- 
nity to the  tune of $435 million-a  
wastefully speculative development.   
The  Corps  should  better  utilize  its  
flood control dollars.  

DALlAS  
$422  

Neighboring the Fort-Worth Central City project,  
the Dallas Floodway Extension, Trinity River  
is another Corps flood control project on the Trinity  
River.  this project, the Corps seeks to extend  
existing levees while cutting a  wide  
(swale)  through the Great Trinity Forest. The proj- 
ect s  principal  economic  justification  is  increased  
flood control for downtown Dallas.  most of these  
benefits could be obtained for a fraction  of the proj- 
ect cost by simply raising one of the existing Dallas  
levees  and conducting a voluntary buyout in  
prone neighborhoods. This would provide the most  
effective flood protection for  the area, with dramati- 
cally less impact on the .floodplain.  

FEDERAL  REPLENISHMENT:  

Beach replenishment projects are  the most  
egregious  examples  of public  dollars  subsidizing  
private benefits.  Beach nourishment is intended to  
address  the pr.oblem  of beach erosion  and protect  
property from storms. However,  many experts con- 

JUNE  



-- PUBLIC    WATER 
 

BUREAU  
The  Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec),  within  

the Department of the Interior, is primarily a  
building  agency.  It  was  established  to  encourage  
development and irrigated agriculture in the  
teen western states of the continental  and has  
been used by western members of Congress to bring  
money to  their home districts for the last  century.  
The BuRec  now constructs water  resource projects  
that supply water for  irrigation and urban use and  
generate hydropower. Its largest projects include the  
Hoover Darn on the Colorado River  in Nevada and  
the Grand  Coulee Darn on the Columbia River  in  
Washington.  It also  constructed the Teton  Darn in  
Idaho, which suffered a catastrophic failure in 1976.  
As a result of BuRec and Army Corps projects, today  
most of the major  rivers are dammed, impacting  
fish resources and degrading river ecosystems.  

Most of the BuRec dam projects have been justified  
solely to provide water for irrigation  provide  
stantial indirect subsidies to the irrigated agricultural  
community.  They  often  serve  little  to  no  national  
interest, are not economically justified, have serious  bia Basin Irrigation  is the largest all- 
negative environmental impacts and are based more  federal irrigation project managed by the BuRec.3 At  
on political power than national priority.  Grand Coulee Dam, water is pumped uphill, and then  

There is no current economic justification for the  through canals and reservoirs for use by agricultural  
d epth  and array of subsidies  the  BuRec  program  interests. Water diverted from  the Columbia River is  
provides  to  irrigated  agriculture.  The  recipients  of  thus made unavailable to generate hydropower, and  
irrigation water from  most BuRec projects compete  support threatened salmon runs. Tn the 1980s inde- 
with neighboring irrigators who receive none of the  pendent  economists  and  the  scrutinized  the  
federal subsidy supplied by the BuRec. In some cases,  BuRec's proposals to expand the  found that  
BuRec water is so cheap it leads to irrational choices  taxpayers and ratepayers  (not irrigators) would pay  
like  alfalfa in arid areas to supply food for  most of  DuRee  
dairy cattle.  draw expansion proposals for a while.4  

The key subsidy incorporated into the BuRec pro- 

gram is the nominal repayment of project  Accountability Office.  "Information  on  

tion  costs  over  years  at zero  interest,  meaning  Allocation of Repayment of  of Constructing  
July 3, 1996.  

irrigators pay only a small fraction of the cost to  2  House of Representatives Conunittee on Natural Resources.  

struct the projects supplying their water. Reclamation V1tal  to  Rural  Communities, Job  Creation,   
nomic  February  20l2.  

law goes further, however, and provides an additional  D- 

subsidy based on the BuRec's one-time calculation 3  Basin     
of the  irrigators'  for  each  project.  4  Office. "Issues  

ing Expanded in the Basin January costs exceeding the  are cross-      
 1986.  Norman K.  

R. Butcher, and Marion E.  Marts. "Water Project  

GREEN  

subsidized, largely by hydroelectric power purchas- 

ers, effectively spreading the  irrigators' costs across  
regional residents. A July 1996  study revealed  
that irrigators were sch eduled to repay less than half  
of the total  costs allocated to irrigation, while  
the rest would be  cross-subsidized  by other project  

The BuRec has built  more than  dams over  
the last century and a recent BuRec study suggested  
nearly  one hundred potential  sites  for  new surface  
storage.2 Too often BuRec projects  both  
cally and environmentally wasteful. While there are  
many questionable BuRec projects, a few new  
als  deserve special attention. These projects are not  
the product of a system designed to identify the great- 
est national  needs but instead political calculations  
by  and Congress. Now is the time to end  
the  BuRec's  in  projects  economically  
unjustified and environmentally harmful.  

PROJECT:  
$1- $4.6  

in central Washington State, the Colum- 



reen  Scissors  is  intended  to  serve  as  a  
resource for citizens and policymakers seek-Ging to implement these cuts so that  can ' 

better protect our environment and do right by tax-' 
we started producing Green ' 

many of the  wasteful  and  environmentally  harm-' 
ful  programs we  have highlighted have been cut or ' 
allowed to expire. Looking back at the past 18 years, ' 

are proud to have helped save  taxpayers bil- 
lions of dollars by directing attention to possible  
groups across  the political spectrum can agree  on.  
We have also seen several Green Scissors victories in  
the past year and we look forward to many more.  
work is far from done, but with each small victory we  
continue the momentum  towards creating an  
ronmentally and fiscally healthy budget.  

[n recent years, despite deep divisions between the  
political parties, Congress has continued to cut  
grams and subsidies  recommended for elimination  
by the Green  report. At the end  Con- 
gress allowed  tax subsidies for several enviroumen- 
tally harmful energy sources to expire and stopped  
funding  the  Yucca  Mountain  
tive  waste  repository,  which  had  
already cost  taxpayers  more than  

billion.  The  
istration  halted  the  
tic  portion  of the  Global  
Energy  which  some  
estimates have put  billion.  
Several wasteful and environmen- 

tally  harmful  programs have  also  
been cut in the past year since the  
2Ull  report  
released.  

TAX  
PAST  

Tax credits for refined coal and liquid coal  
tion  were allowed to expire on December 31,  
Ending support for liquid coal. which has twice the  
life cycle greenhouse gas emissions of conventional  
gasoline as  well as all of the environmental impacts  
of mining and burning coal, was a significant victory.  

some in Congress are already looking  
for ways to reinstate these credits. This  
Stabenow  included an  of both these  
credits  in  an  amendment  to  the transportation bill  
that also extended renewable energy tax incentives.  

TAX  
Congress allowed the Volumetric Ethanol  Excise  

Tax Credit, which had been costing taxpayers $6  
lion  per year,  to expire on  December 31,  This  
lavish  gift rewarded the oil industry for  
ethanol,  environmentally  harmful  

global warming, soil erosion, air  water  
pollution, and global food prices.  
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