
T he inventor Paul Ma c Cready once likened
Rocky Mountain In s t i t u t e’s Amory Lovins to
a grain of sand in an oyster—the irritating

catalyst that causes pearls to form.
T h a t’s not a bad metaphor for the way RMI

operates. Free and fair markets often pro d u c e
the best pearls; they just need a little sand to
get them started. By putting the right informa-
tion into the right hands at the right time, the
Institute stimulates technologies and tech-
niques that work better and cost less. That
those pearls also happen to benefit the envi-
ronment need not concern the oy s t e r s .

Ef f e c t i vely harnessed, competition is a powe rf u l ,
dynamic force for change. By playing this catalyzing ro l e
within the private sector, RMI accomplishes far more than it eve r
could through conventional policy advocacy (or litigation) in the
public sector.

L a t e l y, RMI has been applying its catalytic powers to part i c u-
larly good effect in the fields of automotive design and re a l - e s t a t e
d e velopment, not only implanting re vo l u t i o n a ry ideas but also
n u rturing them with the right market-making nutrients. He re’s
h ow :

E A R LY ADOPTERS

RMI has always focused its efforts on “early adopters” — c o r-
porations and individuals that readily embrace new ideas and in
turn introduce them to a wider audience. Key to this strategy,
h owe ve r, is that early adopters must see the prospect of being
richly rew a rded for acting first. Eve ry early adopter’s nightmare is
blazing a costly and risky trail, only to be ove rtaken by late-
blooming laggard s .

The hyperc a r, which RMI has been instrumental in pro m o t-
ing for the past five years, is a case in point. Lovins predicts it will
bring about the most radical industrial transformation since the
m i c ro c h i p. If that’s so, a savvy early adopter has a shot at becom-
ing another Intel or Mi c rosoft—and established carmakers will
h a ve to move just as fast if they hope to retain market share .

L ovins and other RMI staff have given countless
e xe c u t i ve briefings and presentations and writ-

ten more than a dozen papers to demonstrate
not only the technical feasibility of hyper-
cars but also the financial rew a rds awaiting
those who bring it to mark e t .

To date, about two dozen auto- and
p a rts-makers have launched hyperc a r
d e velopment programs, collectively com-
mitting an estimated $1 billion. A few,
like Swiss-based Esoro, are small design
studios or start-ups, free of institutional

i n e rtia and unencumbered by huge inve s t-
ments in conventional manufacturing

p rocesses. Many are major Eu ropean and
American carmakers, who view hypercar re s e a rc h

as a prudent hedge against an uncertain future. Some are aero-
space or electronics firms seeking new outlets. RMI support s
each company’s development efforts on a compart m e n t a l i ze d ,
n o n - e xc l u s i ve basis: it doesn’t tell one what the others are doing,
but each can be sure that it’s not the only one getting RMI’s
strategic and technical advice.

Meanwhile, RMI’s Green De velopment Se rvices is work i n g
with a special group of early adopters within the commercial re a l -
estate industry. Called the Merritt Alliance (LLC), the 
c o n s o rtium sees an
emerging market op-
p o rtunity in integrat-
ing highly re s o u rc e -
efficient building
p ro d u c t s — f rom heat-
i n g and air-condition-
ing systems to office
f u r n i t u re—thus offer-
ing “lean, clean, and
g re e n” offices to major
c o rp o r a t i o n s .

P LAYING THE MARKET
Using Competition to Get Others to Practice What We Pre a c h
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W e really can make a differe n c e .
That simple truth was re a f-
firmed for me by a small tri-

umph of common sense this past winter.
It’s the story of a small community that,
c o n f ronted by an inappropriate deve l o p-
ment, came up with a better solution, and
in the process discove red itself.

Hawaii Electric Light Co. (popularly
k n own as HELCO) had applied for per-
mission to build two diesel power plants
on the Big Island. Their pur-
pose, the utility said, was to
meet peak demand, but no
thought had been given to
managing demand instead.
Maybe HELCO simply
w a s n’t familiar with the past
two decades’ experience of
demand-side management
on the mainland. Maybe the
fact that HELC O ’s parent company ow n s
the barges that would transport the diesel
to the island had something to do with it.

Of course HELCO sited the plants not
in the re s o rt areas along the south coast,
w h e re the peak demand was coming
f rom, but on the undeveloped nort h
coast, where the local population of 3,000
p resumably presented fewer obstacles.

Sp e c i fic a l l y, the utility chose a site just
u pwind of two small communities on the
No rth Kohala coast, with the outlet stacks
to be level with the houses. As it happens,
many people with asthma live in No rt h
Kohala, because it’s one of the few parts of
the Big Island that doesn’t suffer fro m
“vog,” a sulfuric fog given off by Ma u n a
Kea. For them, HELC O ’s plants we re an
assault on their health. 

All No rth Kohala had was its determi-
nation and a dedicated local attorney
named Greg Ball, who took up the fig h t
on behalf of a group of local asthmatics.
Greg, howe ve r, had no prior utility experi-
ence and the Public Utility Commission
denied him “interve n o r” status, meaning
he couldn’t formally re p resent his clients
in the matter. When Greg contacted us in
De c e m b e r, things we re looking grim.

Even the state’s Consumer Ad vocate was
f a voring approva l .

But Greg and community organize r
Midge Eichner had persuaded the PUC
to come up to No rth Kohala and hear
first-hand from its citizens. They asked if
we could speak. Bill Browning, Ro b b i e
Noiles and I we re scheduled to be in
Hawaii then for a conference anyway, so
of course we agre e d .

We spoke of the simple efficiency mea-
s u res that could re d u c e
e vening peak loads at less
cost to the utility than build-
ing new power plants, and
dramatically reduce cus-
t o m e r s’ bills at the same
time. And we spoke of
re n ewables as a more sensible
way to increase supply:
No rth Kohala is rated the

second-best wind site in the world, and
the sunny leew a rd side of the island is ide-
ally suited for photovo l t a i c s .

Sh o rtly after the hearing, the Consumer
Ad vocate came out against the project. In
m i d - Ja n u a ry the PUC, citing the hearing,
o rd e red HELCO not to spend any more
money on its No rth Kohala plan, granted
Greg intervenor status, and scheduled a
hearing—with RMI—in Oc t o b e r.

Now, such battles are rarely won on the
first round. Utilities can be slow to learn,
and HELC O ’s proposal may re s u rf a c e
s o m ew h e re else on the island. 

But for the people of No rth Ko h a l a ,
the episode was empowering. Ha v i n g
learned what they don’t want, they’re now
in a position to make positive choices to
re v i t a l i ze their economy. We’ve plugged
Greg into our network, including a com-
pany that installs PV power plants—and
calculates that it can provide power more
cheaply than the diesels.

So if you ever wonder if RMI makes a
d i f f e rence, take a moment and savor this
one. For one little community at the end
of the road, in the middle of a big ocean,
we and the citizens of No rth Kohala made
all the difference in the world.
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I f yo u’ve been following the pro c e e d-
ings of recent climate-change confer-
ences, you may have concluded that

the world’s political leaders are about as
likely to act on global warming as the
Devil is to don ice skates.

Behind the scenes, howe ve r, deve l o p-
ments are much more heartening, thanks
in particular to the efforts of two friends
of Rocky Mountain Institute at Gre e n-
peace and the Natural Re s o u rces De f e n s e
Council. Their tactics differ from RMI’s ,
but their strategies are strikingly similar:
find the right leverage points in the sys-
tem; harness the power of the mark e t-
place; and appeal to self-interest instead of
brandishing litigation or coerc i o n .

Consider the nature of the global cli-
mate-change threat. Although most scien-
tists agree that it’s real, many powe rf u l
i n t e rests maintain that the evidence isn’t
s t rong enough to warrant action. Yet glob-
al warming doesn’t have to be a c e rt a i n t y
to be a r i s k—and some large sectors of the
world economy are starting to re a l i ze that
t h e y’re extremely sensitive to such risks.

The insurance and banking industries,
for instance. One of the predicted out-
comes of climate change is a mark e d
i n c rease in extreme weather such as
floods, droughts, wildfires, tornadoes, and
hurricanes. Big storms mean big losses for
i n s u rers, and uninsured losses often get
passed on to banks and other inve s t m e n t
institutions such as pension funds, which
p rovide much of the world’s debt and
equity fin a n c i n g .

The global insurance industry holds
re s e rves for about $200 billion in cata-
s t rophic losses each ye a r, according to
Je remy Leggett, director of Gre e n p e a c e
In t e r n a t i o n a l’s Solar In i t i a t i ve. That might
sound like plenty, but Leggett warns that
two or three big back-to-back disasters
could collapse the system. Along Ameri-
c a’s Eastern Se a b o a rd alone, some $2 t r i l-
l i o n w o rth of real estate is at risk of
flooding caused by storms and rising sea

l e vels associated with global warming. No
amount of premium hikes can cover such
u n p redictable, open-ended risk. 

Leggett has spent the past three ye a r s
patiently putting the known facts about
climate change before the global capital
m a rkets, primarily by organizing elite
seminars where exe c u t i ves can hear impar-
tial threat assessments from scientific
authorities. “My experience is that the
facts speak volumes,” he says.

Indeed, the insurance industry — w h o s e
business is based on worrying about the
f u t u re—is arguably set to become the sin-
gle biggest lever for action on climate
change, with influence along three fro n t s .

First, some of its worried members are
goading governments to back their word s
with deeds. Last April, industry re p re s e n-
t a t i ves not only attended the Berlin cli-
mate-change summit, but actively lobbied
political leaders to hurry up and work out
a tre a t y. And in Nove m b e r, forty insur-
ance companies (none of them American)
signed a declaration, bro k e red by the
United Nations En v i ronment Pro g r a m ,
committing themselves to help reduce the
t h reat of climate change. Top Eu ro p e a n
insurance exe c u t i ves are increasingly seen
on the lecture circuit, urging their corpo-
rate colleagues to take climatic risks 
s e r i o u s l y.

Second, insurance companies can help
spur energy efficiency and re n ew a b l e s
t h rough their own pro c u rement policies.

Banks and other
m o rtgage lenders
a re in a position to
change standard
practice by writing
re q u i rements for
these technologies
into their loan
c o n t r a c t s .

Fi n a l l y, and
most signific a n t l y, insurance companies
and their peers in the capital markets can
aid the development of alternative tech-
nologies through their investment strate-
gies. Ac c o rding to Leggett, the insurance
i n d u s t ry collects $1.4 trillion in pre m i u m s
each ye a r, much of which is re i n vested. If
i n s u rers become concerned enough about
the climatic risks of burning fossil fuels,
t h e y’ll start to hedge their bets by inve s t-
ing in non-polluting alternatives. Re a l l o-
cating even a small portion of their va s t
p o rtfolios in this way would give re n ew-
able (notably solar) technologies the boost
they need to become more competitive
with fossil fuels.

Leggett and others make a strong case
for these steps in Climate Change and the
Financial Sector: The Emerging Threat, the
Solar Solution, published this spring by
Gerling Akademie Ve r l a g .

Meanwhile, at the Natural Re s o u rc e s
Defense Council, energy program dire c t o r
Ralph Cavanagh is using risk assessment
to coax another industry—electric utili-
ties—to come to terms with the implica-
tions of its investment choices.

Electric companies are an obv i o u s
l e verage point because, as Cava n a g h
points out, they generate 36 percent of
U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. Un l i k e
insurance companies, howe ve r, they’ve
historically had little incentive to assume
responsibility for their contribution to the
p roblem: their climatic costs are, in econ-
o m i s t s’ parlance, external.

In the early ’90s, Cavanagh started try-
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RISKY BU S I N E S S
How to Cool Global Warming? Show Industry What it Stands to Lose

(continued on p. 7)

The insurance, banking, and

electricity industries are all

realizing that global warm i n g

d o e s n’t have to be a 

c e rtainty to be a risk.



SEEING THE FOREST FOR THE TREES
The Systems Group on Fo rests Looks at the Big Pi c t u re

F or eve ry problem, H.L. Mencken once said,
t h e re is a solution that is short, simple, and
w rong. How prophetic of this sound-bite era.

The antithesis of this quick-fixism is systems
thinking, which seeks solutions that address causes
instead of symptoms, and that don’t create new
p roblems or shift problems elsew h e re .

The Systems Group on Fo rests, which RMI
helped create (Summer 1995 Ne w s l e t t e r), met in
December at RMI to start doing just that. The
world-class experts stepped back from mere “d e f o r-
e s t a t i o n” and looked at the proverbial Big Pi c t u re :
not “How can we stop companies from cutting
d own so many trees?” but “What interventions in
the global fore s t ry system would give all parties suf-
ficient incentives to use forests sustainably?”

Granted, the second question isn’t as catchy. Ye t
by tracing the problem back to its roots, the gro u p
s t a rted laying the gro u n d w o rk for actions that stand
a real chance of working, because all parties will
b e n e fit by pursuing them.

“I think this group shows incredible promise in
a d d ressing the real problems, rather than just
rehashing the same old ‘solutions,’” commented
Norman Myers, a noted re s e a rc h e r, author, and
consultant on the environment and deve l o p m e n t .
In his 25 years of participating in fore s t - re l a t e d
meetings, he said, this was the first time he had
h e a rd a discussion of the root causes of defore s t a t i o n
and inappropriate re s o u rce use.

Aiming to draft recommendations later this ye a r,
p a rticipants chose these main initiative s :
• Ef ficiency and substitution. R M I ’s approach to

re s o u rce issues is to shift the emphasis fro m
i n c reasing supply to enhancing re s o u rce pro d u c-
t i v i t y, letting pro fits motivate effic i e n c y. Big eco-
nomic opportunities await those who can fig u re
out attractive ways to use wood more effic i e n t l y,
d e velop substitutes for wood, or satisfy in other
ways the end uses currently met by wood. The
Systems Group will pre p a re a compendium of
i n n ova t i ve products and practices to help make
m a rkets in “negalogs,” and will try to scope the
combined potential for all kinds of savings that
could help protect natural fore s t s .

• Fo l l ow the money. Fo re s t ry is often conducted
unsustainably because, as with most other
extracted commodities, global markets rew a rd

logging companies and other “d ow n s t re a m”
actors far more handsomely than they do ow n e r s
or residents of the forests. To address these
inequities, the group will create a rigorous analyt-
ic model for one or two commodities, tracking
capital flows, value chains, and enviro n m e n t a l
impacts. The model should help re veal the
underlying causes of unsustainability and hidden
l e verage points for correcting it.

• Keep straight books. Mo re and more, the
accounting profession is moving tow a rd va l u i n g
key assets at their replacement, not original, cost.
Un f o rt u n a t e l y, forest ow n e r s’ books don’t ye t
re flect the true value of intact forests, nor the
ecological and social costs of losing them: they
literally can’t see the forest for the trees. The Sy s-
tems Group will explore re p l a c e m e n t - c o s t
accounting as a way to help prices tell the tru t h .

• Bi o d i versity 101. En v i ronmentalists often
oppose unsustainable logging because it re d u c e s
b i o d i ve r s i t y. But what’s the economic value of
b i o d i versity? The panel will draft a “p r i m e r” to
help bridge the often wide gap in understanding
of what forest biodiversity is and why it matters
to the industries that forests support .

• “ Intergenerational commerc e . ” The market is
ruthlessly efficient at assigning a current liquida-
tion value to timber, but often fails to value the
f u t u re benefits of n o t extracting it. Hence the
wants of one generation are n’t forced to compete
on an even footing with the needs of the next.
For companies to take into account the needs of
f u t u re generations, they must be able to pro fit
f rom doing so in the present. The challenge is to
devise practical mechanisms for “intergenera-
tional commerc e”—for example, “s u s t a i n a b i l i t y
b o n d s” that invest in re g e n e r a t i ve activities to
enhance human and natural capital, and make
repayment easier by building future we a l t h .

• Anticipate “s u r p r i s e s . ” By not heeding the early
warnings of crises—ozone depletion, climate
change, acid rain—companies also fail to antici-
pate huge new markets for alternative pro d u c t s
that avoid them. The group will attempt to iden-
tify similar “s u r p r i s e s” in the making related to
d e f o restation, and help business develop pro a c-
t i ve—and pro fitable—strategies to pre vent them.
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G reen building design faces a
potential image problem: too
often, it’s re g a rded as a luxury

that only rich people or big institutions
can afford. Habitat for Humanity In t e r-
national is out to change that perc e p t i o n ,
with the help of RMI’s Green De ve l o p-
ment Se rv i c e s .

The stated mission of this Ge o r g i a -
based organization, which is the world’s
largest nonpro fit builder, is to “e l i m i n a t e
p ove rty housing from the face of the
e a rth.” Ha b i t a t’s chapters, located acro s s
the United States and in more than 40
other countries, build 10,000 houses
e ve ry ye a r.

But, as Habitat founder and pre s i d e n t
Mi l l a rd Fuller says, “The impact of this
m a s s i ve undertaking on our planet is not
i n s i g n i fic a n t . ”

Concern about this impact led Ha b i t a t
to set up a special department in 1992 to
i n vestigate ways of constructing houses
with minimal environmental damage ye t
without sacrificing the economy of Ha b i-
t a t’s existing designs, which are made as
simple as possible to cut materials costs
and harness volunteer labor.

Habitat chapters have a high degree of
a u t o n o m y, but some have already begun
experimenting with green design. On e
home built by the Lynchburg, Vi r g i n i a
c h a p t e r, dubbed the Earthwise House, uses
an extensive menu of energy-efficient tech-
niques: passive solar design, thicker insula-
tion, superw i n d ows, compact flu o re s c e n t
lamps, solar water pre-heaters, and high-
p e rformance plumbing fix t u res. As RMI
has so often found, their added cost can be
offset by making heating and air-condi-
tioning systems smaller or unnecessary.

But the big payoff is in lower operating
costs—all the more important for Ha b i-
t a t’s low-income clientele. Notes Eart h-
wise project coordinator Kevin Campbell:
“ For many of our families, utility pay-
ments cost as much as the mort g a g e . ”

A more ambitious Habitat project, still

on the drawing board, is an entire sustain-
able community in south Dade County,
Florida, to resettle families whose homes
we re destroyed by Hurricane Andrew in
1992. The 200-home, $17-million Jo rd a n
Commons project will incorporate people-
friendly planning as well as green design.
The houses will have natural cro s s - ve n t i l a-
tion, white roofs to deflect solar heat, and
an advanced water-treatment plant to
reclaim water for irrigation. There will also
be narrow streets to slow cars and encour-
age pedestrian use, trees for natural cool-
ing, and public greens and amenities
within walking distance of the houses. 

These ideas have all been used before
in high-end, “n e o - t r a d i t i o n a l” communi-
ties, where homes typically cost seve r a l
times more than those at Jo rdan Com-
mons. Yet such developments draw on
common-sense techniques used for cen-
t u r i e s — p recisely because they’re effic i e n t ,
and there f o re afford a b l e .

To develop a synthesis of green and
a f f o rdable design concepts, Ha b i t a t
teamed up with RMI’s Green De ve l o p-
ment Se rvices and two other enviro n m e n-
tal groups this past December to conduct
a two-day symposium in Atlanta. Arc h i-
tects, builders, environmental experts, and

Habitat affiliates from 22 states came
together to hammer out a set of guidelines
for builders of low-cost green homes.

Among their recommendations: in-
c reased emphasis on reusing and re n ova t-
ing existing buildings (which, compare d
to building new ones, saves energy, mon-
e y, space, and infrastru c t u re); creating a
n e t w o rk of building professionals to
advise local groups; and initiating a model
p roject to demonstrate the principles laid
out in the re p o rt .

To a great extent, the problem of global
security is the problem of sustainably
feeding—and h o u s i n g—the poor of the
world. Applying techniques of gre e n
design to housing for the poor is an
i m p o rtant step in the right dire c t i o n .
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N ATURAL HABITAT
W h a t’s Better than Green Housing? Affordable Green Ho u s i n g

RMI’s newest staff members (left to right): Robert Alcock, research/editorial intern; Louie Saletan,
communications assistant; Brett Williams, transportation research associate; Tammie Repp,
receptionist; and Gunnar Hubbard, green development research scholar.

New St a f f

S U R P R I S E !
Last Nove m b e r, RMI’s Bill Brow n-

ing thought he was going to the Ma s s a-
chusetts Institute of Te c h n o l o g y’s Re a l
Estate Center to give a lecture. Bu t
when he arrived, he was presented with
the 1995 Charles H. Sp a u l d i n g
Aw a rd—the center’s honor for out-
standing public service by one of its
grads. Congratulations, Bi l l !

Kate Mink



The Merritt group is literally practicing
what RMI preaches. As a non-equity part-
ner in the consortium and a consultant on
a pilot project, Green De velopment Se r-
vices is encouraging and helping these ear-
ly adopters to re a l i ze a competitive
a d vantage. If they do, competitors will be
f o rced to follow, moving green design a
step closer to the corporate mainstre a m .

C A R ROTS AND STICKS

Ma rkets work on incentives. RMI has
found that dangling a competitive car-
rot—the promise of greater pro fits, better
s e rvices, or less risk—generally elicits
swifter and surer improvements in
re s o u rce efficiency than sticks like man-
dates and taxes. With the hypercar and
Merritt initiatives, RMI has made an end
run around policy debates, which are usu-
ally about which stick to use, by instead
offering individual companies a chance to
gain a competitive advantage over riva l s .
It’s an offer they can’t afford to re f u s e .

But in the case of the hyperc a r, there’s a
stick, too. The car companies’ competitors
h a ve access to the same information. And
if hypercar technology transforms the
i n d u s t ry even a tenth as much or as fast as
p redicted, failure to pursue it may be fatal
to an automaker’s bottom line. By prov i d-
ing practical guidance tow a rd the hyper-
car vision—and reminding firms that
without vision the pro fits perish—RMI is
not only presenting a new market oppor-
tunity but also substantially upping the
risk of inaction.

Green De velopment Se rvices has to take
a different tack with real-estate deve l o p e r s .
The market for real estate is intrinsically
local, and within each local market deve l-
opers carve out their own niches. Mo re-
ove r, each project is unique. Thus if one
d e veloper produces an innova t i ve pro d u c t ,
others in the area need not rush out and
match it—they can afford to wait to see
h ow it fares financially before jumping on
the bandwagon. This can take ye a r s .

But carrots still work. Green design can
p roduce buildings that are not only
cheaper to run but also more beautiful,
c o m f o rtable, and healthful, which makes

them more marketable, which ultimately
makes them more profitable to build.
That message gets through to deve l o p e r s .
Leading by example, GDS publicizes case
studies of successful green projects and
q u a n t i fies their bottom-line benefits, and
is currently preparing a book aimed
s p e c i fically at real-estate deve l o p e r s .

E X P LOITING RIVA L R I E S

If re s o u rce efficiency is so pro fit a b l e ,
why isn’t Rocky Mountain Institute mak-
ing a killing? Why, for example, doesn’t it
patent the hypercar concept and license it? 

Of course RMI’s aim is to pro m o t e
re s o u rce effic i e n c y, not to make a pro fit .
But more to the point, the Institute can
a d vance such good ideas far better by giv-
ing them away. 

If you have an idea for a product and
you start a company to manufacture it,
you might fail. If you patent the idea and
license it to another company, the licensee
might fail to bring the product to mark e t
(perhaps even deliberately). But if yo u
g i ve the idea to two dozen companies,
and exploit their rivalries just a bit to max-
i m i ze the competition between them and
get them fighting over it—well, your idea
will be off to a running start .

So instead of starting one hyperc a r
c o m p a n y, RMI has in effect started two
d o zen. That’s 24 cracks at developing a
viable hypercar design—and 24 compa-
nies keenly motivated to do so because
each knows that the other 23 are doing the
same. It’s a Da rwinian approach: may the
best design win. RMI plays no favorites; it
just wants results. There’s nothing like
competition to stimulate good ideas, and
to make good ideas better.

F O RGING ALLIANCES

Sometimes cooperation is in ord e r.
W h e re appropriate, RMI acts as a match-
maker within the budding hyperc a r
i n d u s t ry, helping forge alliances betwe e n
b i g g e r, stronger companies and smaller,
m o re nimble ones.

In the case of the Merritt gre e n - b u i l d-
ings initiative, Green De velopment Se r-
vices is an actual partner in the mar-

k e t - d r i ven consortium. This direct part i c i-
pation gives GDS staff greater access to
the other partners, and greater influ e n c e
over the development of green pro d u c t s
and services. The downside, of course, is
that it allies RMI to a small group of play-
ers in the market, but the ultimate pur-
pose of this alliance is to motivate others.
And RMI has ways of getting their atten-
tion: if one firm won’t play, at least one of
its competitors probably will.

GDS is looking into other ways to
i n fluence companies through active part-
n e r s h i p. Another initiative, already we l l
under way, is to work with four commer-
cial development-design teams to test per-
formance-based fees that rew a rd arc h i t e c t s
and engineers for what they save, not for
what they spend. Such attention to cor-
recting perverse incentives, so we rew a rd
what we want rather than the opposite,
builds an essential foundation for
enabling markets to do what they do best
—without trying to make them do things
they can’t do at all, such as substituting for
ethics, religion, or politics.

Sooner or later, good ideas win out.
R M I ’s job is to make sure it’s sooner, since
delay in addressing environmental pro b-
lems only compounds them. Ma rk e t
competition will do most of the work, but
sometimes it takes a timely nudge from a
cranky little nonpro fit to get the pro c e s s
g o i n g .
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P LAYING THE MARKET       continued from page 1

PA PER: BAD NEWS, 
GOOD NEW S

The bad news is that, so far at least,
we’ve been unable to find grant funding
to print this newsletter on wood-fre e
kenaf paper (Summer 1995 Ne w s l e t t e r) .
Kenaf currently costs about seven times
m o re than regular paper.

The good news is that with this issue
we are switching to a 100-perc e n t - re c y-
cled paper with 20-percent post-con-
sumer content. This paper is pro d u c e d
by a process that invo l ves no elemental
chlorine and results in no detectable
d i oxins. Previously we used 50/20
paper that wasn’t chlorine-fre e .



I t’s full steam ahead on the Se c u r i n g
the Fu t u re Campaign, announced in
our previous new s l e t t e r. RMI’s fir s t

capital fund-raising effort seeks to raise $3
million to purchase a half-interest in the
n e a r by 957-acre Windstar pro p e rt y. Su c-
cess will secure a permanent home for the
Institute and fore ver protect critical elk
habitat and beautiful wildlands fro m
d e ve l o p m e n t .

A fundraising committee is now in
place, including members of RMI’s Board
as well as other supporters and local re s i-
dents concerned with pre s e rving the land
and helping the Institute. Mo re than
$170,000 has been raised to date fro m
B o a rd and staff members and the Ro c k y
Mountain Elk Foundation, as well as fro m
the generous readers of this new s l e t t e r.

But a deadline looms, and the cam-
paign is now entering an urgent new
phase. By 31 De c e m b e r, RMI must pay
the National Wildlife Federation the $1.5
million purchase price or the price goes
up by $100,000. And if $1.6 million isn’t
paid by 30 June 1997, the whole deal
e vaporates and RMI forfeits its $100,000
earnest money. (The balance of the $3
million target, earmarked for land and
building restoration, can be raised later. )

This campaign presents a real challenge

for RMI, culturally as well as fin a n c i a l l y.
The Institute has historically been ve ry shy
about asking for money, preferring to re l y
on donations re c e i ved through a low - k e y
annual appeal. It has never sought big con-
tributions, and in fact has never re c e i ve d
an individual donation over $30,000.

But a capital campaign re q u i res large
“ l e a d e r s h i p” gifts. Fund-raising experts say
a campaign like this one must bring in
roughly half its total from just a doze n
donors—which means some gifts will
h a ve to be in the six-fig u re range if this
campaign is to reach its goal. Do n a t i o n s
of all sizes will make up the other half.

So please help in whatever way and
amount you can. The campaign seeks tax-
deductible gifts from caring individuals,
businesses, and foundations, either made
outright or pledged over a three- to five -
year period; pledges are almost as good as
cash because the Institute can inexpensive-
ly borrow against them.

Your donation will benefit Ro c k y
Mountain Institute in many ways. RMI
will never have to relocate. Its office and
staff housing costs will remain fixed. It
will at last have enough space, and be able
to unite all its key staff in one place. And
it will gain new opportunities to demon-
strate how to live better in ways that are
less costly to people and the eart h .

The land and its natural inhabitants will
b e n e fit even more. As Wendell Be r ry once
re m a rked, “What I stand for is what I
stand on.” In accepting responsibility for
the Windstar pro p e rt y, RMI acknow l e d g e s
its obligation to place and to community.

Your participation will help ensure the
In s t i t u t e’s well-being and vitality, and it
will help pre s e rve our diminishing natural
lands and wildlife—our legacy to future
generations. For more information, please
contact Campaign Coordinator Ju d y
Moffatt or RMI Exe c u t i ve Di re c t o r
Hunter Lov i n s .
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B ACK TO THE FUTURE
RMI’s Securing the Future Campaign Enters an Urgent New Phase

Critical effort: Besides creating a permanent
home for RMI, the campaign will protect vital
habitat for one of the largest migratory elk
herds on the continent.

ing to get them to internalize these costs
by persuading several West Coast re g u l a-
t o ry commissions to re q u i re utilities
under their control to make their fuel sup-
pliers bear the risk of future regulation of
g reenhouse-gas emissions. In other word s ,
if the federal government enacted a car-
bon tax, utilities would get reimbursed by,
s a y, their suppliers’ insurors, who would
h a ve to decide what that risk is worth. 

Since then, Cavanagh has doggedly
demonstrated to electric utilities that such
regulations—or their mere p o s s i b i l i t y i n
the future — c o n s t itutes a risk they must

disclose to investors. And if they don’t do
it, he knows some bond-rating services on
Wall St reet that might be interested in the
information. In his latest pro j e c t ,
C a vanagh and his colleagues are deve l o p-
ing a system for ranking utilities’ exposure
to the financial risks associated with 
f u t u re limits or taxes on carbon-diox i d e
e m i s s i o n s .

Since some utilities rely far more on
fossil fuels (especially coal) than others,
such disclosure would give “good guys” a
c o m p e t i t i ve advantage, and give the rest a
s t rong incentive to clean up. 

If it all sounds arcane and ro u n d a b o u t ,
t h a t’s because it is—but it’s the sort of
strategy that gets results in the corporate
world. Rising sea levels don’t motiva t e
utility companies; lower bond ratings do.

“We’re trying to align economic self-
i n t e rest with solving the greenhouse pro b-
lem,” Cavanagh says. RMI has demon-
strated that companies will often move
p retty darned quickly when they see the
financial rew a rds of abating global warm-
ing. But sometimes, as Leggett and
C a vanagh are proving, they also need to
be shown the risks of not acting.

RISKY BUSINESS       continued from page 3

Robin Henry



I n theory, theory and practice are the
same; but in practice, they’re not. So
it is in the electric utility industry,

w h e re recent re s t ructuring attempts
a round the world have often lacked a
g rounding in practical economics, re s u l t-
ing in unintended consequences. As re g u-
lators in Britain and California are fin d i n g
out, getting the incentives right is funda-
mental to ensuring true competition.

When Britain started privatizing its
electricity industry in 1990, one pro b l e m
immediately became apparent: nobody
wanted to buy the nuclear power stations.
Financiers cited uncertainty over decom-
missioning costs. The markets also per-
c e i ved that the industry was only show i n g
an operating pro fit thanks to mandatory
p ower purchases by the government, sub-
stantial taxpayer subsidies (due to expire
soon), and free liability waivers (which
Members of Parliament have suggested
should start to be paid for).

Now the British government is again
t rying to sell most of its nuclear stations—
this time by promising to cover decom-
missioning costs, which, if corre c t l y
assessed, could make the plants’ pre s e n t
value negative. In other words, the taxpay-
e r, who paid to build them, will have to
pay about as much to get rid of them.

Other problems with the 1990 bre a k -

up are only now coming to light. All the
p reviously nationalized generating capaci-
ty in England and Wales went to two
companies, Powe r Gen and National Pow-
e r. Their duopoly effectively sets the mar-
ginal price of powe r — h a rdly re a l
competition. Meanwhile, the regional dis-
tribution companies are rew a rded not for
reducing customers’ bills but for selling
m o re kilowatt-hours, and the gove r n-
ment-appointed regulator is powerless to
c o r rect this perve r s i t y. The result? The
boosting of most customers’ bills, share-
h o l d e r s’ pro fits, exe c u t i ve s’ salaries, cam-
paign contributions, and Br i t a i n’s outputs
of carbon diox i d e .

T h e o retical economists are now hold-
ing up the British system (which alre a d y
has parallels in Chile, No rw a y, and New
Zealand) as a paragon of success to emerg-
ing nations, especially in Eastern Eu ro p e .
Their governments would do well to
study a more practical system about to be
i n t roduced in California.

The new system proposed by the Cali-
fornia Public Utilities Commission in
December marks a significant shift fro m
the “retail wheeling” plan it had been con-
sidering for more than a year and a half
( Fa l l / Winter 1994 Ne w s l e t t e r). Though
retail wheeling was touted as a way to
boost competition by letting customers

buy electricity from any supplier, RMI and
others argued that it would only shift costs
f rom big to small customers and re d u c e
u t i l i t i e s’ incentives to invest in energy effi-
c i e n c y, environmental improve m e n t ,
s o u rce dive r s i fication, and vital R&D.

The CPUC’s new policy essentially fol-
l ows recommendations made by RMI in
1995 at the invitation of the commission’s
p resident (see RMI publication U94–18).
Called “e f ficient direct access,” it capture s
the essential benefit of competition in
supplying electrons at the wholesale leve l ,
and even gives retail customers phased-in
o p p o rtunities to “shop aro u n d” for better
deals without shifting their costs to others.
But it also places strong emphasis on cus-
t o m e r s’ re s p o n s i b i l i t y, through a unive r s a l
p e r - k i l owatt-hour charge, to pay for
“s t r a n d e d” assets and public goods such as
e f fic i e n c y, re n ewables, and R&D.

Such incentives have a proven capacity
for pro fit. During 1990–93, California
u t i l i t i e s’ investments in “n e g a w a t t s” save d
Californians nearly $2 billion net.

When it comes to re g u l a t o ry policy,
the rest of the country often perc e i ves it’s
“California today, here tomorrow. ”
Though the CPUC never formally adopt-
ed retail wheeling, its mere proposal in
1994 led the media and markets to call it
a fait accompli. Panicky utilities, faced
with diving stock prices, slashed R&D
and efficiency programs—exactly the
e f f o rts which, RMI believes, will help
e n s u re their surv i val in an incre a s i n g l y
c o m p e t i t i ve mark e t .

The utilities need never have worried.
In re a l i t y, raw, unregulated retail wheeling
has never been seriously introduced in any
of the United States. Rather than follow-
ing the theoretical muddle of the Br i t i s h
system, other states and countries may
n ow start to follow California’s lead in
combining the best of both worlds—
wholesale competition to elicit cheaper
e l e c t rons, plus incentives to use those elec-
t rons more effic i e n t l y.
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A TALE OF TWO SYSTEMS
British Megawatts or California Negawatts?

The proposed “OLE” power line
t h rough New Me x i c o’s sacred Je m ez
wildlands (Spring 1993 Ne w s l e t t e r) has
finally been laid to re s t .

In 1984, Public Se rvice Company of
New Mexico proposed constructing the
50-mile power line through a pristine
p a rt of the Je m ez, which includes
i m p o rtant archaeological sites and
Pueblo Indian shrines. A coalition of
concerned citizens, Sa ve the Je m ez ,
formed to contest it. RMI’s Amory
L ovins, one of many experts called to

testify on the proposal, showed how the
p ower line could be replaced more
cheaply a dozen times over with effi-
ciency alternatives. 

The case passed through the Bu re a u
of Indian Affairs, Federal Di s t r i c t
C o u rt, and the Court of Appeals in
De n ver before reaching New Me x i c o’s
Public Utilities Commission. In Ja n u-
a ry, after three years of consideration,
the PUC finally issued a decision
against the power line. The last date for
appeal passed on 8 Fe b ru a ry.

¡O L E !



G E N E R A L
How Not to Parachute More Cats. Updated
version of RMI’s classic statement of princi-
ples. G96-1 16 pp, $8.00

R E S O U RCE-EFFICIENT BUILDINGS
Foreword to Sustainable Design Guide o f
the Japan Institute of Architects. A n
overview of the East-meets-West opportunities
in green building design. D96-3 5 pp, $3.00

E L E C T R I C I TY & ELECTRIC UTILITIES
Comments on FERC’s “Mega-NOPR.” T h e
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s pro-
posed principles for wholesale competition
need to accommodate efficiency and renew-
ables fairly. U95-37 2 pp, $1.50

T R A N S P O RTAT I O N
Ultralightweight Hybrids—The Coming
R e v o l u t i o n . Interview with Amory Lovins 
in the British journal Electric & Hybrid Vehicle
Technology ’95. T95-38 4 pp, $2.00

Ultralight-Hybrid Vehicle Design: Over-
coming the Barriers to Using Advanced
Composites in the Automotive Industry.
How a whole-system approach can speed the
shift from steel to composites (see article, this
page). T95-39 17 pp, $10.00

Light Hybrid Vehicles: An Engineering
Strategy for Commercial Viability. R e c o m-
mendations to the Engineering Society of
Detroit for moving hypercars from theory to
practice; this paper is a shorter version of

“Vehicle Design Strategies to Meet and
Exceed PNGV Goals” (T95-27). T96-5

7 pp, $4.00

Supercars: Advanced Ultralight Hybrid
V e h i c l e s . A broad, semi-technical primer
reprinted from The Encyclopedia of Energy
Technology and the Environment (which went
to press before we changed the name to
“hypercars”). T95-34 32 pp, $12.00

WAT E R
Water 2010: Four Scenarios for 21st Cen-
tury Water Systems. Results of a scenario
planning exercise conducted for the EPA,
envisioning four hypothetical futures for the
U.S. water industry (see the Fall/Winter 1995
N e w s l e t t e r) .W 9 6 - 4 21 pp, $9.00

A s described in previous new s l e t-
ters, hypercar bodies would pro b-
ably be made from adva n c e d

composite materials, as stiff and strong as
steel but much lighter. Their great perf o r-
mance-to-mass ratio makes them gre a t
candidates for a key role in the hyperc a r
c o n c e p t .

Composites have numerous adva n t a g e s
besides their light weight, such as good
energy absorption for crashwort h i n e s s ,
seemingly unlimited styling potential,
e xcellent corrosion resistance, and radical-
ly cheaper manufacturing equipment. All
of these should make them a good fit for
any automobile, not just for hypercars. 

So why are n’t composites used more in
cars already? Mainly because of cultural
barriers within the auto industry—such as
a u t o m a k e r s’ unfamiliarity with and dis-
t rust of composites; billions of dollars
i n vested in steel-based technologies; and
the perception that composites are expen-
s i ve and impossible to re c yc l e .

How to vault these cultural barriers? 
Re s e a rchers in RMI’s Hy p e rcar Center

suggest that composites in themselve s
p robably won’t do it, but their strategic
application could. In other words, com-

posites may only reach their full potential
when they are designed and implemented
as a whole system. 

In conventional practice, “m a t e r i a l s
s u b s t i t u t i o n” means replacing one part at
a time—the hood, say. While this
a p p roach may capture some of the poten-
tial benefits of composites, it tends to cre-
ate more problems than it solve s .

For example, a composite hood in an
o t h e rwise all-steel car:
• usually takes longer to make, thus

requiring extra equipment and cost to
keep up with steel’s fast rates of pro-
d u c t i o n ;

• generally does not fit well with its sur-
rounding steel parts, as the shape of
polymer composites and metals shift
d i f f e rently with temperature; and

• often makes the car less re c yc l a b l e ,
since the composite part is usually
t reated as worthless “flu f f” in a re c y-
cling infrastru c t u re intended for steel.
The part usually ends up being

changed back to steel. Worse, such incre-
mental applications of new materials often
c reate further cultural barriers by prov i d-
ing examples to back up the traditional-
i s t s’ claims that “composites don’t work . ”

W h a t’s needed, then, is for automakers
to leapfrog from using composites incre-
mentally to producing an ultralight, a l l-
composite car. For example, as described
in the Summer 1995 Ne w s l e t t e r, an all-
composite car body could possibly use
just one type of plastic, in re l a t i vely large
amounts, with valuable fibers embedded
in it (and processes are being deve l o p e d
for retrieving these)—two facts that could
encourage and facilitate re c ycling, turning
“flu f f” into valuable raw materials.

To learn more about how the strategic
implementation of a technology may
reduce the resistance to its use, re a d
“ Ul t r a l i g h t - Hybrid Vehicle Design: Ove r-
coming the Barriers to Using Ad va n c e d
Composites in the Au t o m o t i ve In d u s t ry”
(T95-39). The paper was presented to the
Society for the Ad vancement of Ma t e r i a l
and Process Engineering on 28 Ma rc h .

Or if you happend to be an automaker,
materials company, financial analyst, busi-
ness strategist, policymaker, or someone
else with an instution-sized need-to-know
(and checkbook), ask about RMI’s monu-
mental new pro p r i e t a ry study, Hy p e rc a r s :
Materials, Manufacturing, and Po l i c y
Implications (450 pp, $10,000).
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OV E RCOMING CULTURAL INERT I A
How the Strategic Application of Te c h n o l o gy Can Help It Wi n

New Pu b l i c a t i o n s



Total Accrued Expenditures: $2,237,103

Total Accrued Expenditures: $2,237,103

When Hunter and Amory Lov i n s
founded RMI, they never dreamed it
would have 43 staff or a $2-million bud-
get. Fifteen years later, it does. With ave r-
age salaries under $23,000, our dedicated
staff strives greatly and achieves much.
The biggest challenge is finding $6,125
e ve ry day.

R M I ’s regular nomadic-hunter-gathere r
cash flow was stabilized by a fund set up
for that purpose by the Joyce Me rt z -
Gi l m o re Foundation in 1994. Our grati-
tude goes out to all who helped us fin d
forage and oases in ’95, achieving these
re s u l t s :
• Expenses rose from 1994’s $1.86 mil-

lion to $2.24 million (including
$200,000 in pass-through grants). After
i n flation, the net amounts to a 1-per-
cent d e c l i n e per full-time staff member.

• Re venues rose 27 percent to $2.47 
m i l l i o n .

• The $230,000 surplus was our eighth

in 14 years; in 1994, we lost $170,000.
• We ended 1995 with three months’

operating funds (now back down to the
usual few we e k s ) .

• Total assets reached $4.01 million, net
w o rth $1.23 million.

• We earned 45 percent of our income;
most of the rest came from foundation
grants (39 percent) and individual
donations (8 perc e n t ) .

• The 45-percent earned income was up
sharply from 20 percent in 1993 and
26 percent in 1994, and well dive r s i-
fie d .
In 1996, foundation rules limiting

duration of support will pre vent the
re n ewal of two grants totaling $230,000.
The Institute needs extra help to make up
that shortfall, which leaves Energy Ou t-
reach, RMI’s longest-running and best-
k n own activity, fielding over a thousand
queries a month with no current grant
s u p p o rt .

It’s eight o’clock—do you know where
your money is? He re are two ways you can
put your personal re s o u rces to work saving
e ve ryo n e’s :

1. Consider making a tax-deductible
donation or pledge to the Securing the
Fu t u re Campaign (see page 7). Your gift
may be spread out over three or five ye a r s
if you desire .

Planned gifts are another option. If yo u
a re considering selling highly appre c i a t e d
assets such as stocks, real estate, or a busi-
ness, a variety of planning techniques may
enable you to help RMI while simultane-
ously achieving a number of your ow n
financial goals—creating income tax
deductions, avoiding capital-gains taxe s ,
reducing estate taxes, and increasing life-
time income. Please contact Campaign
C o o rdinator Judy Moffatt or De ve l o p-
ment Di rector Farley Sheldon for details.

2. Ex p l o re investing in RMI’s Fa c i l i t i e s

Im p rovement Fund. Last ye a r, we inve s t e d
$88,000 in computers, phones, re ro o fin g
and reglazing, and other long-term capital
items for which we borrowed $50,000
f rom friends like you and repaid $36,000
on prior loans. We there f o re spent
$74,000 of scarce operating cashflow for
capital items we’d rather have financed. 

RMI can pay interest typically higher
than a bank would pay you, but less than
it would charge us. If you have maturing
CDs or other funds yo u’d feel better about
our putting to work, please contact
C o m p t roller Danny Kermode or Fa r l e y
Sheldon. Notes are typically in the
$10,000–$50,000 range, leve l - p a y m e n t ,
with various maturities. The In s t i t u t e
takes pride in its decade-long perfect pay-
ment re c o rd to several dozen priva t e
lenders. RMI doesn’t borrow for operating
expenses, and has a dive r s i fied income 43
times as big as its debt serv i c e .
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1995 FINANCIAL RECAP

Total Accrued Revenue: $2,468,224

EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY

Consulting Fees
Publishing Revenues

Interest/
Dividends/Other

In-Kind Contributions (Non-Cash)

Restricted Foundation 
Grants

Unrestricted Foundation Grants

Corporate 
Contributions

Personal 
Contributions

Governmental Research Contract

SOURCES OF REVENUE

Phone, Postage & Office Supplies

Payroll, Taxes 
& BenefitsPrinting & Publishing

Insurance, Legal & Accounting

Interest (66% pass-through)

Repairs & Maintenance

Depreciation, Taxes & Other

Research Materials & Memberships

Travel & Conferences

Subcontractors

Water

Green Development Services

Transportation

General

Agriculture

SecurityFundraising

Outreach

EnergyEconomic 
Renewal

EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM

E SOURCE

E SOURCE Income

Systems Group on Forests

TWO WAYS YOU CAN HELP



T h a n k s

ASSOCIATES
$1 to $99

Robert Abbott
Kristine Abshire
Tom Ackerly
Donald Aitken
Alaska Craftman Home

Program (2)
Wayne Allred
Daniel Alpert
Eric Anderson
Bradford Angelini
Anonymous
Forrest Armstrong
Blake Axelrod
Azimuth Design Group
Ben Barger
John Barrie
Paul Bartch
Howard Bashford
Jacque Battle
Rex Bavousett
Jack Beal
Edward Beeley
Domonick Belardo
Elena Bennett
Maurice Benoit
Edwin Bentley
Laura Benton
Erik Berall
Max Berking
Geoffrey Berresford
Janet Berryhill
Juli Bertram
Valerie Berube
Constance Beutel
Cheryl Birdsall
Richard Bisbee
Donna Black
Stuart Blood
Board Of Education - Marietta

City Schools
Michael Bonnell
Christie Boulding
Keith Branch (2)
Harry Brewster
Donald Briggs
Dick & Sally Brigham
Cameron Brooks
Karen Brown
Joyce Brown (2)
Lawrence Bruk
Kent Buhl
Molly Butler
Gregory Byers
Brian Cady
Michael Caffrey
Donna Caniano
Tom Cannarella
Bruce & Barbara Carney
Philip Carroll
Jeffrey Carstens
Manola Carter
Kit & Linda Caspar
James Cassels
Wiley Cawthra
Olga Cech
Albert Christensen
Randolph Churchill
Anne Clare
John Clark
Rod Clary
Dan & Ilene Cohen
Ron Coler (2)
Pat & Napier Collyns
Doris Conard
David Conley

Nancy Conger
Tim Conner
G. Allen & Ada Cook
Mary Lou Cook & Courtney 

Cook
Marcia Corbin
William & Janet Cordua
Corporate Information Centre
Robert Cory
Marie Costa & Yon Regan
Jeffrey Curry
C. W. Dahlgreen
Madeline Dalrymple & Doug 

Wheeler
Harlan Daman
Coreen Davis & Scott Hampson
Michael Davis
Christian Dekonink
Dennis Demmel
Derek & Chris Denniston
Robert Derrickson, Jr.
M. C. Dewolfe
Gay Dillingham
Douglas Dixon
Eric & Suzanne Dodge
David Dorman
Dudley Doss
Randy Dostal (2)
Michael Durisin
Ann Dupree
Edra Construction Corp.
Chris & Carol Eisenbeis
Tom & Maggie Elliot
Emanon, Inc.
Melinda Erickson
Nils Anders Erickson
Nancy & Ron Erickson
Joe Fagan
W. Michael Fagen
John Fankhauser (2)
Nicole Faulkner
Carlo Federiconi
Donna Feiner
Timothy Ferraro
Dwayne Fink
George Finley
Julian Fischer
Jane & John Fisher
Penney Floyd & Chuck Lakin
Kenneth & Judy Foot
Thomas Forman
Abigail Fowle
Cadet Josh Frank
Tom Franks
Jay Friedlander
Judi & Lou Friedman
Mark Friedman
Carolyn Fuller
Merrill Furlow
Donald Garen
Frances Gatins
Mario Gatti
Martin Gehner
Susanne George
Phil Gibson
Mark Gibson
Mark & Mary Giorgetti
Robert Gloy
Fred Goedge
Barry Goldberg
Michael Good
Don Goodell
Robert Gordon (2)
Dale Gray
P. A. Greenberg
Lois Greenfield
Joseph Griffin
Wesley Groesbeck

Mike Guilfoil
Linda Gutierrez
David & Gina Hafemeister
Nancy Halvorson Henson
John Hancock
Sandra Hannan
Richard Hanson
Harlequin’s Market
Keith Harrington
Ginger Harris
Candice & William Harrison
Jurgen Hartloper
Mark & Pauline Hauck
Timothy Hawks
Patricia Hawley
E. C. Heide
Seth Heminway
Kenneth Hempel
Craig Henderson
Reese Henry & Wava Banes 

Henry
Phillip Henry
Tom Hesseldenz
Kerry Heubeck
Andrew & Robyn Hidas
Bennie & Gloria Hilderbrand
John Hill
Clinton & Nancy Hinman
Sheryl & Kirk Hipps
Richard Hirsh
Dick Hogan
Steven Holl
Edward Hopkins (3)
Dave Houghton
Eric Houghton
F. Howe
Nancy Howse
Wendy & Randy Hudson
JD Huffer
Sandra & David Hunter
Julie Hutchinson
Michael Hydro
I.N. McKinnon Memorial 

Library
Eleanor Ingersoll
David Ireland
Elena Irwin
John Irwin
Nancy Jackson
Janith Johnson
Richard Johnson
William Jones
Edward Jubik
Howard Kaiser
Alexander & Marion Karczmar
Gary Kaufman
Frederick Kaufmann
Russell & Julie Keaten-Reed
William Otey Keith
Terrell & Steve Kelley
Lorelei Kelly
Bruce Kelly
Sybil Kelly
Michael Kenniston
Andy Kerr
Glenn Keyes
Jonathan Kimmelman
Terry Kinzel
Kevin Kiwak
Janet Knach
Rocky & Cordy Koga & Family
Jim Komatinsky
Rita Kozek
Tree Krell
Dennis Krug & Carolyn Eldred
Scott & Shelly Kruse
Joseph Kruth
Dean Kubani

Michael Kunkel
Ed Lafarr
Carol Lamm
Joan Lamont
Katherine & Lee Larson
Don & Lois Laughlin
Michael Laurie
Anne LeClerc
Richard Lee
John Legerton (2)
Timothy Lehane
Charles Leiden
Werner Lendenmann
John Lepley
Richard Levine
Bill Levine
George Levinger
B. D. & J. A. Lewington
Janet Lewis
Geoff Lewis
Tom Lindau
Ronald Lindeman
Kerry Lindemann-Schaefer
Susan Linnell
Rodney Litigio
David Locker
Patricia Logan
Carl Lyson
Bill & Ladjamaya Mahoney
Dave Malson
William & Karen Manci
Micahel Manetas
Kevin Markey
Richard McAnany
Jim McCarthy
Sheila McElhinney
Chad Medcroft
Richard Larry Medlin
Ann Melle
Nicholas Mendes
Bob Messman
D. J. & Margarita Metzger
Myrna Michon
Peter Milholland
David Miller
Andrea Minniear
Pamela Moffat
Nelson Monteleone
Terence Mooney
Richard Moore
John Morgan
Robert Morgan
V. Joe Morice
Byard Mosher IV
Jeanne Mueller (2)
Ken Myrabo
Gina Nelson
New Mexico Environmental 

Law Center
William Newland
Bill Newland
C. Alan Nichols
M. J. Nicholson
Tom Nielson
John Norris, in memory of 

Elizabeth Selden
Jack Nottingham
Philip & Jennifer Nubel
Ed Nystrom, Jr.
Patrick O’Dell
Ruth Ann Orndorff, in memory 

of Kenneth Orndorff
Chris Osborne
John Osgood
John Owens (2)
C. Joy Pardi
John Parker
Nancy Parks & Willem 

Vandenberg
Donn Parsons
Margie Peacock
Jamie Campbell & Peggy 

Garties
Nicola Peill
Ed Perkins
Michael Petelle
James Peters
Ina & Mason Phelps
Margaret Philbrick
David Pinkham
James Pletcher
Steven Plotnick
Drew & Roseanna Pontz
Warren Powell
JT Power
David Purcell
Betty Quick
Daniel Quinn
Rammed Earth Works, Inc.
Scott Rathke
Ann Read
William Reed
Bill Reilly
Janet Reitler
Steve Reitz & Mary Ann Marble
Teri Reynolds
Nancy Reynolds
Alice Kleberg Reynolds
David Richie
Sharon Kay Ricketts
Iraida Rickling
Daniel Ridgeway
Robert Rinella
Dick Riseling
Peter Rockwell (2)
Keith Rogers
Ira Rohter
Thomas Rosasco
Marc Rosenbaum
Mark Rousseau
John Rubel
Eli Rubinstein
John & Laurie Rush
Anita Russell
Stuart Russell
Gary & Ann Marie Sabula
Anthony Sardakis
Gene Schaefer
Randy K. Schmidt
Louis Schultz
Kenneth Schumacher
William Schwener
Brian Scott
Michael J. Scully
Basil & Gillian Seaton
Jon Seitz
Randy Selig
Jerome Shain (2)
Mike Sharp  (2)
Michael Shaw
Phil Shepard
Michael & Stephanie Sherber
Don Shirley
Joan Shoemaker
Steven Shoulberg
Steve Shull
William Shurcliff
James Dee Simmons
Sylvia Skolnick
Sergei Smirnoff
Janet Smith
T. K. Smith
Florian R. Smoczynski
Nicholas Sofios
Jeff Solomon-Hess
Glenn & Lynn Sorenson

Gregory Speer
Elizabeth Spettigue
Jim Spiegel
Sara Staber
Ellen Stapenhorst
Andy & Kim Staritzky
William Stavinoha (2)
Pegi Stentz
Martin Stern
Don Stevenson
Ruth & Albert Stewart
Geoffrey Stone
Ned Stowe
Godo Stoyke
Stramit USA
Peter Strugatz
Style 2000 Inc.
Lisa Symons
Tackett Lodholz Architects
Simon Taylor
James & Beverly Taylor
Harry & Anne Teague
Margaret Thomas
Rob Thompson
Grant & Sharon Thompson
Mary & John Thomson
Peggy & Tod Tibbetts
John & Jill Trask
W. Henry Tucker
Robert Tugwell (2)
John (Jack) Twombly
James Ussery
Gervaise Valpey
Peter Van Dyke
Greg Van Mechelen (2)
Carlene Van Voorhies
Greg Van Wie, in memory of 

D. C. Van Wie (2)
Tom Vineski
Jacquelyn Viviano
Tim Wake
Karl Waldman
Scott Wallace
Richard & Ariel Walters
Robertson Ward
Jack Warner
Tim Warren
James Waugaman
Seward Weber
Martin Weiss
Jon Weiss
Toby Wheeler (2)
W. Jock Whidden
John Whitaker
Janet White
Mary Alice White
Meg Whittum
P. Erick Wiger
Lou & Lynne Wille
Sam & John K. Williams
Paul Winleller
Margaret & Julie Winter
Gregory Wolfe
Douglas Woodard
Eric Woods
John A. & Hiroko Woodward
Michael Wright
Ralph, Susan & Leah Wrons
Dan Wyble
Christi Zack
Dan Zemer
Holly Zimmerman
John Zinner
S. D. Don Zivkovic (2)
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Our sincere appreciation is offered to these friends who have contributed to RMI’s support between 1 September and 31 December 1995. Numbers in

parentheses indicate multiple donations. Please let us know if your name has been omitted or misspelled so it can be corrected in the next issue.



T h a n k s
SPONSORS
$100 to $999

Sven Erik Alstrom
John Anderson
Clinton Andrews
Anonymous
Walter Baer
Edward L. Bakewell, Jr. 

Family Foundation
Peter Barnes, in memory of 

Leo Barnes
Mark & Caroline Bauhaus
William Beale
Jon Becker
Carolyn & Daniel Berger, in 

honor of their son, Raymond
Mary & Keith Blackmore
Susan Blanc, in memory of 

Albert Blanc
Daniel Blankstein
Robert Boyar & Barbara 

Mitchell, M.D., in memory of 
George Mitchell

Cabell Brand
Ronnie Bridges
Barbara & David Butler
Judith Byrns
Pamela Calvert
Camp Chuck
Jeffrey Carlson
Joan & Rob Carne
Samuel Castleman III
David Caulkins
Mary Caulkins
John Caulkins
Caulkins Family Foundation
Dave Charvat
Bruce Chetty
Atlee & Mary Clapp
John Cobb
Jock & Holly Cobb
Wayne Cogswell
Craig & Mareen Combes
Jonathan Corbet
David Crandall
Lois-ellin Datta

G. Theodore Davis & Kristin 
Kron

William Tucker Dean
Bob Dixon
Karen & Gary Douville
Denise DuBois
Marjorie Duck (2)
Mrs. Charles Edison, in honor 

of Farley Sheldon
Stan & Carol Eilers
Sheryl Everett
Kari Foster
Martha Frede
George Gardner
Lars & Gayle Garrison
Charles Garth
Kendall & Karen Gerdes
Cheryl & Steve Goldenberg
Daniel Greenberg
Peter Greenberg
Jerry Greenfield
Sadja Greenwood
Margaret Gruger (2)
Katharine & Goodwin 

Harding, in memory of Philip 
& Anne Weld

Irene Hedstrand
John Hirschi
Harrison & Olivia Hoblitzelle
Terence Hogan
Richard Holt
Margaret Hough
Jonathan & Rebecca Howard, 

in memory of Peg & Saul 
Buxbaum

Stephen Ingram
Louis Irwin & Dr. Janet L. 

Spitzer
Scott Jarrett
Michael Jones
C. Jordan
Gerald & Ann Kerr
Bob & Ruth Kevan
Lark Lahart
Valerie & Patrick Lally
Carol Langner & Fred 

Fritschel

Sandy Lawrence
James Lenfessey
Nell Lepla (2)
John Linderman
Arthur & Susan Lloyd
Steven & Darcey Lober
Margaret & Paul Lurie
Craig Mankowski
Robert Marritz, in memory of

Samuel & Dorothy Marritz
Bob & Mardie Marshall
Andy & Gail Meyer
Michigan Manufacturers 

Association
Kevin Moriarity
Mike Morton
Phillip & Catherine Mullen
John Mullen, in memory of 

Benjamin M. Mullen
John Olaf Nelson
Stephen & Robin Newberg
Ken & Georgiana Nielsen
Chuck Norlin
Irene Ogawa
Avis Ogilvy Moore
Louise & Will Pape
Tom & Pam Parsons
Anthony & Betty Pennock
Hensley Peterson
James Peterson
Robert Potts, Jr
Kent & Karen Pressman
Rebecca Pritchard
Andrew Quiroz
Kelley & Andrea Reiman
Larry Rice
Kevin Roche & Barbara Askin
Hope Sass
Donald Scarlett
Van Schafer
Frances Senska & Jessie 

Wilber
John Severinghaus
Marcus Sheffer
Suzanne & Daniel Sigman
Jean Smith
Dakota Smith

Mark Petschek Smith
Elsie Sorgenfrei
David Stabenow
Karen Stearns
James Stevens
Dan & Nancy Streiffert
William & Angelica Sturm
Paulette & Ganson Taggart
H. Virginia Thompson
Tom & Mady Trask
Ruth Komanoff Underwood, in 

honor of L. Hunter Lovins
Jack Vanderryn
Richard Wald
Wall Land Company
Wendy Walsh
Louise and Jack Warner, in 

memory of Gale L. Warner
Everett & Elaine Warner
Kenneth & Nina Warren
Ray & Penny Watts
Dan Webb
Hal Weckler
James & Barbara Weidlein
Roger Weisberg & Karen J. 

Freedman
Wendell & Carolyn Wendt
Paul & Elena Westbrook
William & Margaret 

Westerbeck
Andrew & Sandra Wolfe
Dorothy & John Wolfe
Jane Woodward & Kurt Ohms

PATRONS
$1,000 to $9,999

Anonymous
Thomas Barron
Susanne Bush
Eugene B. Casey Foundation
Charitable Gift Fund (2)
Ciba-Geigy Corporation
Conservation & Research 

Foundation
Anne Cooke
Arthur Crocker

Jeremy & Angela Foster
Fox Family Fund
Bill Freudenberg
GAG Foundation
Golden Rule Foundation
John & Judy Harding
Mark Horowitz
Charles Jaffee & Marvina 

Lepianka
Ward Kane
Bud Konheim, for the Eric 

Konheim memorial fund
Susan Krivin & David 

Ohanesian
Helen Lang
M. Seabrook Leaf
Doug & Susan Linney
Hunter &  Amory Lovins
Gary Mullard (2)
Josephine Murray
Jim O’Keefe (3)
Isaiah Orozco
Overbrook Foundation
Rainbow Foundation

Lucille & Maurice Rice
Eliza Rossman
Salisbury Community 

Foundation
John & Nancy Schaeffer
Susan & Ford Schumann
Arent Schuyler, Jr.
Jane Sharp
Victoria Smith
Don Strachan
James Walzel

BENEFACTORS
$10,000 and over

Adam & Rachel Albright
Anonymous
J M Kaplan Foundation
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SECURING THE FUTURE CAMPA I G N
1995 GIFTS AND PLEDGES

ASSOCIATES
($1-$99)

Bob Carpenter
Mark Gibson
Marshall Glickman
Robert S. Means
Shawn Porter
Barbara W. Smith
David J. Whitbeck
Lorraine Wiltse

PATRONS
($1,000-$2,499)

William D. Browning
Annie Cooke
Dyan Zaslowsky & Michael 

Edesess

SUPPORTERS
($2,500-$4,999)

Judith Moffatt

BENEFACTORS
($10,000-$24,999)

Carol Noyes

GUARANTORS
($25,000-$49,999)

Mary H. & Myron P. Curzan
Helen & James T. Mills

P H I L A N T H R O P I S T S
($50,000 and over)

Hunter & Amory Lovins

We extend our sympathies to
Lois-ellin Datta on the death
of her husband Padma, a
longtime friend of the 
Institute.
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