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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) with New York State Energy Research
and Development Authority (NYSERDA) contracted Regil Economic Models, Inc.
(REMI) to conduct an economic-impact assessmeatpaftential biodiesel industry in
New York State. The expansion of the New York @edl industry is the result of the
State of New York passing a B2 mandate requiriegeliuse for one or more end use
segments contain a certain percentage of biodjeggltwo percent, or B2). The B2
mandate is intended to attract investment, stiraula economy, and increase revenue
for the State of New York. New York is also coresidg several options combined with
the mandate further stimulating the economy. EPAAMMESERDA asked REMI to
analyze one option that combined the mandate whilodiesel supply incentive. The
incentive would provide a grant of $0.10 per galdiiodiesel produced in New York
State up to a maximum of 10 million gallons, cappttive years. This combination is
intended to stimulate demand for biodiesel fuekah as provide an incentive for
investment in capitd.

Currently the United States Congress is consideamgnergy Bill that will provide
Federal Excise Tax incentives for specific typebiotliesel. The bill will result in an
exemption of $0.65 per gallon for New York consusn@ducing business costs between
2007 and 2012 from $219.2 million to $5.1 millidrhe large disparity in costs for
business and consumers in the State of New Yoilcaiise a dampened economic effect
pending a veto of the Energy BAIEPA and NYSERDA asked REMI to analyze the
effect with both the passage and veto of the EnBily

A six-year time horizon from 2007 up to and inchgl2012 was used for the analysis.
The assumptions for the time frame and data péntato the biodiesel industry were
taken from the report Statewide Feasibility Stuolye Potential New York State
Biodiesel Industryprepared by LECG, LLC, and MARC-IV. To performdfanalysis,
REMI used a 53-industry sector, single-region mdoethe state of New York, with data
specific to the state of New York and other factoduding detailed employment,
population, and personal income. Using this mdd&IMI generated the regional
baseline forecast and then used information pravidelevelop two alternative forecasts
(with and without a federal subsidy) representiogn®mic impacts due to the creation of
a biodiesel industry through a B2 mandate.

! This data is taken from Statewide Feasibility $tiat a Potential New York State Biodiesel Industry
prepared by LECG, LLC, and MARC-IV



Major Findings

A summary of the major findings of the effects lbmth scenarios upon the State of New

York:

Table 1: Major Economic Effects of a Biodiesel Indstry in the State of New York

(Cumulative 2007-2012)

Energy Bill Non-Energy Bill
Output (Mil 963) 923.40 689.40
GSP (Chained Mil $96) 550.41 417.29
Employment (avg. total increage) 1,008 652
Population 2,752 27
Real Disp Pers Income (Mil 96{5) 202.69 -74.71
State Revenue (Mil 96%) 40.78 -4.18

Both scenarios have a positive impact on outpuisgstate product, employment, and
population? with a dampened effect for the Non-Energy billrsméo. The negative
effects incurred are a loss in real disposablenreeand indirect state revenue in the Non-
Energy Bill Scenario. This effect results from ttigher costs for consumers and
businesses in the State of New York. As statetierekecutive summary, the increase in
costs for consumers and businesses amounts to22d/lon from 2007 to 2012. The

B2 mandate will increase the production costs taitesses (which explains the slightly
dampened effect in output and GSP) and increaserite of fuel for consumers (which
explains the decrease in real disposable inconven Ehough there is an increase in
economic activity due to the creation of the bigdiendustry, without an Energy Bill the
increase in economic activity will not offset timeiieased fuel cost for consumers,
resulting in a decrease of Real Disposable Income.

2 The population for both columns is taken as surionaiver the six-year period. For the non-Energy Bi
scenario the population increased initially, butally decreased over towards the end of the feteca
period. Please see Section 2-4 for greater detail.



1 METHODOLOGY& A SSUMPTIONS

1-1 REMI Policy Insight

REMI Policy Insight™ is the leading regional econororecasting and policy analysis
model. For this study, REMI developed Policy Imgf}f for the State of California. This
model was built using the REMI model building systevhich consists of hundreds of
programs developed over the last two decades.sy$tem assembled the State of
California model using data from the Bureau of Eaic Analysis, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the Department of Energy, the Burea@arisus, and other public sources.
REMI Policy Insight™ is a structural model, meanthgt it clearly includes cause-and-
effect relationships. The model is based on twolkeyerlying assumptions from
mainstream economic theory: households maximizigyand producers maximize
profits. Since these assumptions make sense topropte, lay people as well as trained
economists can understand the model.

In the model, businesses produce goods to sethtr éirms, consumers, investors,
governments and purchasers outside the regionoiiipeit is produced using labor,
capital, fuel, and intermediate inputs. The denfandabor, capital and fuel per unit of
output depends on their relative costs, since arease in the price of any one of these
inputs leads to substitution away from that ingubther inputs. The supply of labor in
the model depends on the number of people in thalpbon and the proportion of those
people who participate in the labor force. Economigration affects the population size.
People will move into an area if the real afterstaage rates or the likelihood of being
employed increases in a region.

Supply and demand for labor in the model determihesvage rates. These wage rates,
along with other prices and productivity, determiine cost of doing business for every
industry in the model. An increase in the costahd business causes either an increase
in prices or a cut in profits, depending on thekeafor the product. In either case, an
increase in costs would decrease the share obtiaddnd U.S. market supplied by local
firms. This market share combined with the demasgtdbed above determines the
amount of local output. Of course, the model hasyhther feedbacks. For example,
changes in wages and employment impact income @msLliption, while economic
expansion changes investment and population gromghcts government spending.
Figure 2-1 is a pictorial representation of REMIi8plnsight. The Output block shows
a business that sells to all the sectors of fieah@nd as well as to other industries. The
Labor and Capital Demand block shows how laborcapmital requirements depend both
on output and their relative costs. Population laaigor Supply contribute to demand and
to wage determination. Economic migrants in t@spond to wages and other labor
market conditions. Supply and demand interacte\ifage, Price and Profit block.
Prices and profits determine market shares. Outppends on market shares and the
components of demand.
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Figure 2-1 REMI Policy Insight® overview

The REMI model brings together all of the aboversdats to determine the value of each
of the variables in the model for each year inlthseline forecast. The model includes all
the inter-industry interactions that are includedhiput-output models in the Output
block, but goes well beyond an input-output modeintluding the linkages among all

of the other blocks shown in Figure 2-1.

In order to broaden the model in this way, it wasassary to estimate key relationships.
This was accomplished by using extensive datacestsring all areas in the country.
These large data sets and two decades of resdfodthave enabled REMI to
simultaneously maintain a theoretically sound madeicture and build a model based
on all the relevant data available.

The model has strong dynamic properties, which m#aat it forecasts not only what
will happen but also when it will happen. This riésin long-term predictions that have
general equilibrium properties. This means thaidng-term properties of general
equilibrium models are preserved while maintairacgurate year-by-year predictions
and estimating key equations using primary datacesu

Figure 2-2 shows the policy simulation processafscenario called Policy X. The
effects of a scenario are determined by compahiadaseline REMI forecast with an
alternative forecast that incorporates the assumgfior the scenario. The baseline
REMI forecast uses recent data and thousands atiegs to generate projected
economic activity for a particular region. Theipglvariables in the model are set equal
to their baseline value (typically zero for additivariables and one for multiplicative
variables) when solving for the baseline forecdsi.show the effects of a given
scenario, these policy variables are given valbasrepresent the direct effects of the
scenario. The alternative forecast is generatadjukese policy variable inputs. Figure
2-2 shows how this process would work for a potibgnge called Policy X.
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1-2  Assumptions

For this project, REMI examined the economic efexfta potential biodiesel industry in
New York. Based on the information provided thédeing assumptions were made:
1. The first year of the B2 mandate begins in 2007
2. The B2 mandate combined with the $0.10 per galgply incentive will
stimulate demand for biodiesel at 40 million galfmer year.
3. Biodiesel cost is $2.12 per gallon
4. The biodiesel industry will have to invest $6dlion to upgrade and expand their
existing terminals to operate at the proposed égpac
5. 50% of the $64 million investment by the biodiasdustry will be used to
purchase of machinery and 50% will be used for tansorr.
6. The closest accurate representation of the ésetlindustry in SIC codes is
represented in the chemicals sector (SIC code 28).

1-3 Methodology

The analysis comprises two scenarios. Both scemanalyze the impact of the B2
mandate and $0.10 supply incentive. Scenario lyaesithe impact if Congress does not
pass the Energy Bill; scenario 2 analyzes the impi€ongress passing the Energy Bill.
The time horizon for both simulations is from 2G672012.

B2 mandate with a $0.10 supply incentive

New York State is considering a B2 mandate thatlevoequire diesel use for one or
more end use segments contain 2 percent biodiHseIlB2 mandate is intended to create
a demand for biodiesel in New York stimulating thediesel industry. Demand is
expected to increase to 23.3 million gallons in2@ad 73.7 million gallons by 2012.
The increased investment costs for fuel distrilgitsrestimated at $64 million to update
terminals to accommodate the new mandate requirsnae@ad demand. To help stimulate
production the State of New York is considering bormg with the B2 mandate a $0.10
supply incentive for up to a maximum of 10 milligallons capped at five years.

Currently the United States Congress is consideamgnergy Bill that will provide
Federal Excise Tax incentives for specific typebiofliesel. This will result in an
exemption of $0.65 per gallon for New York consusn@ducing business costs between
2007 and 2012 from $219.2 million to $5.1 millidrhe large disparity in costs for
business and consumers in the State of New Yotlicailse a dampened economic effect
pending a veto of the Energy BREMI was asked to analyze the effect with both the
passage and veto of the Energy Bill.

% This assumption of dividing the costs into 50%nade by REMI



Non-Energy Bill simulation (Scenario 1)

The following simulation analyzes the economic ictpa the B2 mandate with the

$0.10 supply incentive if Congress does not pas&tiergy Bill. Without an Energy Bill
most of the cost of the mandate will fall upon aamgers and businesses as seen in Table
1-1 in rows 4-7. The simulation had the followimguts:

Table 1-1 Data Inputs for Non-Energy Bill scenario/Mil 96 $)

Row 1 — The projected revenue of soybean farmeiaglthe timeframe New
York farmers should expect and increase in $6.6aniper yeat.

Row 2 & 3 — The B2 mandate would require distribsito make $64 million
in investment REMI divided the $64 million dollars over they8ar time
frame with 50% percent going to machinery and egeipt and 50% going to
construction costs.

Row 4 — The B2 mandate increased costs for highwsays to purchase
gasoline. The expected increase will amount to #l6fllion from 2007 to
2012 dividing to $17.20 million annual increase

Row 5 — Residential home heating oil consumersexifiect a total increase
of $76.1 million over the projected time period amting to $12.68 million
dollars annuallf;

Row 6 & 7 — Business and industry will experiendetal increase of $40.5
million divided to $3.3 million annual dollars faommercial and industrial
business sectdts

Row 8 — Expected sales for the biodiesel industigaiculated by the
assumptions of price per gallon of biodiesel mligbby the expected annual
capacity (assumptions 2 & 3).

Row 9 — Amount of government spending needed ®&th10 supply
incentive.

4 LECG, 2
SLECG, 5

Economic Variable 20Q7 20p8 2009 2010 2p11 2012
1| Farm Sales of Oil Crops 6.6 6.6 5.6 6.6 6.6 6.6
2| Investment in Machinery 5.83 53 5|33 9.33 $.33 5.33
3| Costs of Construction 5.B3 5[33 533 5.33 b.33 5.33
4{ Gasoline & Oil Price 17.1667 17.1467 17.1p67 17.1667.1667 17.1667
5[Fuel Oil & Coal Price 12.6833 12.6833 12.6B33 12.6833.6833 12.6833
6| Residual Fuel Cost (commercigl) 3.33B33 3.33333 3333.33338 3.33333 3.33333
7| Residual Fuel Cost (industrial) 3.33333 3.33333 B3B3B.3333 3.33333 3.33333
8| Biodiesel Industry Sales 84.8 84.8 84.8 $4.8 84.8 84.8
9|Government Spending -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1



Energy Bill simulation (Scenario 2)

With the veto of the Energy Bill in Congress the&erof fuel for consumers and business
in New York will be substantially lower as seerranvs 4-7 in Table 1-2. The reduced
financial burden upon consumers and businessesahmst negligible when compared
to the entire state of New York, will prevent adas purchasing power in the state. The
passage of the Energy Bill will allow New York tinsulate the economy via a supply
side incentive without any negative effects on comers.

Table 1-2 Data Inputs for Energy Bill scenario (Mil96 $)

Row 1 — The projected revenue of soybean farmeiaglthe timeframe New
York farmers should expect and increase in $6.68aniper yeat.
Row 2 & 3 — The B2 mandate would require distribsito make $64 million
in investment REMI divided the $64 million dollars over they8ar time
frame with 50% percent going to machinery and egeipt and 50% going to

construction costs.

Row 4 — The B2 mandate increased costs for highwsays to purchase
gasoline. The expected increase will amount to &8lon from 2007 to
2012 dividing to $533 thousand annual incréase
Row 5 — Residential home heating oil consumersexitiect a total increase
of $1.3 million over the projected time period amting to $217 thousand

dollars annuall§;

Row 6 & 7 — Business and industry will experiendetal increase of $656
thousand divided to $55 thousand annual dollarsdarmercial and industrial

business sectdts

Row 8 — Expected sales for the biodiesel industigaiculated by the
assumptions of price per gallon of biodiesel mii#ghby the expected annual

capacity (assumptions 2 & 3).

Row 9 — Amount of government spending needed ®$th 10 supply

incentive.

SLECG, 2
"LECG, 5

Economic Variable 2047 2008 2009 2010 2p11 2012
1{Farm Sales of Oil Crops q.6 6.6 5.6 6.6 6.6 6.¢
2| Investment in Machinery 5.83 5.33 5|33 §.33 $.33 5.3
3| Costs of Construction 5.83 533 5133 3.33 $.33 5.3
4| Gasoline & Oil Price 0.53333 0.53333 0.53B33 0.5333353%B3 0.53333
5[Fuel Oil & Coal Price 0.21667 0.21667 0.21p67 0.21666.21667 0.21667
6| Residual Fuel Cost (commercialp 0.05¢67 0.0%467 ®750.054667 0.0547 0.05467
7|Residual Fuel Cost (industrial) 0.05467 0.09467 BUHH.05466f 0.05467 0.05467
8| Biodiesel Industry Sales 84.8 81.8 84.8 84.8 B4.8 84.
9| Government Spending -1 -1 -1 |-1 -1 -1



2 RESULTS& ANALYSIS

This analysis focuses on the economic impactshaddiesel industry in New York for
both veto and passage of the Energy Bill in Corggriéggloes not address any change in

health or pollution in New York due a greater irage in biodiesel.

Table 2-1 and 2-2 show the annual economic effectthe Non-Energy Bill and Energy
Bill scenarios. As expected there are net poshiemefits for all economic variables in
the Energy Bill Scenario. In the Non-Energy BilleéBario the positive impacts on
Employment, Output, and Gross State Product agatbfilower, but real disposable
personal income and state revenue show negativacis\pr hese negative impacts are
due to a lose in purchasing power from higher twsks for consumers (more money
spent on gas means less they can spend on othds)goal higher costs of production
for businesses (now necessary to reduce costban, leither by using fewer employees

or reducing wage.)

Table 2-1 Major Economic Effects of a Biodiesel Indstry (Non-Energy Bill Scenario)

2007 2008 2009 2010 20111 2012
Output (mil 96 $) 1255 1218 116 117 1¢8.0 103.8
GSP (chained) (mil 96 $) 73.85 72169 7(0.92 6P.03 $6.65 .1564
Employment 764 723 630 6p8 584 536
Population 16 27 41 8 8 -37
Real Disp Pers Inc (mil 96 5) -8972 -9.644 -11/050 .571@ -15.14p -17.330
State Revenue (mil 96 $) -0.105 -0.p05 -0j442 -Q.740 134L. -1.550
Table 2-2 Major Economic Effects of a Biodiesel Indstry (Energy Bill Scenario)

2007 2004 2000 2040 201 2012
Output (mil 96 $) 1658 16013 158.9 151 147.3 143.6
GSP (chained) (mil 96 $) 95.p5 94118 94.83 90.94 89.23 .287
Employment 1,14y 1,085 1,081 973 930 883
Population 184 326 441 527 609 664
Real Disp Pers Inc (mil 96 §) 34p1  34l12 3442 3B.63 .03 3253
State Revenue (mil 96 $) 6.589 6.694 6.886 6,881 ©$.891 839%6.




2-1 Output

The Output of an economy is the amount of produditiodollars, including all
intermediate goods purchased as well as value-aaeol, capital, and fuel investments
and profit). Output can also be thought of as sieboth final goods and intermediate
goods. Output is dependent upon the consumptitimeiarea, the state government
spending, investment, and exports of the industni¢lse region. State government
spending, investment, and industry sales remaatively equal between the two
scenarios. The difference in output is based uperdecrease in consumption due to
higher costs for consumers.

The projected increase in output in 2007 is $12%lkon in the Non-Energy Bill

scenario and $165.3 million in the Energy Bill Saeo. The growth in Output settles
slightly to an increase of $143.6 million by 2012 the Energy Bill scenario and $103.8
million for the Non-Energy Bill Scenario. As seankigure 2-1 and Table 2-1 there is an
annual difference of approximately $39 million imtPut between the two scenarios
amounting to a total difference of $234 million 2912.

Figure 2-1 Increase in Output (Mil 96 $)
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Table 2-1 Annual increase in Output (Mil 96 $)

2001 2008 2000 20i0 20f1 2d12 Total
Non Energy-Bill 1255 121]8 1176 1127 108.0 103.8 689.4
Energy Bil 165.3 160 155]9 161 14f.3 1436 9234

(o))
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2-2 Gross State Product

Gross State Product (GSP) as a value added coscapdlogous to the national concept
of Gross Domestic Product. It is equal to Output|eding intermediate inputs. The

value-add concept is equal to compensation andtgrof

The projected increase in GSP in 2007 is $73.6oniflor the Non-Energy Bill Scenario
and $95.95 million for the Energy Bill Scenario. B§12 the growth settles slightly to

$64.15 for the Non-Energy Bill and $87.28 milliawr the Energy Bill. There is an

average annual difference of $22.19 million betwesentwo scenarios totaling to a
difference of $133.12 million by 2012.

Figure 2-3 Annual increase in Gross State Productil 96 $)
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Table 2-3 Annual increase in Gross State Product (M96 $)
2007 2008 200p 2010 2001 2012 Total
Non-Energy Bill 73.8% 72.99 70.92 69,03 66|65 64.15 417.29
Energy Bill 95.9% 94.18 92.83 90.p4 89|23 81.28 550.41




2-3 Employment

The Employment variable in REMI Policy Insight usestorical data from the Bureau of
Economic Analysis (BEA) and is based upon placeadk, including part-time and full-
time employees. The employment figures projectéovibare the difference from
baseline and should not be cumulated.

As expected Employment in the Energy bill scenahiows the highest increase, with an
initial increase of 1,147 workers by 2007 and sgjtdown to 883 workers by 2012. The
slightly dampened effects of the Non-Energy Biksario are an increase of 764 workers
in 2007 to 536 workers in 2012. The average diffeeebetween the two scenarios is 356
workers during the time frame.

Figure 2-3-1 Increase in Employment from baseline
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Table 2-3 Increase in Employment from baseline

20071 2008 2000 20f0 20f1 2012
Non-Energy Bill 764 728 680 648 584 536
Energy Bill 1,147 1,086 1,031 973 9B0 883

Industry Employment

The increase in employment falls heavily on a feecsfic industries. The composition
of the affected industries varies by percentageiaahdstry type between the two
scenarios. The largest growth for both scenariastise farm sector due to the increase
in sales of agricultural goods. The chemicals,isepand construction industries
represents the largest portion of the private remmfsector growth. The large difference
in composition between the two scenarios is thailrahd wholesale trade sector and the
government sector. The retail and wholesale tradegavernment sectors account for



thirteen percent of the job growth in the Energly &enario and zero percent in the
Non-Energy Bill scenario. In the Non-Energy Billédario the same three sectors
experience a combined marginal loss of 30 emplogeesthe projected time horizon.
The wholesale and retail loss is the result frodeereased purchasing power for
consumers. Because of the increase in costs fboiluend gasoline, consumers now
have less money (Real Disposable Income) to speradi@r goods, hurting the retail
sector. The government sector shows a loss dueetdecrease in government spending
necessary for the $0.10 supply incerftiwhile both scenarios show the decrease in
government spending, there is no population iner@ascenario 1 to compensate for the
loss in government spending.

Figure 2-3-3 Average composition of net new employent, Non-Energy Bill Scenario (2007 — 2012)
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Figure 2-3-2 Average composition of net new employent, Energy Bill Scenario (2007 — 2012)
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8 Row 9 in the tables 1-2 and 1-2



2-4  Population

Population is a key variable in REMI Policy Insigtttich affects the potential labor

force, government spending, consumption spendimgdjhausing prices. The changes in

population are due to changes in migration, thaeltes either economic growth or loss.

Between the two scenarios there is a disparityonbt in absolute numbers but in growth

versus loss as well. The Energy Bill scenario pressa growth situation with a total

increase of 2,752 new migrants by 2012. The NordgnBill scenario presents an initial
growth situation, but by 2011 a trend of populatioss begins. The initial growth offsets

the loss in the final two years for an overall gtiowf 27 people in 2012, but if the time
horizon were to be extended a continuing trendopiupation loss would be seefhe

loss in the population in scenario 2 is due toitizeeased costs of gasoline and fuel. An

increase in the costs of living results in peopkeving the area.

Figure 2-4 Increase in Population from baseline
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Table 2-4 Increase in Population from baseline
2007 2008 200 2010 20111 2012
Non-Energy Bill 16 27 2 8 8 -37
Energy Bill 184 326 44 547 609 664

° It is important to note that both impacts scermfi& 2 have are relatively small when compared wit

entire population of New York.




2-5 Real Disposable Income

Real Disposable Income is the inflation-adjustemme that is available for consumers
to spend. It is personal income minus taxes anghlscantributions plus dividends, rents,
and transfer payments. The numbers of employet®iarea, their wage rate, and the
consumer prices all affect real Disposable Incofireincrease in employment or wage,
or a decrease in consumers’ prices will increassgen’s Real Disposable Income.
Consequently, the opposite will decrease Real Bable Income.

Real Disposable Income accounts for a large podfdhe disparity between the two
scenarios. In the Non-Energy Bill scenario thera decrease of Real Disposable Income
for New York due to the higher prices of diesel hoth consumers and businesses. In
2007 there is a loss of $8.97 million and in 201 ¢ is a loss of $17.33 million
amounting to a total loss of $74.71 million in RB#&posable income. These losses will
affect consumer spending, since consumers now leagsanoney to spend on other goods
and services, and state revenues (see sectionf2{&).Energy Bill passes, the burden on
consumers and businesses will be lifted, and Regdd3able Income increases due to an
increase in employment (more people have jobs am@ money to spend). By 2007,
Real Disposable Income increases by $34.91 mi#iwch settles slightly to $32.53 million
in 2012 amounting to a cumulative increase of $292nillion by 2012.

Figure 2-5 Increase in Real Disposable Income (M86 $)
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Table 2-5 Annual increase in Real Disposable Incomlil 96 $)

2007 2008 200p 2070 2011 2012
Non-Energy Bill -8.972 -9.644 -11.05 -12.p7 -15|14 -17.33
Energy Bill 34.91 34.1p 34.42 33.63 33]08 32.53



2-6 State Revenue

State Revenue represents the gains or lossesamentor the State of New York from
tax revenues. These revenues include individuanmectax, general sales tax, tobacco
sales tax, and property tax. All changes in stavemue are indirect effects only. It does
not take into account a taxation of biodiesel fts&ll effects are the results of a change
in economic activity. Real Disposable Income andysation affect State Revenues
directly.

As seen in section 2-5 Real Disposable Income dseeeif the Energy Bill isn’t passed,
and increases if the Energy Bill is passed. Corsatlyy State Revenues decrease
without a passage of the Energy Bill. In 2007 tkete&Sof New York will experience a
loss of $105 thousand and increase to $1.55 miblipRA012, totaling to a loss of $4.18
million by 2012. If the Energy Bill is passed, N&ark will benefit from an increase in
$6.59 million in 2007 and steadies out to $6.84iamlby 2012, totaling $40.78 million
by 2012.

Table 2-6 Annual increase in State Revenue (Mil 96)

O Non-Energy Bill
H® Energy Bill

OHI\)OO-I}O'ICD\I

1
e

=y
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

1
™

Table 2-6 Annual increase in State Revenue (Mil 96)

20071 2008 200 200  20f1 2012
Non-Energy Bill -0.105 -0.206 -0.442 -0.7h0 -1.136 -1.550
Energy Bill 6.589 6.69% 6.896 6.881  6.891  6.839

O




3 CONCLUSION

Both the Energy Bill Scenario and Non-Energy Bike8ario have net positive effects for
the overall economy. In regards to Output, GrosgeSProduct, and Employment, the net
effect over the forecasted time period is positiMee above variables experience a
slightly dampened effect between the two scenaaaktference of $234 million in
output, $133.12 million in GSP, and 356 workers.i/the difference may seem large,
when compared to the entire New York State econo$®y425 trillion in Output, $4.106
trillion in GSP, and 10.5 million workers, the difences are marginal to New York, but
significant for the development of a new industry.

The worrying part of the simulation is the diffecenn Population, Real Disposable
Income and State Revenue. Without the Energy Baélldosts are passed onto consumers
and businesses alike. Increasing the costs forucoers reduces their purchasing power
as seen in Real Disposable Income in section 8-thd Energy Bill Scenario there is a
positive effect in Real Disposable Income netti2@&£69 million by 2012. However

there is a negative effect without the Energy Biling $74.71 million by 2012 with a
further decreasing trend. The negative effect ailRasposable Income ripples through
the economy: a loss in Population starting in 2@llbss of $11.1 million in the retail
industry by 2012, and a loss in State Revenue df8bdillion by 2012.

Without the passage of the Energy Bill, consumelisewperience a negative economic
impact. It is important to ease the burden on lessas and consumers otherwise the
expected benefits upon the economy due to theioreat a biodiesel industry may not
be as high as expected.
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