
O ne year ago, Rocky Mountain In s t i t u t e
launched a $3-million capital cam-
paign to secure a permanent home for

itself and pre s e rve a large parcel of land for
w i l d l i f e .

We’re pleased to announce that RMI has
reached its first and most urgent goal. Thanks to
h u n d reds of donors and a handful of institutions,
the Securing the Fu t u re campaign has topped the
c rucial $1.5-million mark in cash and pledges.
T h a t’s how much RMI needed to come up with
by year-end to purchase an undivided half-inter-
est in the 957-acre Windstar pro p e rty from the
National Wildlife Fe d e r a t i o n .

Title to the land has already been transferred to the Wi n d s t a r
Land Conserva n c y, a nonpro fit land trust. Upon completion of
the purchase, a perpetual conservation easement already placed
on the pro p e rty by RMI and the owner of the other half-intere s t ,
the Windstar Foundation, will formally go into effect.

“ Barring any unforeseen hitches, the land is now safe,” said
RMI Exe c u t i ve Di rector Hunter Lovins. “I can’t tell you what a
privilege and a relief it is to be able to say that.”

The Securing the Fu t u re campaign now moves into a second
and final phase to raise the other $1.5 million for building re n o-
vation and land restoration and endow m e n t .

MAJOR STEP

The purchase of the Windstar pro p e rt y, located a half-mile
f rom RMI’s headquarters, re p resents a major step in the In s t i-
t u t e’s nearly 15-year history.

RMI has fin a l l y, as of mid-Oc t o b e r, united all its key staff in
one place—an existing 7,000-square-foot building on the Wi n d-
star pro p e rt y. Protected from future office cost increases and the
need to relocate, RMI will be more financially stable. In time, the
Institute may be able to build new staff housing, greatly enhanc-
ing its ability to attract and retain highly qualified staff.

The purchase will also ensure Wi n d s t a r’s continued pre s e rva-
tion for wildlife. The land is critical elk winter range, and also

s e rves as a vital elk and deer migration ro u t e :
with the growing pre s s u re on habitat in our va l-
l e y, access to and through Windstar is essential
for the surv i val of one of the largest migratory
elk herds on the continent.

Had it not been for the generosity of RMI’s
s u p p o rters, the land eventually would have been
subdivided for housing, leaving both the In s t i-
tute and the elk without a home.

A list of the more than 500 individuals and
institutions who have donated to the Se c u r i n g
the Fu t u re Campaign as of 31 August can be
found on page 10. RMI would especially like to
thank an anonymous major donor, the Ga t e s

Foundation, the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund, and the
Pitkin County Open Space & Trails Board for their key gifts,
and the John D. & Catherine T. Ma c A rthur Foundation for its
special grant to cover campaign costs.

D E M O N S T R ATION SITE

RMI has always used its own facilities as a demonstration site
for re s o u rc e - e f ficient technologies. The Windstar land offers a
n ew opportunity to demonstrate cutting-edge land-re s t o r a t i o n
t e c h n i q u e s .

Windstar is a microcosm of rangelands throughout the Ameri-
can West. Ranched for nearly a century, it has lately fallen into
disuse. In vading plant species are crowding out natives, unbalanc-
ing the ecosystem. Natural succession can’t occur because w i l d fire s
a re no longer allowed to
burn freely and because
wildlife, hemmed in by
humans, have changed
their grazing patterns.

In short, the land is
not capable of re ve rt i n g
to its original wild
state. Instead, it must

H A L F WAY THERE
Ge n e rous Donors Help RMI Meet First $1.5-Million Goal for Windstar Land 
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A n n i versaries are a good time to
take a step back and put things in
p e r s p e c t i ve .

Twenty years ago, I was working for  an
e n v i ronmental group in Los Angeles, and
t h e re was a paper floating around the
o f fice called “Energy Strategy: The Ro a d
Not Taken?” by a guy I’d never heard of
named Amory Lovins. I’d been trying to
teach myself energy policy, sort i n g
t h rough all the ideology, pro-
paganda, and woolly-minded
p ronouncements of a crisis in
s e a rch of a discipline. My col-
leagues said, “He re, you re a d
it.” Though not easy to deci-
p h e r, I re a l i zed it was the fir s t
thing I’d ever read about
energy that was internally
consistent and solved more
p roblems than it cre a t e d .

That paper turned the
establishment on its head and more or less
changed the course of national energy
policy (see page 6). It also served as a blue-
print for the re s o u rce policy institute that
I co-founded six years later with the man
I ’d just married—Amory Lov i n s .

“The Road Not Ta k e n” was pro p h e t i c
in all sorts of ways. Twenty years ago, it
seemed a foregone conclusion that the
folks in charge we re going to carpet the
planet with power plants, most of them
nukes. Now, there isn’t a sane utility exe c-
u t i ve in a market economy who’d contem-
plate building even one. Thanks to
e f fic i e n c y, which eve ryone scoffed at when
A m o ry proposed it, they don’t have to.

But the more things change, the more
they stay the same. Much gove r n m e n t
policy still comes down firmly on the sup-
ply side (U.S. military presence in the Pe r-
sian Gulf certainly hasn’t diminished).
In d u s t ry is getting more efficient, but
these days companies are, if anything, try-
ing to squeeze more out of their work e r s
than their raw materials. And after two
decades, organizations like RMI still
h a ve n’t conve yed to the vast majority of
consumers just how pro fitable and powe r-

ful re s o u rce efficiency is.
In a way, we jinxed ourselves with early

success. The unprecedented gains in ener-
gy efficiency in the late 1970s and early
’80s helped create another apparent glut.
Prices crashed. Complacency returned. In
the past decade, Americans have grow n
almost as reliant on cheap energy and for-
eign oil as they we re in ’76.

Of course, that doesn’t mean we’re back
w h e re we started. In 20 ye a r s
we’ve made, well, about 20
ye a r s’ worth of pro g re s s .
Human nature being what it
is, it’s probably too much to
expect us to take pro b l e m s
seriously until they become
crises. As Abba Eban once
said, “People and nations
b e h a ve wisely—once they
h a ve exhausted all other
a l t e r n a t i ve s . ”

Twenty years of economics has dragged
us along Amory’s “soft path” almost in
spite of ourselves. The paradigm has shift-
ed markedly from the time when Ameri-
cans, locked in an obsolete fro n t i e r
m e n t a l i t y, believed that there was always
m o re of what we needed over the next hill.
Nowadays, most people instinctive l y
weigh the cost of getting more of some-
thing against the cost of making better use
of what they’ve already got. The smart e r
ones are figuring out better ways of
accomplishing the same task, forcing their
competitors to do the same. As Amory
and Paul Hawken and I will argue in our
f o rthcoming book, Na t u ral Ca p i t a l i s m, the
basis of the next industrial re volution will
be the recognition that prosperity comes
not from using more re s o u rces, but fro m
using them more pro d u c t i ve l y.

We’re on an evo l u t i o n a ry path. The
“e n d - u s e / l e a s t - c o s t” approach that Amory
w o rked out in “The Road Not Ta k e n” has
an inexorability about it that’s almost Da r-
winian. It’s surv i val of the most effic i e n t .
It may take longer than expected, but the
re s o u rce-guzzling dinosaurs will pass—
m a rket forces will see to it.
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N ATURAL SELECTION
By L. Hunter Lovins, Exe c u t i ve Di re c t o r
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About the Institute
Rocky Mountain Institute is an indepen-

dent, nonpartisan, nonprofit research and
educational foundation with a vision across
boundaries. Seeking ideas that transcend
ideology, and harnessing the problem-solv-
ing power of free-market economics, our
goal is to foster the efficient and sustainable
use of resources as a path to global security.

RMI believes that people can solve com-
plex problems through collective action and
their own common sense, and that under-
standing interconnections between resource
issues can often solve many problems at
once. The Institute focuses its work in sev-
en main areas: corporate sustainability, eco-
nomic renewal, energy, green development,
security, transportation, and water.

RMI is a §501(c)(3)/509(a)(1) public
charity, and contributions to it are tax-
deductible (#74-2244146).

Visit Us
RMI’s headquarters facility in Snow-

mass, Colorado (14 miles west  of the
Aspen airport) is a working example of
resource efficiency and renewable energy in
harmony with people and the environ-
ment. Should you be in the Aspen/Snow-
mass area, please drop by for a guided tour
(2 pm on Tuesdays and Fridays), or use
our visitors’ guide for a self-conducted tour
between 9 am and 4:30 pm Monday
through Friday.

PERSPECTIVES



In Oc t o b e r, RMI re s e a rch dire c t o r
A m o ry Lovins and senior re s e a rcher Ti m-
othy Mo o re traveled to Japan to plant
m o re seeds of interest in hyperc a r s .

Invited to present papers at the 13th
International Electric Vehicle Sy m p o s i u m
in Osaka, the two introduced the ultra-
light-hybrid concept to about 1,500 influ-
ential members of the Asian automotive
i n d u s t ry, who have had far less exposure
to hypercars than their counterparts in
No rth America and Eu ro p e .

Cu l t i vating the right contacts within

the Asian car industry will take time, and
it will be tough to coax Asian automakers
away from steel. But it’s all part of a long-
term strategy. The Japanese, in part i c u l a r,
a re re n owned for their skill at re - e n g i n e e r-
ing technologies and mass-pro d u c i n g
them in highly reliable form. Just think
what the inventors of the Walkman could
do with a hyperc a r …

Thanks to Mitsubishi Motor Sales and
Mitsubishi Electric America and Ja p a n’s
Central Re s e a rch Institute of Electric Pow-
er In d u s t ry for making this trip possible.

T he energy problem is con-
ceptually solved,” Amory
L ovins declared in the early

1980s, “but about 50 years of details
remain.” He and others had shown why
reducing demand through efficient end
use was better than increasing supply—
bottom line, it worked better and cost
less. The challenge was to get it done—a
s l ow but steady process of ove rc o m i n g
technical and institutional barriers.

A decade and a half later, RMI’s con-
cept of a supere f ficient, superclean “hyp-
e rc a r” now stands at the same thre s h o l d
b e t ween theory and practice.

As re p o rted in previous newsletters, the
h y p e rcar RMI envisions would combine
ultralight, ultraslippery construction and
hybrid-electric drive to achieve 90 or
m o re miles per gallon. Ultralight materials
could cut mass by more than half. The car
would run on electricity, but instead of
hauling around nearly half a ton of batter-
ies, it would generate its own powe r
o n b o a rd with an engine, gas turbine, or
fuel cell buffered by a small energy-storage
device. Individually these adva n c e s
i m p rove efficiency only modestly, but
together they yield spectacularly better
mileage and many other benefit s .

Until re c e n t l y, the main goal of RMI’s
Hy p e rcar Center was simply to convince

the auto industry that hypercars we re
w o rth looking into. Re s e a rchers re fined the
concept through extensive computer mod-
eling, demonstrating that hypercars could
w o rk, that they could meet or beat all mar-
ket re q u i rements, and that myriad techni-
cal and cost challenges could be ove rc o m e .
The team wrote technical papers and a
book, made conference presentations, con-
ducted confidential briefin g s .

Gradually the list of conve rts has
g rown: RMI now advises nearly 30 car,
p a rts, polymer, aerospace, and electro n i c s
companies, with R&D commitments
n ow totalling over $1 billion. The mis-
s i o n a ry work continues, but in the past
f ew months the focus has begun to shift.
Fewer manufacturers are asking, “W h y
h y p e rcars?” The question on more and
m o re lips is: “How do we build them?”

Of course, the easiest way to show how
to do something is actually to do it. Bu t
R M I ’s Hy p e rcar Center has no laboratory,
testing facility, or factory—mainstays in
d e veloping and manufacturing cars. No r
does it have the $5–20 million (or more )
needed to commission a re fined pro t o t y p e
ultralight-hybrid ve h i c l e .

But after five ye a r s’ re s e a rch, the
Hy p e rcar Center has plenty of intellectual
capital, experience, and contacts. The cen-
ter is helping many companies choose the

best technologies and is connecting them
with people and firms who can make the
technologies work pro fit a b l y. 

Se veral collaborations now being explor-
ed would further establish the Hy p e rc a r
Center as a consultant and matchmaker
for the emerging ultralight-hybrid ve h i c l e
i n d u s t ry. Watch this space.

PV SYSTEM UPGRADE
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M OVING FROM ‘W H Y’ TO ‘HOW’
RMI’s Hypercar Center Shifts Gears from Theory to Practice

““

Ph o t ovoltaic technology keeps get-
ting better. This fall, electrician Do n n a
Fischer helped RMI install a number
of nifty new devices at its headquar-
ters, including this Midway Labs
tracking array (soon to be doubled)
that uses powe rful lenses to concen-
trate the sun’s rays onto small solar
cells. Other upgrades include state-of-
t h e - a rt array-mounted inve rt e r s —
devices that conve rt PV panels’ output
into power suitable for selling back to
the electric company—and a new,
e n v i ronmentally friendly, long-lasting
n i c k e l - i ron battery bank. Most of these
components have been kindly donated
by Midway Labs, He l i o t rope Ge n e r a l ,
Trace Engineering, Exceltech, and Tro-
jan Ba t t e r i e s .

WALKMAN ON WHEELS?

Kate Mink



ECONOMIC RENEWAL—BY THE BOOK
A Massachusetts Town Tu rns Itself Aro u n d

W hat does a public fountain
h a ve to do with sustainable
d e ve l o p m e n t ?

On the face of it, not much. Yet in a
small but profound way, the fountain in
d ow n t own Orange, Ma s s a c h u s e t t s
stands as a symbol of sustainability
and hope. 

A small town with a light-man-
ufacturing past, Orange was, in
1993, economically downcast. Si x-
ty percent of the commercial space
in the dow n t own core was va c a n t .
Em p l oyment opportunities we re
f ew. Domestic abuse and juve n i l e
delinquency we re high.

In late 1993, the town got a
grant for a dow n t own re v i t a l i z a-
tion effort and hired community
o r g a n i zer Deborah Becker as its
d i re c t o r. Becker started talking to
other towns around the country
that had implemented successful econom-
ic development projects. Two that she
talked to recommended RMI’s Ec o n o m i c
Re n ewal process, so she ord e red a copy of
The Economic Renewal Gu i d e and start e d
f o l l owing instru c t i o n s .

She and a team of volunteers spent
nine months leading the citizens of
Orange through a series of town meetings
that encouraged them to envision their
“p re f e r red future,” fig u re out what the
t own needed and what it had to work

with, and choose projects that we i g h e d
the tow n’s social and environmental va l u e s
alongside its economic needs.

Separate project committees have since
helped establish seven new dow n t ow n

businesses; raised $300,000 for open-
space purchases and the development of a
b i k ew a y / g reenway along the main river in
t own; started a farmers’ market; and
established a system for publicly re c o g n i z-
ing outstanding achievers. Others are now
w o rking with Orange teens to create a
t e e n - run coffeehouse; turning two old
mill buildings into space for a new l y
formed art i s t s’ co-op; and working with
the local bank to buy an old gas station
and turn it into a park .

Citing the success of youth pro g r a m s
in keeping kids out of trouble, re s i d e n t s
convinced local officials to fix the tow n
fountain, which had been abandoned
after repeated vandalism. Even as they

fixed it, workers jokingly took bets
on how long it would be before
the vandals would strike again.
They have n’t ye t .

W h a t’s unusual about Orange is
that, unlike most other towns that
h a ve undergone Economic Re –
n ewal, it achieved all this without
the benefit of special seminars and
training. All Orange had was the
book. “We bought The Ec o n o m i c
Renewal Gu i d e, did what it said,
and it worked,” Becker says. “It
g a ve us a stru c t u re to work with
on a problem that once seemed
ove rw h e l m i n g . ”

But what does all this have to
do with sustainable deve l o p m e n t ?

Communities, like utilities, too often
concentrate on supply-side solutions—
c o u rting outside businesses, approv i n g
n ew subdivisions and malls—instead of
t rying to do better with what they’ve
a l ready got. RMI’s Economic Re n ew a l
p rocess empowers communities like
Orange to develop without necessarily
g rowing. It fosters self-suffic i e n c y, which
is a necessary condition for sustainability,
and increases local pro s p e r i t y, without
which sustainability may seem a luxurious
abstraction. And it emphasizes that there
is hope, which is the only basis for posi-
t i ve change.

By themselves, Or a n g e’s fountain and
other projects might not seem like gre a t
leaps tow a rd a sustainable economy. Bu t
what is? There’s no shortcut to sustain-
ability: achieving it is an incre m e n t a l
p rocess of replacing unsustainable activi-
ties with sustainable ones. The same
could be said of pro s p e r i t y. On both
counts, Orange is heading in the right
d i re c t i o n .
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Orange’s Economic Renewal effort even boasts a downtown
storefront office. 

Deborah Becker

R M I ’s The Economic Renewal Gu i d e is out in its third edition—
completely updated, revised, and expanded. 

Filled with worksheets, media materials, success stories, and
re s o u rces, the guide is a do-it-yourself toolkit for anyone who
wants to get sustainable economic development moving in
their community. Hopeful, cre a t i ve, civil, and fun, the pro c e s s
it sets out is designed to defuse factionalism, encourage citize n
i n vo l vement and collaborative decision-making, and lead to practi-
cal projects that benefit eve ryone. The Economic Renewal Guide costs $17.95
plus $3.50 shipping and handling. To ord e r, call RMI’s Publications De p a rtment. 

A New Economic Renewal Gu i d e



“Ask RMI” is a new regular feature where
we’ll be answering re a d e r s’ questions on
e ve rything to do with re s o u rc e - e f ficient tech-
nologies, re s o u rce policy, and RMI’s re s e a rch. 

We’re priming the pump this time with a
couple of questions we hear a lot, but fro m
n ow on we’ll take your questions. Due to
space constraints, we’ll be able to answer only
one or two questions per newsletter. Qu e s-
tions with the broadest interest will be give n
p re f e rence. Sorry, we are unable to re s p o n d
to individual letters for this column.

Check out our new Frequently As k e d
Questions page, scheduled to be posted to our
Web site (http://www. rmi.org) by 1 Ja n u a ry.

Should I buy a rechargable battery pack?
You pay a lot for the convenience of

batteries: the cost of a kilowatt-hour of
electricity from an alkaline D-cell is
a round $127, and from an AA it’s $530!
Non-alkaline batteries work out to be
e ven more expensive. Since the same
amount of electricity from the grid only
costs about 8 cents, it’s obviously more
economical to plug your gadgets into a
socket whenever possible.

But if you need portable powe r,
rechargeable batteries can definitely save
money and re s o u rces. Unlike disposables,
they last for several hundred discharge/
recharge cycles, and cost only pennies to
recharge. Recharging allows you to get
vastly greater use out of the battery’s
“embodied energy” (the amount of energy
that went into making it).

A rechargeable setup costs more up-
f ront. A multi-battery charger will ru n
$30–60, and a selection of re c h a r g e a b l e
batteries (two each of AA, C, and D) will
add another $30. But even if you only
buy a couple of disposable batteries a
month, your investment will pay for itself
in 18 to 28 months, and yo u’ll save about
$38 a year there a f t e r.

The better rechargers can accommo-
date all battery sizes, typically charge
f a s t e r, and have smart chips to pre ve n t
ove rcharging. Solar rechargers are inex-
p e n s i ve and cost nothing to run, but they

charge slowly and work best in full sun
( e ven haze will limit charging).

Rechargeable batteries are n’t enviro n-
mentally perfect. Most are “n i c a d s” (nick-
el-cadmium), which must be re c yc l e d
— t h rowing them away will cause more
e n v i ronmental harm than using dispos-
ables. (Call 800/8-BATT E RY to find
your nearest nicad re c ycling center.) New-
er nickel-metal-hydride or lithium
rechargeables, available from Real Go o d s
and others, are almost nontox i c .

Note that nicads last only a third as
long as single-use alkalines before needing
to be recharged, and lose 1 percent of
their charge per day even when they’re not
being used, so they’re not suitable for
smoke detectors or emergency uses.

When can I buy a hyperc a r ?
We believe that early hypercars could

s t a rt appearing within about four ye a r s .
Light battery-electric vehicles like GM’s
two-seat EV-1 (in production for re l e a s e
this December), Ho n d a’s four-seat EV
(1997), and So l e c t r i a’s all-composite four-
seat Sunrise (1998) are two-thirds of the
way there—they have light, aero d y n a m i c
bodies and electric propulsion. Replace the
heavy batteries with a small engine, genera-
t o r, and buffer storage device and yo u’ve
got a functional hyperc a r. Adapting an
existing battery-electric vehicle would still
i n vo l ve many technical hurd l e s — d e ve l o p-

ment and testing would take at least an
extra year—but it would be easier than
building a hypercar from scratch.

We can’t comment on whether specific
m a n u f a c t u rers are planning to do this, but
we wouldn’t be surprised to see this sort of
m o d i fied battery-electric vehicle offic i a l l y
come on the market around 2000. How-
e ve r, such first-generation hyperc a r s
would be manufactured in small vo l u m e s ,
and hence would be re l a t i vely expensive
and not widely available. They’d pro b a b l y
appeal more to “early adopters” than to
the average motorist.

But affordable, pro d u c t i o n - vo l u m e
h y p e rcars are likely to appear rather
quickly there a f t e r. In d u s t ry / g ove r n m e n t
collaborations, foreign competition, and
flexible re g u l a t o ry incentives are com-
pelling America’s Big Three to conve r g e
t ow a rd production hypercars—some of
them aggre s s i ve l y. Within one or two
decades, we could see a diverse range of
quite re fined hypercars incorporating all-
a d vanced-composite bodies and pro b a b l y
fuel cells.

While these are just rough estimates,
we can say with confidence that automak-
ers have strong incentive s — c h i e fly pro fit
and market share—to move ve ry quickly.
If yo u’re looking to improve your mileage
in the meantime, you can choose fro m
among several conventional cars on the
m a rket that get better than 40 mpg.

Re c ycling containers saves energy, but
re u s i n g them saves more. It takes about
7,000 BT Us to manufacture an alu-
minum can from scratch, and 2,550 to
make it from metal re c ycled many times,
losing some each time—but reusing a
bottle 10 times re q u i res only 610 BT Us
per use. (A BTU is roughly the amount
of energy in a kitchen match.)

Sa ved energy is only one of seve r a l
b e n e fits of deposit/return beverage sys-
tems, RMI re s e a rcher Scott Chaplin
noted in a speech this summer at No rt h

A m e r i c a’s first Reuse Conference in
To ro n t o.

It so happens that Ontario, whose
re c ycling council sponsored the confer-
ence, has one of the world’s best
d e p o s i t / return systems; nine out of 10
beer containers are reusable bottles,
which are used on average 15–20 times.
In the United States, where only a few
states have deposit systems, most soft
drinks and beer are sold in aluminum
cans, and only thre e - fifths of those are
re c ycled. 

Ask R M I
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Can We Can the Ca n ?



i n c reased. In 1976, the argument was
whether 10 percent or 30 percent could
be cost-effectively saved. Now, after saving
$180 billion a ye a r, it’s 50 percent vs. 90
p e rcent (or, Lovins would now say, per-
haps even 99 perc e n t ) .

• The re c o rd of the past two decades prove s
b e yond doubt that economic growth is
not tied to energy use. Most observers also
n ow accept that increased efficiency
boosts living standards and international
c o m p e t i t i ve n e s s .

• Wo rkable soft technologies do exist, and
consumers are proving their cost-effective-
ness in many applications.

MANIFEST DESTINY

Even Lov i n s’s most sympathetic re a d e r s
saw the soft path as a fine utopian ideal, but
p robably unattainable. Yet, as of 1995,
A m e r i c a’s total energy consumption was

actually l ower than what Lovins had pro-
posed (see graph), and GDP even higher.

Since Lovins never called his soft-path
graph a projection, he can’t claim credit for
having predicted this. And in fact the energy
t rend is departing from his graph in some
s i g n i ficant ways. No t a b l y, soft technologies
h a ve been slower to catch on, although it
should be noted that Lovins based his graph
on a scenario in which there was full gove r n-
ment support for the soft path—the oppo-
site of what happened in 1980–92.

But while re n ewables have lagged, effi-
ciency is playing an even greater role in curb-
ing energy demand. Despite gove r n m e n t
i r resolution and continued market distor-
tions, individuals and businesses have discov-
e red they can accomplish the same serv i c e s
m o re cheaply through greater efficiency; and
i n ventors, seeing the opport u n i t y, have con-
tinually improved the efficiency of technolo-
gies and techniques. Meanwhile, U.S.
nuclear power has all but died of an “incur-
able attack of market forces,” as Lovins likes
to say, although installed plants may keep
contributing to the grid for decades to come.

The moral of the story? If there’s one safe
bet for the future, it’s that people will follow
the path of least economic resistance. The
a d vocates of the hard path we re trying to sell
the public something it didn’t need, at an
i n o rdinately high price. They we re fig h t i n g
economic manifest destiny. Whether or not
the soft path comes to pass as Lovins hoped,
he put his finger on a powe rful economic
t ruth—end-use/least-cost—that remains re l-
e vant to eve ry area of re s o u rce policy. 

OTHER HARD PAT H S ?

The supply-siders we re wrong in 1976.
It’s now clear that building lots of expensive
p ower plants is neither feasible, socially desir-
able, nor affordable. We’ve learned that les-
son pretty well. But are we marching dow n
other hard paths?

Take forests. As re p o rted in pre v i o u s
n ewsletters, RMI is coordinating an ad-hoc
e f f o rt, called the Systems Group on Fo re s t s ,

to explore the underlying causes of unsustain-
able forest practices, which are partly due to
the same sort of fla wed economics that the
h a rd-path advocates applied to energy. Like
fuel-miners, the forest industry still values its
a s s e t s — t rees—at their original, rather than
replacement, cost, and disre g a rds most of the
f o re s t s’ wider benefits. Leveling the playing
field in these respects would help re veal and
elicit better ways of satisfying the end uses
n ow met by wood.

How about transportation? Hi g h w a y
planners, like energy planners before them,
still tend to view trend as destiny: traffic will
continue to increase, so we should subsidize
it by building more and bigger highways.

Yet this trend may actually be on the
brink of re versing. Driving is now so under-
priced that its high demand may be as art i-
factual as was the heavy energy demand in
the old Soviet Union. The high costs of
sprawl are colliding with local gove r n m e n t s’
i n f r a s t ru c t u re budgets; commuters are begin-
ning to re a l i ze how much money and time
t h e y’re wasting behind the wheel; telecom-
munications are providing more access with
less mobility. Especially with congestion pric-
ing, today’s highway projects could be white
elephants 10 or 20 years from now. It may
sound far-fetched, but no more so than the
energy soft path did in 1976.

Yes, Lovins is an incorrigible optimist.
(RMI staff like to joke that “A m o ry thinks
he can run the world on a D-cell battery. ” )
But he was right about energy—or at least
m o re right than his critics. To the extent pol-
icy-makers listened to him, they avo i d e d
committing society to needless, ru i n o u s l y
costly supply-side expansions.

Can we apply the same thinking to avo i d
other such mistakes? Can we afford not to?

T hink back—those who can re m e m-
ber—to 1976. OPEC had stru c k
fear into the hearts of American

motorists. The nation was in the grip of
“s t a gf l a t i o n” as the 1973–74 oil shock
w o rked its way through the economy. Mo re
price hikes loomed. America was galva n i ze d
to act decisively to solve its “energy crisis.”

What to do? Mo re supply—of any kind,
f rom any source, at any price—advised the
energy industries. Policy-makers concurre d .
This was, as President Carter would soon
d e c l a re, “the moral equivalent of war. ”

That fall, 29-year-old Amory Lovins pub-
lished “Energy Strategy: The Road Not Ta k-
en?”. He proposed a “soft path” of effic i e n c y
and appropriate-scale re n ewable energy
s o u rces, as contrasted with a complex, cen-
t r a l i zed, inefficient energy system based on
fossil and nuclear fuels—the “hard path.”

Appearing in Fo reign Affairs just two
months before the presidential election, the
p a p e r’s central thesis touched a nerve with
the energy priesthood. In d u s t ry exe c u t i ve s
and consultants lambasted Lovins in print.
The Edison Electric Institute devoted an
e n t i re issue of its magazine to slamming the
a rticle. Congressional hearings we re held. 

But if the denunciations we re meant to
strangle the soft path at birth, they backfire d .
The article became re q u i red reading, and the
ensuing debate spelled the beginning of the
end of the hard path.

NO CLOT H E S

“The Road Not Ta k e n” re vealed that the
supply-at-any-cost doctrine had no clothes.
Using the energy industry’s own data, Lov i n s
s h owed that there wasn’t enough money in
the economy to build new power plants at a
rate of one a day to heat uninsulated build-
ings and run inefficient factories. 

Instead of basing an entire policy on
i n c reasing supply, he wrote, let’s look more
closely at demand. People don’t want kilo-
watt-hours of electricity or barrels of oil, but
rather the “end-use serv i c e s” they prov i d e .
They want illumination, comfort, and

m o b i l i t y. The trick is to satisfy those
demands in the most efficient way—which,
barring market distortions, will also tend to
be the cheapest way. This “e n d - u s e / l e a s t -
c o s t” approach has since become a standard
tool in RMI’s analysis of all re s o u rce issues.

But, Lovins continued, it’s not enough
just to seek the optimal amount of energy.
It’s also necessary to match the scale, quality,
and source of energy supplied to the end use
demanded. For example, electricity generated
by central coal- and nuclear-powe red plants
is mismatched with about 93 percent of all
end uses: electricity is simply too valuable to
justify for low-grade uses like space heating,
and producing and distributing it on such a
grand scale is inherently wasteful and risky.

Though much misunderstood, Lov i n s’s
soft path focused first on achieving gre a t e r
e f ficiency through “technical fixe s” such as
better insulation and windows, passive solar
design, and cogeneration (making electricity
along with industrial heat). The shift to
“s o f t” technologies—those that are both
re n ewable and appropriate in scale and quali-
ty—was seen as a long-term goal. 

L ovins contrasted the hard and soft paths
in two graphs of energy supply patterns for
1975–2025. Though his critics often con-
s t rued the soft-path graph as a pro j e c t i o n ,
L ovins himself was careful to describe it as a
p roposal. It wouldn’t necessarily come to
pass, but it could if chosen and pursued. And
since it was preferable to the hard path, it
was worth trying to make happen. 

S TORMING THE GAT E S

L ovins was not a dispassionate critic. He
was known as an ardent opponent of nuclear
p owe r, and with some justification the ener-
gy establishment saw “The Road Not Ta k e n”
as anti-nuclear. Young and at times arro g a n t ,
L ovins seemed to relish the role of the out-
sider storming the gates. Then, as now, he
p resented a provo c a t i vely different vision of
h ow things could be, and stuck to his guns.

All this earned Lovins a reputation as a
radical idealist and an irresponsible tro u b l e-

m a k e r. His critics accused him of stacking
the deck to make the hard path look costlier
and the soft path cheaper. They said there
was far less scope for efficiency than he
claimed, and that gains would only come at
the expense of economic growth and stan-
d a rds of living. They charged that soft tech-
nologies didn’t exist, or couldn’t work, or
we re uneconomic.

But 20 years on, Lov i n s’s position has
been largely borne out: 
• The hard path’s great white hope—

nuclear power—has proved far more
e x p e n s i ve than anyone (even Lov i n s )
imagined. Electricity from fossil fuels has
gotten cheaper, but the cost of many
re n ewable energy technologies has fallen
e ven faster. Shell Group Planning now
considers plausible a scenario of mainly
re n ewable energy use by 2050.

• The scope for efficiency has, if anything,
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IT WAS TW E N TY YEARS AGO TO D AY …
The Paper That Ga ve RMI Its Ma rching Orders Remains Re l e vant and Ti m e l y
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Total U.S. energy demand is running even lower than what Lovins envisaged in his 1976 “soft path”—one-
third lower per dollar of real GDP. The widening gap between actual total demand (the uppermost blue line)
and official forecasts (the dashed black line) represents savings from improved efficiency. However, Lovins’s soft
path can’t be exactly compared with actual demand, for two reasons: being a proposal and not a projection, it
dismissed nuclear power entirely; and its “soft technologies” category excluded certain pre-existing large-scale
energy sources (mainly hydroelectric), making it slightly incompatible with “renewables” as tracked here from
o f ficial data.

R M I Ca t a l o g
The 1997 RMI Ca t a l o g is now ava i l a b l e .
Call, fax, or e-mail us for a free copy. Yo u
can also view it and order publications
f rom our Web site (http://www. rm i . o r g ) .

20 YEARS ON THE SOFT PAT H



We’re grateful to the 300-plus re a d e r s
who took the time to fill in the survey in
the previous new s l e t t e r. The results we re
e x t remely useful and gratifying. We
learned a lot about what you like and
d o n’t like, confirmed hunches about how
we could improve the new s l e t t e r, and got
g reat new ideas we hadn’t thought of.

Most readers seem to like the new s l e t-
ter as is. Many specifically commented
that they appreciate its brevity in an age of
information overload, and urged us not to
pump up the page count or go glossy.
( Do n’t worry, we won’t . )

When asked what they’d like to see
m o re of in the new s l e t t e r, readers pum-
meled us with suggestions. The most fre-
quent request was for more practical tips
on making one’s home or lifestyle more
sustainable. We hope the new “Ask RMI”
re a d e r s’ query column (page 5) fills this
g a p. Other top vote-getters: more infor-
mation on how to get invo l ved, follow -
ups on past articles, status re p o rts on
ongoing projects, and analyses of failure s

(not just successes). We’ll be looking into
h ow we can take on board these and
many other ideas, space permitting.

As for what they’d like to see less of,
quite a few readers singled out our list of
donor names. Whoops—this issue lists
m o re than ever! But there’s a good re a s o n
those names are there. Printing them in
the newsletter is the least we can do to
a c k n owledge the generosity of the people
whose donations make our work possible.

Se veral people also rebuked us for “s e l f -
p r a i s e” and “bragging.” We hear yo u .
True, we’ve done it again a bit in this

issue, owing to the 20th annive r s a ry of
A m o ry Lov i n s’s Fo reign Affairs a rticle, but
we promise to be more humble in the
f u t u re. A few others said they’d like to see
less technical content, but since just as
many said they’d like to see m o re, the bal-
ance is probably about right as it is.

We also asked re a d e r s’ opinions about
the suggested minimum donation and the
possibility of RMI’s becoming a member-
ship organization. Those issues we re put
to the RMI Board after this new s l e t t e r
went to press. We’ll re p o rt back on them
in the next new s l e t t e r.
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Last ye a r, more than 70 Navy personnel attended two
i n t e n s i ve building design workshops led by RMI’s Gre e n
De velopment Se rvices (see Summer 1995 Ne w s l e t t e r) .
The Navy then applied what it learned to eight pilot
p rojects—and invited RMI back to judge their success.

RMI staff who re v i ewed the designs gave most of them
an A for arc h i t e c t u re and a B+ for integration of design
and environmental re s p o n s i veness, but only a C for
mechanical engineering. Value-engineering techniques
we re sometimes applied piecemeal—that is, to individual
p a rts of a building, rather than to the whole system—
leading to “p e s s i m i z i n g” lifecycle costs and performance. 

But the Na v y’s request to be graded shows a com-
mendably strong commitment to the principles of sus-
tainable design, one of which is feedback. If yo u
m e a s u re how a building actually performs and compare
it with expectations and with realistic baselines, you can
learn what works and what doesn’t, and you can contin-
uously improve the design process. Si m i l a r l y, by having
RMI assess the designs before breaking ground, the
Navy will be able to gauge objectively how much its
facilities staff have learned, and learn to correct design
p roblems before plans are cast in concre t e .

Grading the Na v y

S U RV EY RESULTS

RMI’s newest staff members (left to right): Michelle Sinsel, administrative
assistant for Green Development Services; Chris Lotspeich, senior research
associate and executive assistant to the research director; and Carrie Scholl,
receptionist/housekeeper. And a fond farewell to Danny Kermode, Robert
Alcock, and summer interns and volunteers Jason Czaja, Kim Kernan,
Swapna Sundaram, and Prema Trettin.

A surprising 39 percent of re a d e r s
responding to our survey said they’d pre-
fer to re c e i ve the newsletter electro n i c a l l y,
rather than on paper. Of those, nearly
t h re e - q u a rters requested an email message
notifying them when each new edition of
the newsletter had been posted to our
Web site. Re l a t i vely few said they wanted
to re c e i ve the newsletter itself by email.

So, starting with the spring issue,
we’ll send out email notices to anyo n e
who wants them. There will be no
charge for this service. If yo u’d like to be
put on our electronic mailing list, please
send us a message at <ord e r s @ r m i . o r g > .
If you already provided your email
a d d ress on the surve y, we’ll be contact-
ing you short l y.

RMI Newsletter On l i n e

Kate Mink



Here are the highlights of RMI’s year:

Tra n s p o rt a t i o n
❧ Published a revised and expanded edition of

Hypercars: Materials, Manufacturing, and Pol-
icy Implications, a 450-page design primer and
technology assessment of ultralight hybrid
v e h i c l e s .

❧ Published other technical papers on hypercars
and made presentations to major conferences
and to many other industrial and policy
venues in North America, Europe, and Japan.

❧ Became more involved with the Partnership
for a New Generation of Vehicles, briefin g
both private- and public-sector members.

❧ Explored how hypercars could accelerate the
commercialization of hydrogen fuel cells, the
distributed utility, and the hydrogen economy.

❧ Further expanded hypercar collaborations to
include nearly all the major U.S. and Euro-
pean automakers, as well as plastics, aero-
space, and electronics fir m s .

❧ Initiated a scenario planning exercise on how
automakers can shift to advanced-composite
b o d i e s .

❧ Launched “Omissions,” an employee incen-
tive program to encourage carpooling and
public transit use.

❧ Helped local citizens and governments devel-
op alternative transportation proposals for our
own Colorado valley.

Green De ve l o p m e n t
❧ Wrote Green Development: Integrating Ecology

and Real Estate, a guide for real-estate profes-
sionals to be published in 1997.

❧ Reviewed the design of eight green buildings
for the U.S. Navy, offering feedback to
improve the new design process RMI
launched in 1995.

❧ Negotiated contracts for four large buildings,
which will be the subjects of a multi-year
study to test how performance-based design
fees can help create energy-efficient buildings.

❧ Participated as a non-equity partner in the
Meritt Alliance, a consortium to develop
s u p e r e f ficient large commercial buildings. A
pilot building in Chicago is now in the fin a n c-
ing stage.

❧ Consulted on green designs for new eco-com-
munities in Arizona and Virginia, the Nation-
al Museum of the American Indian in
Washington, the 2000 Sydney Olympics,
affordable housing for Habitat for Humanity,
and three Monsanto facilities complexes.

Co r p o rate Su s t a i n a b i l i t y
❧ Coordinated the Systems Group on Forests’

nine task forces exploring profitable ways to
make the global forest industry sustainable.

❧ Advised numerous chemical, manufacturing,
utility, oil, and other companies and the Con-
ference Board on strategy and practice.

❧ Collaborated with Paul Hawken on N a t u r a l
C a p i t a l i s m, a revised and expanded version of
Factor Four to be published in 1997.

Economic Re n e w a l
❧ Published a completely revised and expanded

third edition of The Economic Renewal Guide.
❧ Conducted Economic Renewal seminars and

follow-up visits in four states, and made pre-
sentations on community growth and sustain-
able economic development in two others.

❧ Assisted in a Department of Energy effort to
foster sustainable development in newly creat-
ed federal “empowerment zones” in six cities.

❧ Helped the U.S. Forest Service establish a way
to measure sustainable development in rural
c o m m u n i t i e s .

Water & Ag r i c u l t u re
❧ Published “Water 2010: Four Scenarios for

21st-Century Water Systems,” summarizing
the results of a scenario planning exercise
sponsored by EPA.

❧ Launched RMI Water Associates, a new con-
sulting service on water effic i e n c y .

❧ Presented a paper at the Sixth Annual Stock-
holm Water Symposium.

❧ T e s t i fied against a proposed dam expansion in
British Columbia.

❧ Consulted on projects for the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and the Czech government.

❧ Participated in conferences of the American
Water Works Association and Public Offic i a l s
for Water and Environmental Reform.

En e rgy
❧ Prepared “Good Things In Small Packages,” a

paper and presentation on the hidden eco-
nomic benefits of decentralized electric
resources, due out in early 1997.

❧ I n fluenced state and federal officials and utility
executives in sensibly restructuring the elec-
tricity industry. 

❧ Helped a Hawaiian citizens’ group to block a
proposed power plant on an undeveloped
coast, and to implement cheaper effic i e n c y
and renewables instead.

❧ Addressed audiences in Russia, Ukraine,
Japan, Mexico, and many Western European
countries on energy effic i e n c y .

Facilities & Opera t i o n s
❧ Raised $1.5 million to purchase a half-interest

in the nearby 957-acre Windstar property in
order to preserve the land, protect its major
elk herd, and provide RMI with a permanent
home. The land is now protected and the pur-
chase should be completed by year-end.

❧ Renovated existing office and storage space at
Windstar and consolidated all major staffs
into that space.

❧ Convened a distinguished scientific advisory
committee to guide the Windstar land’s eco-
logical restoration (funding being sought).

❧ Upgraded RMI’s headquarters building, staff
housing, and photovoltaic systems.

Co m m u n i c a t i o n s
❧ Publicized and marketed key RMI books and

papers, and filled thousands of orders for pub-
l i c a t i o n s .

❧ Organized fund-raising events and coordinat-
ed publicity for RMI’s capital campaign.

❧ Upgraded RMI’s presence on the Internet by
redesigning the RMI Web site (in progress),
posting many more publications to the site,
setting up a secure server for online 
donations, and simplifying the address to
http://www.rmi.org. 

❧ Created a list of frequently asked questions
about RMI, to be made available online.

❧ Fielded an average of over 200 queries a week
by telephone, letter, and email.

❧ Showed RMI’s facility to over 1,000 visitors.
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1996: THE YEAR IN REV I EW
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SECURING THE FUTURE CAMPA I G N
1995–96 GIFTS AND PLEDGES (as of 31 August 1996)

RMI appreciates the
generosity of all the
anonymous donors.

LAND LEGACY 
CIRCLE

$100,000 and over

Anonymous gift in honor of the
wisdom of the grandparents’
generation, notably Farley
Sheldon and Miriam & Gerald
Lovins

Gates Foundation
Great Outdoors Colorado 

Trust Fund
John D. & Catherine T.

MacArthur Foundation
Pitkin County Open Space &

Trails

P H I L A N T H R O P I S T S
$50,000 to $99,999

Hunter & Amory Lovins
Susan & Ford Schumann

GUARANTORS
$25,000 to $49,999

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

BENEFACTORS
$10,000 to $24,999

Susanne B. Bush
Dorine & Seymour Levine
Lee Eng Lock
Carol Noyes
Tina Robinson & Irvin C. Bupp
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

SUSTAINERS
$5,000 to $9,999

Drs. Mary & John Frantz
Ruth Kapes
Michael Stranahan
Dyan Zaslowsky & 

Michael Edesess

SUPPORTERS
$2,500 to $4,999

Wayne Cogswell
Rosamond A. Dean
Robin Henry
Susan Krivin & 

David Ohanesian
Judith Moffatt
Hensley & James Peterson
Robert J. Schloss 

PATRONS
$1,000 to $2,499

Jim, Regina, Becky, & 
Logan Bock

Robert M. Boyar
William Browning
Annie Cooke
Richard C. Goodwin
Esther & 

Richard H. Goodwin, Sr.
Richard L. Jentgen
Gary Mullard
Anthony P. Pennock
Mariann Quinn
Cathleen & Peter Schwartz
Frances Tyson

SPONSORS
$500 to $999

Barbara & David Butler
Victor Daniels
Lucy Fellowes, in memory of

N.A. Fellowes
Richard C. Goodwin
Gary Mullard
Barbara & Daniel J. Packard
Mark M. Paulsen, M.D.

FRIENDS
$100 to $499

David J. Allee
Alpine Bank
Dorothy Anderson
Lorraine Anderson
Ingrid Antony
Mary & Richard Ash
Nancy & Tom Atchison
Christine A. Asher & 

Mark R. Campbell
Aspen Camp School 

for the Deaf
Aspen Wilderness Workshop
Monica M. & Paul Bancroft III
Jacque Battle & David Frank
Judith Bernard & Michael Fain
John L. Boehne
Jean & Ernest Boyce
Cheryl & Ralph Braden
Cabell Brand
Ellie Brickham
Shelley Burke
Annie Chappell
Joe R. Chovan
Amy A. & Paul Clark
Dr. & Mrs. John B. Cobb, Jr.
Sally & Joseph Conklin
P.T. Costin
David Cutler
Robert Dawyot
Hans Dumoulin, M.D.
Katie & Brad Dunn
Fred Elmer
Peter Ewing
Judy & Kenneth Foot
Carol Gault
Sara & Eugen Goin
Sarah Groves
Sonia Ruth Weinstock Hamel &

Jean-François Hamel
Shawn & Dustin Harris
Rick Heede
Edward H. Helm
Susan Helm
Anne Hillman & 

George E. Comstock
Robin & Mike Hoy
Patricia A. Huberty
Michael P. Hydro
Dana L. Jackson
Sarge Kennedy
Peter Kilkus
Michael Kinsley
Terry Kinzel
Sam Kjellman
Konrady Plastics
Gari Krogseng
Dr. & Mrs. Patrick T. Lally
Jean M. & Walter R. Lamb
Carol & Thomas Lamm
Carol R. Langner & 

Fritz Fritschel
Peggy Lauzon & Tim Kelly
Wolfgang Lechleitner
Lowell Lebermann
Elaine & Robert LeBuhn
Robert Levin, M.D., J.D.

Wendy Loren
Ethel Lossing
Sam Luxton
Margaret & Daniel Lynch
Myron A. Mann
John J. Maxwell
Margarita & Donald Metzger
Peter Miller
Peter H. Miller
Kate Mink
Peggy & Barry Mink
Johnny M. Mullen, in memory

of Benjamin Mullen
J.D. & V.R. Newbold
Morris J. Nicholson, M.D.
Ann Richards Nitze
Barry Northrop, in memory of

Stan Niemczycki Sr.
Ed Nystrom, in honor of 

Kittie Spence
Patricia O’Connor
Avis R. Ogilvy
Overly Construction
Katherine M. & Paul Page
Virginia Parker
Glenda C. Pehrson
Gregory Penniston, D.C.
Susan Phillips
Andrew Quiroz
Red Hill Dezignz, Inc.
Jack Roberts
Steven Rothstein
Anita E. Russel
Gary Sabula
Marnie Schaetti
Mimi Schlumberger
Joyce & John Schwartz
Basil Seaton
Christine & Bill Shahan
Mary Jo & Robin Shaw
Burnette T. Sheffield
Dwight Shellman
Dr. and Mrs. Edward M.

Shepard
Sloan Shoemaker
Steve Shull
Luis Silva
Louise Singleton
James Skinner
Mary & Peter Smith
Victoria Smith
Stacy Standley
Gordon Stewart
Duncan Storlie
Michael P. Totten
John C. Twombly
Joanna Underwood
Mary Jane & Mike Underwood
Judy Waite, in honor of 

Carol Young
Tom Warren
Fred Weed
Margaret & William Westerbeck
Harry Wilker
Sam K. Williams

ASSOCIATES
$1 to $99

Jennifer & Paul Adams
Susan & Eric Anderson
Michael P. Andreyuk
Janie Arnold
Nancy & John Artz
Mary-Lane Baker
Paul Barnes
Diane Pitcher Bedell
Edward G. Beeley
Dominick Belardo
Edward L. Bennett

Michelle A. Berkowitz & 
Anthony Leofsky

Carol & Robert Bertrand
Bart Bickle
Cheryl L. Birdsall
Rebecca A. Biscaro
Lesly Black & Vance Lemley
Alan L. Boyer
Margaret & Thomas Bradylong
Margot A. Brauchli
Sally & Dick Brigham
Bill Brooks
Emily & Sylvester Brown
Lawrence Bruk
Bob Burrow
Bradley W. Cameron
Beverly A. Campbell
Jennifer & Jim Cantele
Kathryn & Jefferson Carleton
Bob Carpenter
Linda & Kit Caspar
Joy M. Caudill
Cynthia & Roy Chamberlin
Norene O. & Thomas W. Chase
Victoria S. & John F. Clancy
Theresa E. Collins, in honor of

Katherine G. Collins
Kurt J. Conger
John Connell
Elaine S. Cook & 

Zhahai Stewart
G. Allen Cook
Mary Lou & Courtney Cook
Peter B. Cook
Patricia A. Cooper
Nancy H. & Joe B. Corpening
Sherilyn J. Coulter
Jacqueline R. & 

Douglas D. Crockett
Jill Curran
C.W. Dahlgreen
Raymond Davi
Catriona Davies & Dean Kubani
Lawrence Davino
Don Dean
Lynnette Debell & Michael Grier
Lynda C. & John E. delNero
Paul DeMaio
Displays for Jewelry
William W. Durrell
David G. Eber
Eric C. Eldering
Carolyn Eldred & Dennis Krug 
Elyse Elliott & 

Jeremy Bernstein
Marion & Merritt Elmore
Thomas J. Elpel
John M. Ely, Jr.
Kim T. & Marshall Evans
Donna Feiner
Douglas J. Fink
Elizabeth Nystedt Fletcher &

Richard A. Fletcher
Kim & David Floria
Carolynne Foltz
Susan O’Terra Foster
John J. Fritz
Ray V.D. Gerhart
Cheryl Lynne Gersch
Mark Gibson
JoAnn Glassier
Alice & George Gless
Marshall Glickman
Martha Sue & Louis Goldman
Bobby Grayson
Kate Greenspan & 

Steven Epstein
Wesley A. Groesbeck
Diane Hall
David M. Halpern
Richard Hathaway

Shirley Hathaway
Linda L. Heald
Patti J. Hecht
Carol G. & 

Tony E.C. Henderson
Carl L. Henn
Molly Hiatt
Barbara Hibbard
David Hiser
Arvid Hogen
Patricia A. Huberty
Michael P. Hydro
Rob Hyks
David W. Inouye
Katia & John Jacobs
John Jeffries
Jane & William Jennings
Eric D. Johanson
James G. Jones
Patricia & Robert Jones
Dana Judy
Irene & Al Juvshik
Debora & Keith Kaback
Loretta & Allan Kiron
Kenneth Klacik
Stacie A. Knapp
Jeffrey P. Knight
Dinah Koehler, in honor of

Isabelle Headrick & 
Michael Horewitz
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RMI water specialists Richard
Pinkham and Scott Chaplin traveled to
Sweden in August to give presentations on
scenario planning and water utility part-
nerships at the Sixth Annual St o c k h o l m
Water Symposium, thanks in part to a gift
f rom Michael Stranahan. 

Six hundred delegates from more than
80 countries discussed strategies for pro-
viding clean, reliable drinking water to the

w o r l d’s 5.5 billion people. Un d e r s t a n d-
a b l y, but unfort u n a t e l y, part i c i p a n t s
seemed interested mainly in large-scale
strategies for increasing supply—effic i e n-
c y, which RMI has helped put high on
U.S. water authorities’ agendas, was little
discussed. Yet efficiency is a vital tool in
l e veraging any water strategy, Chaplin
notes, since it enables scarce deve l o p m e n t
funds to be stretched that much furt h e r.
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be reclaimed and managed intensively as
habitat for wildlife species forced off other
lands. Se c o n d a r i l y, it will be managed for
l i vestock and for such passive re c reation as
hiking, horseback riding, and cro s s - c o u n-
t ry skiing.

As the human population incre a s e s ,
land—perhaps more than any other
re s o u rce—will have to be used more effi-
c i e n t l y. At Wi n d s t a r, RMI hopes to show
h ow managing private land to serve both
e n v i ronmental and social needs can
i n c rease its value and ecological richness.

Assisting in this will be a scientific advi-
s o ry committee that includes Allan Sa vo ry,
an expert in sustainable rangeland manage-
ment. The advisory committee toured the
Windstar land this summer, and will
re c o n vene as needed to draft re c o m m e n d-
ed practices for the land. 

A wetlands re p o rt has been commis-
sioned, and a county biologist is conduct-
ing a baseline biological assessment. RMI
and Windstar volunteers have constru c t e d
a nature trail along the main valley flo o r,
rebuilt a small dam, and begun re m ov i n g
thistles. Mo re extensive restoration work ,
possibly including the planting of native
s h rub willows to enhance alpine we t l a n d s
and provide more wildlife cove r, will begin
next summer.

If you have a question, want a bro c h u re ,
or would like to help, please contact RMI
Exe c u t i ve Di rector Hunter Lovins or
Campaign Coordinator Judy Mo f f a t t .

SECURED     from page 1

The Windstar land purchase opens
up new horizons for RMI, including the
chance to teach children about the land
and RMI’s work through the Wi n d s t a r
Land Conserva n c y.

This fall, environmental education
c o o rdinator Lysa Usher launched a series
of half-day courses for local students,
and in the future she hopes to offer oth-
er day programs for school groups fro m
f a rther afield. Ideas for a summer envi-
ronmental education day camp and a
“ Rocky Mountain Summer In s t i t u t e”
for adults are also being considere d .

To create an indoor space for ye a r -
round educational programs, Usher and
Jeanie Tomlinson, the Windstar Fo u n-
d a t i o n’s program coord i n a t o r, have their
sights set on conve rting Wi n d s t a r’s old
g a rden shed into a learning center. The
c l a s s room will be solar-powe red and will
p rovide another point of interest for the

h u n d reds of visitors touring RMI and
Windstar each ye a r.

Howe ve r, the project is unfunded, so
t h e y’re hoping to furnish the new class-
room with donated materials and equip-
ment. He re’s a list of items needed:
• television monitor and VC R
• books and videos on children and the

e n v i ro n m e n t
• a rt supplies
• large floor cushions
• chalk board and/or dry erase board
• b i n o c u l a r s
• s n owshoes (childre n’s size s )
• Po l a roid cameras/fil m
• pellet stove (to heat the classro o m )
• l ow - VOC paint (various colors)

Items may be new or used, but
should be in good condition. All offers
will be greatly appreciated! In part i c u l a r,
let us know if you think your employe r
might be willing to donate materials.

Ly s a’s Wish Li s t

Water for the Wo r l d

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