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December 17, 2000
Tucson, A2

New coal technologies could lower utility costs

By Richsrd Y. Newcamb
tility deregulativn hus
U ralsed public concerns
about meeling the demunds
for eleciricity at reasonable wost In
growing states such as Arizona with-
out the use of coal,

In some parts of Callfornis, home:
owners are paying more than twice
as much per kilowal hour as they
did a year ago.

Yet, at the same tima,
envlronmenuu concerns
have brought some peo-
ple to the extreme of OPIN
oppusing the uss of fossll
fuels to provide electricity, deact):
vating the coal-fired plants which
provide the cheapes| power in Lthe
Southwest,

Coal toray \s the only energy

. resowce readily available tn large

supply 10 meel Arizona's Increasing
demund for power, which continues
to grow st a rate of 3 percen| annual-
ly. In the quest {or clean power al
reusotuable prices, meeting hoth of
theve concarna seems impasaible.
However there are promising
green ool solutions. Reasarch
underway &t Arizona’s universities,
such as University of Arizona Col.

lege of Bngineering, and the national
luboratories, such s Lus Alamaos,
condirm the existencs of innovative
solutiona in the form of low- and
zero-emissiony clean coal (ZEC) tech-
nologles.

The succeas of technical change in
fowering sulfur und nitrogen dioxide
emissions iy well dernonstrated. By
using clean-coal tecinologles, over-
all ernissions in the United
States have been cut In half
since 1970, even as cual-
based electricity has near-
ly tripled.

Some of the credit for
thls goes to the unjveraities. The
UA’s Callege of Englneering faculty
has been ot the forefront of research
reducing emissions of sutfur dlox-
ides and nitrogen oxides.

True, global buildups of carbon
dinxide as greenhouse gasses pose
an unresuitved potential probiem.
However, on this front, too, technical
change promises a solution.

A consortiumn of U.S. and Canadi.
an coal producers and utilities has
Joined the Los Alaruos National Lab
oratories in establishing the Zero

mission Coa) Alliance (ZECA).

Thelr research demonatirates the

possibility of et least doubling the
net efficiency of coal-based power
generation while at the same tirne
producing a stream of carbon dioy-
{de that can be safely and perina.
nently sequestered underground

The hydrogen.eleciricity produc-
tion process is capable of convert-
Ing coal by gasification into hydro-
gen via a high-temperature solid-
oxtde fusl cell without creating
either intolerehle abi pollution or
greenhouse emissiona, The gasif-
catlon reaction requires no heat
{aput,

The consortium’s {ive-year target
{s to bulld a pilot plant to establish
the conunercial efliclency of ZEC
using soft coals. Curreht work indi-
cates Lhat eleciricity can be genarat-
e at no more than one cenl per kilo-
watl-hour over the cost of conven-
tional coa)-{ired power.

if extrapolated to the “greening” of
all classes of coals, the country could
doub)e or triple its current bum of
one bdilllon {ons per year (or a centu.
ry without significantly increasing
I8 electric power cos! per hour.

Applications to transporiation are
equally feasible, ZBC strolarly
reduces ths nead for nuclear power,

with Ity reactor safety and waste dis-
yoyal problemns,

The implications in all of this for
Arizona are significant. Our state

. has both & well-establishad coal

industry and a repulation for clean-
coal ressarch at its universities.

1t would be unwise (o noglect the
promise of ongolng research regard-
ing coal gasification technologles,
especlally In light of thelr success to
date in mitigating air poliution.

For Arizona, the beoefll/cost ratio
of mitigation via coal ressarch has
been demonstrated to be significant-
Iy higber than that of subsidies to
encourege wind power and solar
ensrgy use, to convert sutomobdiles
(o natural gas and electric batteries.

With regard (o gresnbouse gas
emissions, the prudent approach
continues to be increasing Minan:
cial support for research at the uni-
versities and the national laborato
ries. Tho stakes for Arizoas, our
country and the world are vcry
high indeed.

9 Richard Newcomb i3 a professor in
the University of Arizona y depart.
munt of agriculture and resaurce oo
nomics. .
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Newark, NJ

More coal and nuclear power can ease shortages

BY DERJAMN STEVENSON
¢ has become one of the most funiliar
“Yefraing in epergy circies. Every time
the demand for electricity gobbies up
power reserves, as it did again this sum-
mer, afficials at the Pederal Energy 2egu-
Iotory Comniitsion assure us thal there is
little, perhaps nothing, to warry shout.
We've dealt with booming elecuicity
demand in previous years. the srgument
goes, and utilities ave st able to provide
power when i€ is ;oS needed — during
peak denand on hot sinnmer afternoons.
But {n recent years, spurred by the grow-
g economy and incresased refiance en
computers, wireless phones sad other
high<ech equipment, electricity demand
bas been increaging 2 to § percent a year,
while production has lagged.
Msenwhile, reserves have dropped to
below 1§ percent of generating capacky,
far below the 25 percens of a decade agu.
And as more states deregulaze and utlities
grapple With rising demand, there is Micely
to be less oppartunicy for New Jersey utit-

ties to0 buy pover from other regicas, put-
uzlﬂbmﬂlnmunﬂlanuun!
electricity gid i the mid-Atiantie won't be
lﬂbwhnuknnuaunnuhﬂnﬁdv
The dangers of o do-hothing pafizy on

generation are now doly oo evl- -

dectrelty

dent in Cal¥ornis, where electrictty thort-
ages led to hisckouts this sunmer and
powrer hills that are double and even tiple
what they were 2 year ago. Pears ef oven-

cause we have been very glow in buliding
new power plsmts.

‘The only wgy to generate large
amounts of electricty is to build plants
that une coal snd nuciesr power, but we
have stopped building them, and that's
dunmmuannuvkwu'edUnn

percent of cur electricity fram cosend on- -

clear pover.
nuhukuauMndmdnuu:m
low cost and great abundance. Ko longer
he dirty fsel of the past, coal ls baing
burned much cleaner, due 1o Inproved

poligtion-control technologies. Since 1978,
overal coal emissions in the Uniied States
hmhunaﬂnhﬁennuuﬂasm

power problems tn the short tenm, we can
tart making anart decisions. We peed to
become much more practical shout energy
because there is 5o perfect sobutica. For
the long hawl, we must begin to expand

the use of eoal end suclear poeer tn New

Jerzey. In electricity, os in paiitics, what

.mastters is loea) power. ’
DBenjomin Sievensan is associote profes-
- 2or of phyysics and suclear exgrgy at the New

Jursey Institule of Technology.
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:Serving Volusia And Flag

September 27, 2000

Daytona Beach, FL
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Norfolk, VA
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he other eye, we mightbaveper- -y oy prve sl power planty, Polith - - S0 bilda (Dot s ety
- ceived other harards righthereat * . g (IR PR PO B ::nlns:m,:mpm-?:

«.T:i'ﬁ, o Y estered
:The caly wayto generate large . .. qu ke
- T ounts of electricity is to build plants - - While
hmmwmw :&ameulmdnmm.but

S LA DO

WeSar ks on enviroamental izayor In San
Diega. She was formerty the assistant
. for environment_
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" Vircina Vieweoit .. ¢ ;I8
Bright future
EyMlk:omJ.McPﬁmon
r contirmed growing demand fit dectic
qhufpawedattwﬁonuibuﬂdmgmw .
: pover plants to help prevent brownout
and blackouts. Yet, govemment policymalrers oom-
tinue to ignore the present and future role of coal;
’ thenzﬂon'sNo.lpbwplimﬁxél,beamof@e ’
3 Rotion that all our country really needs is anersy
canservation and greater use af renewable energy
samcmdtuuolarandwin(!. - )
. wmummmmbmmmmm
ummmmnmmmwm )
of the economy, dus growth is completely dependent ana
- relisble and stable power sopply. Bzonomic as well ay .
environmental concemns must be taken o acconnt iy .
o ot e 5 0 hemdon,
e i85 0 America’s enetgy e
. dhhmmmmWSmumm,
ummwmmammm,
- —Emdunmmm&upmmem
) musm;mmwmo:a\ewmmgm ¥
Sedi Arabla does of the workds oll. We uge far more onl -

mdxymatwdmehmki:m—mdmlb&
) h}mamcwmmumpumu!m o

a’gmmlameme-mnmiccomwwmm
shlwmhmamkhpmmhgmpphnmrym
8 It some Jocations, bue thay are far wo dltute and vish
ahie to provide, 24 howss & day every dax the prodigiors -
l’mcmwm‘enagymededmmwwlpmlom
qlﬂm:ghumhblcmpdceﬂwmﬂunmlma

enegy. | T -

} Economic realities will enaure thet cosl remains a prs.
maryv-vzkisomeofm:mbr&n{mbkfnnn
Baumkaeauetommummeﬂmm PR
means of uifzing that fuel afficiandy, and with as Ilttle
aste ewnlssions as possibte. Major improvements in cllan
oxl technology have been achieved in recent yesr= U<,
<ol use hea doubled slnce 1677 wille snickestack - -
;’iom)uv:dmpedbydmuziﬂpem .
1 New and anproved coal combustion technologies have
helped make tiis possidle. Through their grester stfcien. -
&wm\eckyde coal gasification plants slply reduce

on diovide releasds. .

 But &1 che maat dcanatic developament 1o date,
cesearchers at Los Alamos Natlonal Laboratory have
dsveloped an tnnovarive tachnique o gasify cotl inco
hydrogen for uge in fvel ceils that generate electricity
SAthout enusing any air polluion. Carbon dloxide la eap-
taced and sobiclified 1o an inert minessl for suko digposal
underground The 2e10 Pinission Conl Alliance, a cogl
tion of coal companies and ufilities, seys this gesificatior
Jrocess would coat sbout a cent maove per Miowar hon
shen power produced by conventong coal-fired plants -
The coelition's gool is w tuild 5 pllot plant witn five
ears 10 demonsirate Uie process tog eventunl corumer

LI ST. (T

] he News & Aduance

September 10, 2000
Lynchburg, va

idea that o amouy

i Second, # puts to bed the arpament that

Sequestering carbon undergromnd
uwagummu
of effort to combat

- exthon emissions. This
Golling earth’s climate but which
namic consaquences for 3l

have:no chance of can- -
. would have cosiiy eco--
Americans. It is sensible - .
tecinalogy will aliow us w cantime to -
econoay while managing the level of waste”. -
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Gainesville, FL

windmil-"  jevel of use not ed

solar energy sentiment that they mm‘;:wm"wm
igtal . Spurred on by increased reli-
more electricity, - ance ‘on computers and other

. 1 - - devices .in our digital economy,
- Forty-six percent of the electric-  eloctricity demand has been
increasing 2 percent to 3 percent a
~‘cosl-fired power plants. These yesr, while elecmdt'yo
e has lagged.

Continued from 1G

Recent improvements in clean-
coal technology have buely
scratched the surface of what is

in  encourage blending cos) with
" rencwable, carbon-friendly wood -
_ chips. Used in the sams way, other

tormsolbmassmascenulose

conversiop
research at the University of Flor-

ida could lead n national effort for-

greenhouse-efficient strategies.

Anything the government can do
to Jick such ideas out of the labo-

the-art el ic insty

and controts and new lechnologls.
For example, plants that produce
electricity from gasified coal use
lgs water, produce fewer

" products and ‘more reusuﬂ

help fuel coal-fired plants, might
have more effect on global warm-
ing trends than all the government-
imposed regulations combined.
Not so far into the future, this

i gy Laboro-
tory at-the University of Florida in
Goi ille. :
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Asbury Park, NJ

Near-term power needs
depend on old sources

Coal, nuclear ge_neration
are vital to meeting energy goals

By BENJAMIN STEVERSON

t hos become one of the most familiar

refrains in energy circles. Every time
the demand for electricity gobbles up
power reserves, as it did again this sum-
mer, oflicials at the Pederal Encrgy Regula-
iory Commission assure us that there is
titthe, perhaps nothing, to worry about.

Wc'veda.kwlthboomh.decmcxyde-

bills that are doubie and even triple what
they were a yesr ago. Fears of eyen worse
shortages are rattling the Nartheast and
Midwest. The outiook is troubling because
e have been very siow in bullding new
powcr plonts.

The eleciricity drought has jts roots in

the 19703, when big, ncw base-load generat-:
ing plants had most of the natioa awash in
too much power. State regulators punished
the ntilities for their om!xuberame by
barring them from passing costs of unused
power o cusiomers, Such economic risks
offered litthe incentive to build generation
tacilities, especially since the North Ameri-

. can Electric Rellability Council estimated

in 1950 that demand for electricity would
grow 1.8 percent annuslly. Instead, it rose
an average of nearly J percent annually.
Now, with deregulation. New Jersey
electrical companies are expected to Invest
in gas turbine “peaking” units that may be
roquired only during periods of cxwreme de-
mand, with no ensured menns of recover-
ing their investinent cxcept by unposing
the cates that brings howis of protests.
Apart from the uncertainty thai deregu-
tation creates, utilities’ reluctance fo invest

encourage less consumption and more gro-
duction.

* The only way 1o generute lorge amounts
of electricity is to bulld plants that use coal
and nuclear power, but we have stopped
building them: That's sbortsighted. in New
Jersey, we ablain 98 percent of our glectric-
Hty from coal and ouclear power.

‘The basic attrection of coal remains its
low cost and greet adbundance No longer
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the dirty fuel of the past, coal Is being
durned much cleaner. due to improved pol-
lutioncontrol technologies Since 1970,
overall coal emissions in the United Stales
have becn cut In hall even as the amount
of coal-based electricity has pearly tripled.

What should be recognized is that clean-
coal technologies, such as plants using inte-

page 2

COUIE E2C COUMLYTON Lo¢ Aagoies Tiaet Syndicony

gruted combined cycles operating with syn-
thetic gas, emit less carbon diaxide into the
atmosphere, refative to current commercial
practica. These treakthroughs in coal tech-

¢ nology also control the polintants that peo-

duce acid rain and smog.
Granted, coal and nuclear power are

'mmemabmy}h\vk:uylulntb‘

O Benjamin Sievenson {3 associate professor
of poaics at the Neto Jersay Institute of
Technoiogy, Newark. .
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Roanoke, VA

Gasified coal could be a poltution-free fuel

New research could make coal the energy solution

Pparvent of our ration's slectricity pro-
ductiap, ©ah mciesr power a distant
sxcotd at 20 pereent. Almost badf of Vir-
Shs’s poarer is produced at cosl-fired
power phaaia.

Those ako orgee for U datdown of

" conl-lived piants scem a0 ignore the eco-

namie conseqaenses. Wind eoxt solar eo-
ergy hame a rule 1 providing seppiroren-
-umhmmunn
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Science

No longer the dirty fuel of the past, coal today
burns cleaner and more efficiently than ever before

by William B. Reed

{ oacerns about air quality bave
spawned new technologies
that burn coal cleaner and
more efficiently. By capturing
N chemicals that cause 2cid rain
andomoesmog.mmh:uhhxwghsm
caviroamental protection hold great value
for the United States and otber countries
- that rely beavily on coal for their energy
supply.

No loager the dirty fuel of the past, coal
today sets the competitive benchmari for
new “base-load™ power generation. Since
1970, overall coal emissions in the United
States have beea cut in half, even as coal-
based electricity has pearly tipled.

Yet enviroomentalists who claim that
greenhouse-gas emissions are respoansible
for global warming demand that we back
away from using coal They advocate
shifting to greater use of renewabie ener-
gY sources such as solar and wind power.
But replacing coal with uneconomical
reaewable sources is unwise and unneces-
sary, because it would result in electricity
shortages and cause serious economic
harm. Today solar and wind power com-
bined provide less than one-tenth of |
percent of the nation’s energy and are not
practical in most parns of the United
States.

Nearly two-thirds of the electricity we
use in Alabama is produced at coal-fired
plants. (Nearly 80 percent of the electrici-
ty used by Alabama’s electric cooperative

coasumers is produced by burning coal.)
Together with nuclear power’s contribu-
tion, these units serve us well, providing
affordable and efficient power that sus-
tains our state’s growing economy.
Ecocomic reality ~ not arguments about
(ostering “grecu pawer”™ with solar

devices and wind turbines - ought to

inform energy decisions that are vital to
Alabama and the pation. Because coal
accounts for 56 percent of the U.S. power
supply. any serious approach to green-
house-gas reduction must focus on
achieving further improvements in clean-
coal technology.

Because of the growing demand for
electricity to power our increasiogly digi-
talized economy, we use far more coal
today than at any other time in U.S. histo-
ry. The basic attraction of coal remains its
low cost and great abundance. And its
economic value is likely to become even
more pronounced as domestic oil and gas
reserves are steadily depleted and
hydropower stations axedqwmmlssnoned

. technology have

Improvements to
S== 0AL
barely scratched the surface of what is
possible. The Electric Power Research
Institute forecasts that elecrricity use in
the US. will rise a vet 250 billioa kito-
watt-hours by 2010, but that emissioas of
gas. will decline by 685 million tons. This
is due to steady, incrementnl changes,
year after year, from engineering break-
throughs in coal preparation, combustion,
waste cleanup and state-of-the-art elec-
Solid scicnce — pot hypotheticat risks
about climate change ~ cught to infarm
energy decisions. If, in fact, we are in 2
period of global warming and if man is
contributing to it and there is something
we can do to slow it down, then perhaps
we should act. But we should act intefli- .
gently.®

William B.
Reed

William B. Reed is
chairman of
System Controls
Inc., a design and
manufacturing
company in
Birmingham
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Get real! Taboo against coal clashes with facts

By JOHN W. WILSON
he oulcry over globe) warming has caist much-
needed attention on efforts 1o curtail greenhouse
a3 emissions from coal-fired pqwer plants. But in
the name of pmlccm;g the environment, there is & move
afoot In Congress (o shut down research under way ol
IR} Los Alamos National Laboratory and
b PR other scentific centers to develop
eminslon-free coal technology for
genersiing electricity In ihis country
3 and abroad. That m ded approach
would resull over the long term in
d increased atmospheric concentrations
ol greanhouse emissions, potentially
: damaging the very environmeni we
Wilson seek to prodect.

Those who disparage the use of coal ignore that it
accounts for 84 percent of Missouri's eleciricity
generation. Nationally, coal accounts for 56 percent of
our power supply, with nuclear power a distant second
8t 20 percent, while the promise of nonhydrorenewable
energy sources in ihe United Stales coniinues to recede
despite expensive, highly subsidized research and
development. The 1997 US. federal R&D investment per
thousand Wilowati-bours was only § cents for nuclear
and coal, 38 cents for oil and 41 cents for gas bul was
$4,769 for wind and $17,006 for solar photovoltaics.

Yel today wind and soler energy combined meel just
one-hundredth of one percent .S. ener,
requirements. This has not deterred the Clinton
edministration from raising public expeciations ebout

renswable resources. Energy secretary Blll Richardson is

pressing ahead with a plan 10 produce five
nalion's electricity from wind turbines by 2020.

Economic reality — not vague agreements about the
benefits of distribuled generalion and green power —
ought to Influence decisions vilal to the future of {he
United States and the world. .

We use far more coal loday than at any olher time In
our history, and the batic atiractions of cosl remain the

ent of the

: same — low cost and great abundance. In ferms of e,
, coal sels the competilive benchmark for new “base-load”

ower generation. And s economic value I¢ likely to
me more pronounced as domestic oil and gas

. feserves ase steadily depleted a0d nuclear power plants
- are decommissioned. ep( :

No longer the dirty fuel of the past, cosl ks being
burned much dunrz. due in part to the avallabliity of
emission-control systems. Since 1970, oversll coal ‘

;. emlssiont in the United Staies have been cut in half,

even as toal-based tlectricity has nearly tripled. That
little-known fact can drive environmenia lobbles (o
ction.

! distre

mptovements to date iit clean coal {echnology have
barely scratched the surface of what is possible. The
Electric Power Research Institute in P Alto, Cail.,
forecasis that eleciricity use In the United Stales will rise
& net 250 billion kilowalt-hours by 2010 but that -
emissions of carbon dioxide will decline by 685 million
tons. This Is due to steady, incremente] changes, year
after yeac, from engines: breakthroughs in cosl
preparation, combustion, waste cleanup and state-of-the-
art electronke instrumentation and controls,

1f the Unlted States depends so heavily qn coal, think

“about iis importance to less prosperous developing
couniries, “zid population passed 6 billlon in 139 and
is sull increasing.

Yet one-third of the world — 2 blition people — locks
sccess to electriclty and the econorcie development I\
can bring. The alternative is famins, poverty, disease,
bcx:\lmnen and poltlicat instability,

estimated 800 mumplc. mastly in developing
countries, suffer from ¢ malnutrition. Hall of the
world'’s population has ho access to sanlary tollets.
Electricity-driven economic development can solve these
problems. Acoess to fectricity can reducs Infant

{oster educational opportunities. Significant beneflis
could be realized within a single generation.
Electricity use woridwide ks ex to resch 60

trillion kifowatt-hours a year by 2030 — roughly four
times today's consumption. That roeams bringing new |
genenuting capacity on line at the rate of one base-load
ower plant every two days for the next 50 years. -
China end Indla will unquestionably use theic
vast indigenous coal reserves for power genareation since
the wideapread avallabillty of cheap eleciricity Is crucial
for thelr natlonal economic development, China alone
plasis to add 150 to 180 power plants per year for the
next two decades, about three-quarters of which wil} be
coal-fired.
Tha market implications are enormous. *The Uniied
States can play » major role in the growing International

markat for new genersting capacity b
! advanced ledmo‘l:g ror"lfunfn@ dm::lln:hm
| that will be needed over the next decades,” says Kust

mortality, improve sanliation, extend life expectancy and .

Wlﬁel‘. president of the Electric Power Research
Instéute, ' '

Since coal will account for the bulk of the world's
energy supply for et least the next 50 years, it's time (o
move from a heated debate sbout global warning to
developing economica) ways (o render coal
environmentally benign. We need 1o conceive of bold,
groundhreaking advances in lechnologies to ¢apiure and
store carbon dioxide and turn them into working
realities,

One model for action Is the Zero Emission Coal
Alliance. It combines the capabilities of U.S. and :
Canadian mining companies and electric utllities with
the scientific expertise of Los Alamos Nalional
Laboratory to demonstrate o process In the next five
years In which the net efficiency of coal-based power
gencration is af least doubled while not emitting any
greenhouse gases. The carbon dioxide is captured and
chemically tumed into a solid and inert mineral to be
permanently sequestered underground. It's a slerling
example of a private- and public-socior partnersh
where scientists and oiher fesearchers wark togel
lox;a:cli ; common goal.

eal headway is passible In the effort (o achieve .
glol:al ele riﬂ::ﬂonlnnd maintain a livable *
environment, but only if we use prectical technologies
and maintain a balanced mix of energy sources, lleume
L::mp the taboo and start haiming to live with clean

John W. Wilson is chalrman and rofessor of m|
engineering at the Universicy of ercoud-kolla.m nlog
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Technology aims at cutting coal emissions

8y C. JOHN MANN

An‘{ serjous approach to reducing
global warming ought to include
research into techniques that elimi-
nete greenhouse-gas bufldup from
coal combustion, Paramount among
the most promising ways to curtall .
greenhouse emissions is capturing
and “sequestering” carbon dioxide
underground. But Energy Secretary
Bill Richardson seems too wrapped
up in trendy renewable-energy sentl.
meat Lo tecognize this.

Instesd of directing government
research toward clean-coal technolo-
gies, Richardson is busily promoting
use of wind turbines Lo generate elec-
tricity. The notion of Great Plains
states becoming a “Saudi Arabia of
wind” may sound great on paper, but
simply lsn't practical. Electric compa-
nies have been trying to produce
cheap, renewable electricity from
wind for decades and, notwithstand-
ing recent advences in wind turbines
and government tax credits, have
obtained nelther a sufficiently small

rice nor adequate energy, except

ocally in Californis. One utllity has
calculated that to produce electricity
equlvalent to the oulput of a Jarge
coal, nuclesr for gas power plant
would require wind turbines covering
400 square miles,

Throughout the Midwest, we are
recording efectric.power demands not
expected until the next decade or
beyond. A robust economy, combined
with incrensing digital microproces-
sors that already account for 8 per-
cent of our nation's power consump-
tion, has created a demand for elec-

tricity that shortly will exceed our
capatity to generate it. In the critical
period ahead — the next two to three
decades — we ghall need all avallable
eneIgy regources, especially coal and
nuclear power, if we are Lo avold crip-
pling power shortages.

Uniil now, we have been sble to
avoid serfous er shortages only by
using electricity purchased frora other
regiong and Canada. But now, as
stales move to deregulate the electr-
cal industry, competition (or avallabie
power xuppiles is certain to grow.
‘Though new natural gas-fired power
glnnts help, utllities that depend

eavily on gas as a boller fuel face the
specler of declining domestic gas
reterves and greater codts, Wholesale
natura] gas prices have risen more
than 30 petcent (n the last yeay and
probably will continue to incrense.

These facts have not detecred the
Clinton administration from tuming
itg back on cosl, the energy resource
that currently tuﬂguea more than half
this nation’s electricity. The adminis-
tration has attached 8 poor priority to
research on fosgil fuels, and coal is
rarely discussed amid all the fsshion-
able angst about earbon emissions.

Noatethelegg, U, 8. coal use hiag dou-
bled since 1077 whereas smokestack
emisiions have decreased by about 30
Eercen&. New and improved conl com-

ustion technologies have made this
gonlblc. Detegulation of electricity

@3 brought “baseload™ power plant
construclion to a virtual standsull
because utllities are making better uti-
izatlon of existing coal-fired plants to
meet electricity demand, Coal remains
the least expensive (osall fuel and is

abundant domestically Moreover, its
cost advantege ls likely to grow even
more substantial as prices of other fos-
sil Asels increase with diminishing sap-
plies. Consequently, older cosl planta
are being refurbished lor extended life
and cleager operations, These
upgrades belf make coal more alteac-
tive because they're being done much
fess expensively per kilowntt thao
bullding new naturel gas-fired or
nuclear plants,

Improvements in clean-coal tech-
nology have harely scratched the sur-
face of what I8 possible. The Electric
Power Research Institute In Palo Alto,
Calif., forecasts that electricity
demand will rise » net 250 billlon kilo-
watt-bours by 2010 but that emissions
of carbon dioxide, the Eﬂncﬂpﬂ een-
house gas released by human activi-
ties, will decline by 685 million tons
annually. This is dus to steady incre-
mental changes, year after year, from
engineering breakthroughs in coal
preparation, combustion, waste
cleanup and glate-of-the-art electron-
lo insteuments and controls,

Clean-coal technologies — a result
of cooperation between govemnment
and private Industry — use less woter,
produce smaller qualities of undesir-
sble waste products and more
reusable byproducts, and, through
grnter efficlency, contribute lesa car-

on dioxide to the atmosphere, These
new technologies also e emis-
sions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxddes, and other nouuhnts. The goal
is to reduce emissions virtually to zero,

_In the near future, a new technique
to capture and sequester casbon diox-
ide entirely undergraund in the coal

mine will be demonstrated, somethin
Lthat was considered imposaible anly
few yeurs ago. Researchers at Los
Alsmos National Laboratorsy have
developed this technology which
releases hydrogen from cosl to gener-
ate electricity and simultancously
captures carbon dioxide in a naturally
occurring solid mineral form that s
retumed to the mine. The Zero

Emi sion Coal Alliapce, a coalition of
coal companies and utilities, plans to
bulld a plot plan, within five years, Lo
demonstiste Lthe feasibllity of this
process for commertcial application,

Sequestering carbon underground
will shatter several current myihs.
PFirst, it will disprove the ides that
coal shoul not be used because of
flob-l wumlng. Second, it destroys

he argument that dictatorial com.
mand-and-conttol federal regulation
is necessary to reduce greenhouse-gar
emissions. Here, o solution that is
both praclical and economical will
have been found through regearch
snd 8 voluntary utilities-coal industry
effort to Umit emissions,

This is a logical and sensible
appronch to an environmental prob-
lem; not an erbitrary political regula.
Uon that would bave serfous econom.
ie consequences for our nation and
hes no chance ot tolving root causes
of the problent. Importantly, only new
technology will permit our economy
to continue its growth and continued
use of natural resources without dele-
terious effects.

C. John Mann is emer{lus professqr
of geology at the Univeraity of | llno?:

in Urbanao.

Sequestering carbon undergtound will shatter soveral current myths. Flrst, It will disprove the Idea that cosl
should not be used becauss of global warming, Second, It desiroys the argumont thet dictatorial
command-and-control federal regulation lo nocessary to raduce greonhouse-gas emisslons.
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Coal has bright future; don’t count it out

BY DAVID HENRY LUCAS

Imagine this: Greenhouse-gas emissions
from the burning of coa) are captured, solidi-
fied and deposited deep underground in aban.
doned mines. This is the dramatic B:uibﬂky
that 1eems not yet to have been glimpsod
the public in the discussion of the 8

threat of men-made global warming. If the
predictions of so-celled carbon “sequesira-
ton” are realized, it will mean a renalssance
for coal with profound economic and environ-
mentad benefits in its train.

Coal remains one of America’s critical fuels
for good reason. [t is importast to our energy
future because of its fow cost and abundance.
Our nstion possesses more than 240 billion
{ont of recoverable coal reserves: 23 perconi
of the world's total. On a percentage besis, the
United States has o greater endowmaent of the
world’s coal thas Ssudi Arabia does of the
world's ol

We use (ar more coal today than at any ime
in our history — more than 1 billion tons a
year. Coa) accounts far 36 percent of our
nation's electricity production, with nuclear
power a distant second at 20 percent. Ln South
Carolina, recent numbers show that coal pro-
vides aearly 40 percent of utility generation.
In Georgia, that aumber is 64 percent, and in
North Carolina it's 62.4 percant. Without conl,
we would not have enough electricity for our
homes and buginesses. Coal's economic value

s likely 10 become even more pronounced as
domestic oll and natural gas resorves are
steadily d and ouclsar plants are taken
out of ze by irrationed fears

Enviroomentalists who are determined to
shut down coal-fired planis soem to disregard
the economic consequencas of thelr actions.
Thoea who look to notural gas as & replace-
mant fuel igoore the fact that there io no
guarantee that r end pleotiful natural
g9 will last, Gos bave increased more
mwpeneulhlblutzaundmuhly
to keep riving. Whils wind and solar enorgy
may have a role io providing supp! 4
energy In some Jocations, they are far too
diluted and variable o provide, 34 bours o
day svery day, the prodigious amounta of
energy needed. ’

Major improvements in clean coal technal-
ogy bove beon achieved In recent years. U.S.
coal use has doubled since 1977 while
smokestack ernissions have dropped by about
30 percent. The new and improved coal com-
bustion technologies have belped to make this
possible. Through their greater efMiciency,
combined-cycle coal gasification plants
sharply reducs carboa roleasas.

In the most drarmatic development o dato,
Los Alaroos Nationa) Laboratory has devel.
oped an innovalive techniqus to gasily cos)
into hydrogea lor uze in fus! cells thet gener-
ate electricity without cawsing any air'polly-
tion. Casbon dioxids ls captured and eolidi-

(ied fnto u\dlnon wineral (or safe dispoaal

round,

The Zoro Emission Coal Alllance, a coali-
tlon of coal compeales and utilities, soys this
gasification ’m'l:o:r“&‘ cast about » cant
more per kilowatt 0n powor uced
by conveatiooa) coal-fired plants, ‘R:‘ coali-
tion's I8 to build @ pilot plant to demon-
strate it for eventual commercialization.

80 it turns out that there ore reasonable
solutions to the dire predictions of coal-
laduced global warming. Aad they don't
require bureaucratic command-and-control
goveraoment regulation. We are movin
toward that solution bocause of a researc

pro in which the coal industry and the
qu." arv taking steps to limit JZ. omis-
sions. This free-ealerprise spproach should
satlsfy sensible ecwlmumﬂuu. Develop-
(ng this new techaology will be axpensive for
the private sector. Reasonable incentives
should enable companiss to proceed with
eaviroomental recesrch and development.

In the Southeast, we cannol afford to risk
the sconomic consequencss of limiting coal
use. With the aew techaology it seems possi-
ble that we can bave inexpensive energy end
8 cleanar envirooment — tosetbar.

David Henry Lucas, o native of Greensbore
who now lives in Mount Plaasant, 5.C., is a
member of the board of directors of the South
Carolina Policy Coumcll, ‘
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Coal can remain in energy equation

BY MX
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avircomental concerns have nm
rise to new

mdmemuemudelmu By
chemicals that couse acid rain

nd ozone smog, these breakthroughs ia
clon«dlechmltholdumnlue(ot

the United States and othes counties.
No longer the dirt fuel of the past, coal
today sets the competitive benchmar”, for
“baseload” power generstion. Siace 1070,
mnmnwwmmmuwsm
have heen cut in hall. even as coal-based

ing to greater use energy
sources such as solar aud wind power.
Mmhuucodm&momul
rencwable sources is uawice and
mnmﬁdmntnclmm
ages and cause serious economic harm. To-
qy, solar and wind power combined pro-
lenﬂunun—lﬂhoﬂpetmofme
mhmﬂmmw
sources {n most pars of the United

m-dnuwtumlmeelmuwe
use in Arkansas is produced at
coal-{ired plants. with
mdur rs contribution,

nmmwll‘ro-

vldxnm’omuendem ont

power thal sunains our fates
economy.

Since coal accounts for more than halfof
the US power supply. sny serious

-
s e e

i€ econonyy,
2t apy time in US. history. The basic af-.

Guest writer

trattion of cosl rematus its low cost and

{ikely to become even more pranounced as
domestie oil and
fou e §AS resetves are steadily

Energy saperts forecast that coaly use
will worldwide,

fovecants
n tricityuseinthe US wilirise s
net 230 billion kilowatt bours by
2010, but that emissions of car-
bon dioxide, the

cleanup and

cvatrols.
Not o for into the Atture, there may even

Many
to be solved, but work on carbon
tnuouuudarmmm!l&.hpnm
other countries. For example, scientists at
Los Alamos National Laboratory in New
Mexico maiutain that it might be possible

geneoate electricity from coal
with very littie emission of any kind. The
m-uuamummwn
ereste

the pext decedes,
mmwmmumm
Power Rescarch Institute in Palo Alto,

'!hemttmd!whch-r
Electricity is the cieanest ond most efft-
concern

MK Moonder & 6 peofe d stience ot
NUmdAmﬂlﬂhm
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"WILLIAM SHUGHART

investment vital
to avoid electric
power outages

The paralysis

B that bas lately
| gripped capital

iovestmesnt {8 our

nation’s electric
power supply sy>
tem io raising the
prospect of power
shortages more

ments in energy clficiency, consump-
tiog has risen each yeas for the past five
years by 1.6 to 3.5 percent.
The implications of that kird of
deamnd for electricity are enormous.

internet fuels demand

tymhhdwthcu'lkwdnnulm
grown from ecsentially nothing 10
yexars ago to almost 8 peroent of total
US. dectricity consumption today —
more than the steed, pulp aad paper and
chemical industries combined.

By the year 2020 we will nced
160,000 megawatts of new capacity, or

the equivalent of 100 Large posrer plants.

hsmuntwmdmwehe
tricity eystem. What we are belatedly
discovering is that in the critical period
abiead we will necd all of our energy

resources, especially coal, if we are lo

me:ﬂhcnowin(duumt

Energy Secretary Bill Richardson
seexns too wrapped up in tready renew-
able encrgy sentiment (ar too woeried
about the nuciear secrets gooe miasing
on his watch) to recognize this,
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Federal govemment should not turn its back on coal

By C. JOHN MANN
Asy serions approach to
reducing global warming ought
-to include research into tech-
niques that elimisate greeo-
.-house-gus buildup from coal
cotabustion. Paramount among
the modt Promising weys to cur-
tall grecahouse emisaloas is
‘capturing and “se
carbon diexide un d.
But Energy Secretary Bill
Richardson scems (o0 wrapped
up in trendy renowableenergy
sentiment to recogrize this.
. Instead of directing govern-
ment research toward clean.
coa: techoologies, Richardsan is
-promoting use of wind turbines
‘to generste electriciry. The
‘notion of Great Plains states
becoming 2 "Saudi Arsbla of
wind" may seund grem, but sim-
ply st practical. Electric com-
panies have beea tryiag to

produce cheap, reaswable elec- -

. tricity from wind (or docades

- and, notwithstanding recent

' sdvunces in wind turblnes and

* government tax credks, have
obrained neither e sufficiently

. small price por adequate ener-

: .,.eu:epl locan) lncmlornla.

u produoe ocu-inty aquvn

GUEST COMMENTARY

Lent to the output of a large
coal, nuclear or gas power plant
would require wingd turbines
covering 400 square miles,

Throughout the Midwest, we
are recording slectric-power
demands not expected andl the
next decade or beyoud. A robust
cconomy, combined wihth
increaring digital microproces.
socs that alréady account far 8
pereent of cur nation’s power
cansumption, has created a
demand for electricity that
shortly will exceed our capacity
to generate it. In the next two to
three decades we shall need all
svailable energy resources,
especial coal and puciear
power, U weare to avoid crip-
pling power shortages.

Unul now, we have been able
to avoid serious pawer abort-
ages only by using electricity
purchased from other regions

and Canada. But now, as states
mova to deregulate the electri:
cal industry, competition {or
wuuble pwe- n.vpuel is cer-

alw ponr p hzlp.

nnr Mmmr. ltl un(

utilities that depend beavily on

-gas as & boiler fuel face the

specter of declining domestic
8A¥ TeseTves and greater caste
Wholesale natural gas prices
have risen more than 30 percent
im the last year, and probably
will coatisue to increase.

Theve facts have not deterved
the Qlinton admlnhu'lum from
Twrping its beck on eoal, the
energy resource that currently
supplies more than bal( this
nation's electricity. The admin-
istration has attached a poor
priority (o research on [ossi
fuels, and coal is rarely dis-
cusssd amid all the fashionable
angst about earbon emliaxians,

Nonetheless, U. S, coal use
bas doubled since 1977 whereas
smokestack emissions bave
dacreased by about 30 percent
New and improved coal cam-
bustion techaologies have sude
this possible. Deregulation of
electricity has brought “buse-
load™ povrer plart construction
10 a virtual standstil, because
utilides are making betrer use
of existing coal-fired plants 10
maeet alactriclty demand Coal
remains tha Jeast e.xpemiu lu—

advantage is l!hly to grow even
more a3 firices of other fossll
tuell fnerease with diminishing
Conttaguently, older
phnu are delng refur-
bisked for éstended life and
cleaner opeyutions. These
vpgrudas belp make coal more
attractive beeguse they're being
dooe much Joss expensively per
Klowett than'd pew oat-
ural gua‘fired ar muclear plants.
Lmprovements in clean-coal
technalogyibave barely
of what Is

possible. The Riectric Power
Research Institute in Palo Alto,
Calif., forecasts that electricity
demand will rise 250 billion
kilowani-hours by 2010 but that
emissions bf carbos dioxide, the
principal greenhouce gas
released by buman activides,
will decline by 688 million tons
anpyally. This is due to steady
Incremental changes, year after
yesr, lrom eagiseering bmk
throughs {n coal pre ‘ru-
combestion, weste cleanup and
state-of-the-art electronic
hgguments and coatrols,

Clean-coal technologies ~ a
ruull o{ mwrnﬂon between

' dus-

smaller qnudﬁu of undesgir-
obla waste products end more
rewsable byproducts and,
through greater efficiency, con-
tribute hn carbon dioxide 1o
the atmo e. Thege pew
tec| u sloo minimize
emiscions of sulfar dioxide,
pitrogen oxides and other pollu-
tants, The goal {s to reduce
enissians virtually to sero.

fa the near future, 2 new tech-
nique 10 capture and oequester
carbon dioxide under-

ground {n the coal wine will be
demuum'ctnd. something that
wos considered impossible cnly
8 few years age,

Researchers et Loz Alamos
National Laborstory have devel-
oped this tacknology that
teleases hydrogen from ocoal to
geaerate eloctricity and simul-
taneously captures cardoa diox-
jde bn a norurally ocowrring |
solid mineral form that {s
retrned to the mine. The Zero
Emiasioa Coal Alllance, a coall.
tion of coal companies and udl-
thes, plang to build a :uol plant
within (ive years to demon-
strate the feastbility of this
mu: for commercial applica-

dwulshmcaumum

prove tho idea that coal should
not be usad Inumd global

warming.

Seocond, ft desmya the azgu-
meat that dictatorial comemand-
and-control (dadmumﬁen is
Deoeasary to green-
bouse-gas omissions, Here o
solution that ia both practical
and ecanomical will havs beeo
found ressarchand o
voldntary utilities-coal indestry
affort to limit emissions.

This is a logical and pagoible
approach tean environmental
problem, oot 8 politizal regula.
don that would have ssrious
econamic consequences for our
natios, and has oo chanoe &t
BX::‘“ root causes of the prod-

Let's make oertain that legitd-
mate concerns about the envi-
ronment 4o not muddle what
remains an essentia) poiat: Coal
is an important aad pocessary
coatribytor to this astion’s ener-

dcudn{ toda! I and for many

C. John Marer b an ameritue protes-
wdmumm‘lb
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Fayetteville, AR

Coal can remain
in energy equation

R MATLREDEN astare of Dhat tb possle. Yhe Zlecrte
[ Power Rearerch Instilute koverasts thet
) hove g Ry woC 10 the ULS. o sixe & w9
ise o oW pover syelcans et zounm-u-nnmuu-
barn aad A and .ln“k.lh"
clenaly. By captumang [ ] . WD deckns
couse Scii PR and cuans sag, (oo ﬁmnmm-ﬂh
breakthraghs 8 dean-casl tschnolngy  -Gue to sttady, tnoresenial changes -
hold grest malus for the Uniod Staus and  Drought shout by enginecring
other countrics. o conl
Vi deorgter th diety Saci of the pest. conl  combuslion. wasie dearup. sod state-of-
taduy orts the competitve boschmars far  (he-art elechwes Instnamensatin and
ucer “vanedand” Sore  controls. H
1970, overall conl antions I the US. ot ae far tio the Rsturld. thare Ty
bave taxn cut o Nalll cven 9s cosl-dased  even e trchnagues 10 rphure cnrban
coctncity prodocton hes asuly tiphed.  distifie extsiasians and pipe thers
Vet covironmentelsts #ho cals thal undergrownd,
= i Tesnedn 0 o Bt wovk
for giotxal owrssing demond the we back eacban s under way I
from voing cosl. Thmy advocsls mu&mud—mm
mth"uzdw mmnmu
gy s Sach ae woly end wind i Row Mesio
power. But repincing cosl sith mul*h“&
renconbie Goaves i t0 geocrate dlartricy fom
\vetee Gnd ureessnry: £ windd semult  casl with very Btk otdaskons of oy
n ettty shortages 90 amme prtous  Aind The ides s i use 2 mbaws of
occmnesie Rart, Ty, soler and wonl water s conl 0 exeate hydrogen. A el
amuabteed provide i tha ane- orf would conwert the hydragea o
i of 1 percant of the ytion's cxrgy. . Carton diuids crotied ne 8
and are not precticsl encrgy sources in would be convertd fato &
o perta of the 3.9 wd et stnorel for undergound
pereent of the eloctcRy we  digposal A consarthu of utflikn and
use i Arkorans i prosus of conl-Gred uﬂxﬂnﬂnbdmﬂqu.ﬁl
plant. Togesher Witk Duchsr powers plord e yours ©
thene 19vis scyve Us well. this procots.
aliordublo snd Abdicrt power ¥ U wordd's et prooperous country
et euntaietaur auLis's grente fetien ov beavBy-on coal, deveisping
oconamy. couniries abaolutely depeast upan L
Camusmmic realiy — ot puprlstion i ol
aiboast fomtortng poser” Wil rolst  hawing 0 bileon i J950. Vet e~
devicza e2d bt — ougit te third of that uomber — fwo billian propic
Arfanacs ol N.‘::‘h _— b alzrnouve
natin. Since depends an aurgy. and the s
aoomants for amre hon bal df the US. g poserey, dinesec.
poeRy vpply. sy scsisus spproach b
feduction udt fxos % Duetrcity wms wurkieie b apocied B
:"‘N"‘-whh rrach 60 tion hivwetl-hours 8 yesx by
Because of the groctng dowend for h. ok
ATty \o pomer aur
clociront aomexny. we wed by mare oml ) u‘_,' ::L‘
i S e -v°'.-,,...~;_'-,--5,.,.'
eczwvacrec vakae o Nhsly to becnme even new gneraling cxpactty by
nere o of ang gea v bx s 5_,
reecrves are suadly cond phanis Bast WG b vt gves the

aher But the nutian becwncy even
ware goven (he facs that scientmts
are dvwind an the lssuc.

" 30 do 10 slow it down, then we

coul
10 chasgy supply sww and in the ftsre.
Q02

shouid defintiely act. But we should act.
Dr. MK sicmursier & 0 tsgmrely
wuunw professor of appiie] scence o the
terhnology Juve barely y of X Littie Rnck.
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more reusable ducts. I th
8| cantly, the of the
Depnrunwmt!z Bner(‘y’o:l coal re-
search program Is to cut potiu-
ton emissions virtually to zero
while beosting averall plant ef4-

Not ‘so far l::o the iutm;;
there may even tochriques
capture carbon dimxdde emis-
slons and sequester them

o ' dng
. recarding ] . MepctSook Bueton o, 5 romising technology thal
Tho ocw gaadlred power of the past, coal {3 betng bumed 8 oew gas-fired plant e -4
pected untl the pext decade or be. . depend  much cleaner due in large part  Improvements to date in lor use In power plants-and o
yond. A robust eoconomy has exe- vily 00 gas &s o boller fuel \o to pollution-contral  clean-coal technology have tor vehicles, while canverting
ated & desnand for power thet could gcuevate clectricity face the specter  techng gics. Since 1970, overall scratched

mw“"ﬁgdl! to geoer- oft,kdnngmmmdhwwr coal emisgions In the United what fs possible. The Blectric an inert mineral for under
ats it. In the 20 to 30 years ahead, oot Wholessle gus prices have Siates have been cut n ha¥, Power Rescarch Inslitute fore. ground

we will need aB of our encrgy re. jumped tore than 30 percent In  even as coal-based electricity casls that electricity use (n the, Public and privete eooperntior

Sources, especially coal, if we are tn 'I&e&mymmdmmdytnhep hummq e gmwmmﬁe'w;ozﬁ will be ca; tmportant o

. : Though - a Y . Shar

Yet Enegy Secretary Bl This bas oot deterred the Clinton  tin. has brought 'hm.: but that emissions of carbon. hglbemollht:elnaNlm

fa trendy rencwable epergy seati- bacy on coal, the sowrce of more virtual standstll, utdities are coal companie
ekt o recogaize (his. Instead of mmamw;mv. making better use of existing million 5 and utibites known ss the Zer
focustng or. proven techalogies, he The administration attached s low coal-fired planta to mect grow-  This Is due 1o sten > incre-  Ewmlsglon Coal Alltance, The allf
omoting - ing demand. » capecity meaninl changes, year year, ance plans to develop a piic
ty. factors at coal Shnh are av- ﬁvmenﬂnecdn‘b!‘kﬂmm plant within Bv¢ years 1o demon
they provide less than one-tenth of the politics of coal has never craging at least 10 points higher in coal preparntion, combrus-  strate how n might be se
1 percent of ihe nation's power and  eeemned 8o anguished, the cconomic  than in 1970. ' tion, waate cleanup and state- Quebtered underground.
fre oot practical tn most parts of [proapects have never seetned mace Capactly factor is & standard  of-the-art efectronic Instrumen-  Ouren policies should fo
the country. Pﬂn:ﬁ, Despite ol of the crttt-  performance measure that ez. tation and controla, cus on the long letm, We nee
Unill now, we have been shie to clam receives, the Department presses & plant's actual output  For example, the newest to maintain a balanced mix ¢
svoid sarous power 'hﬂmb! us-  of Enecgy expects its use b heep 1. g8 & percentage of its maxthum  plants convert gastBed goal inlo  energy sources and pay specis
Ing dectricity puarchased other ahead, Eeo- patential output. e - Because they ‘are attention to the benefls ¢
fegions and Caneda, But as atates mmmmm, These plant upgrades belp  more effcient to operate, these clean-coal technology snd th
move 1o deregulale the electrical in- mdwduu:bmym wake even more economi- unils relcase less carbon diaxide poteatial for capturing and ac
dustry and puckear plants arc dectan- The bastc attraction of coal cally competitive, since they're than convertional Power plants, . questering carbon,
misdoned, comttion for evallable ranalis its low cost and abun-  beling’ dane . much less. expen- They "3.“” less water, pro. -
Power supplics is certatn to grow, dance. No longer the dirty fuet Gively per dlowutt than butlding  duce fewty wuate products Feed is n eoonoimist =t Meken Colege
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Montgomery, AL

Rush to abandon coal unwise policy

By wWiltiom 8. Reod percent of the US. power sup-  think about its importance to
D ulhr.donm opmant ands
Concarns about air quali on
_ have spawned pew tachnole, must focas 00 achieving far-  and the altoriative is famina,
gies that barn coal more off)- ther i clsan- poverty, discase and hope-
clently and cleanly. No long- coal lassness.
ar the dirty foel of the past. Salid science — not hypo- This state of affatrs pres-
coal today sets the competi thetical risks about climate ents an historic
tive benchmark for now change — ought to inform en-  Wa nead to share clean-coal
power docisions If. in fact. we  technologies with other coun-
generation. Since 1970, over- are In a period of global tries,
all coal emissions in the Unit and If man $s con- Ing explored that might be of-
ed Stateg have been cut in tributing to it. and theve ts foctive in converting coal
half, even a3 coal-based something we can do to slow  into ultra-clean fuel for voe
elsctricity has naarly tripled. 1t down, perhaps we should in transpartation.

Yot environmentalists who act But wo should act intelll:  The roason for coal's im-
claim that greenhouse gas gently. portancs is clesr. Electricity
emissions are responstble for Improvemonts to date in ia the cleanest and most effi
glebal domand that have cient energy source. Logit-
we back awsy from using scratched the gurface  Mmate concern about gresn
coal They advocate shifting of what i3 possible. houss emissions should hot
to grenter uss of renewable For example, sclentists at  De permitted to muddie what
energy sources such a5 solar Los Alamoa Labora- Femains the emential polnc
and wind power. tory in New Mexico maintain W"j::‘?mm:'

lacing that it might be possible tribution

But rop) w:m‘““ eventually to ganerats energy Supply now and In the
sourcos is unwise and nnnec- electrictty from coal without fature.
essary. since it would resalt mm:m Srming.
in ' shoi and kind. a
mu;m Serious economy misture of water snd coal to  ha & cAairman of Syssem Con-
harm. Today, solor and wind create

than one-tenth of 1 percent of Since coal accounts for 56 ous country depends on coal.
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Gary, IN

Coal is still a vital energy source.

Bv Davio A RexD
Guest Cohsmnist

Bumhmnnuuuyqﬂunmnﬁ

cymakers.

Not the least of these is the Lact that
inlndiana and elsewhere in the Mid-
west, we're recording a level of elec-
tricity use not expected until the next
decade or beyond. A robust econcmy
has crested a demand for power that
ooutld soon exceed our capacity (o gen-

ergteit
: n the next 20 t0 30 yeary, we will
need all of our energy resources, espe-
clally coal, if we are to avoid serinis
power shartages. .

Yet Energy Secretary Bill Richard-
$0n Soetns wrapped wp in treody
seatiment

enesgy
may have a role to play in providing
supplementary power In some Joca-
tlons, they are far wo dikste and vari-
::mmwmhhuhnna&wauy

Umﬂnm;-ehn:hundﬂen

) more than 30 percent in the past year,

and are ikely to keep rising.

‘This has not deterred the Clinton
administration from turning its back
on coal, the source of mare than half
of the nation's clectricity. Not cnly bas
the administration sttachoed a low pi-
arity to coal researchand develop-
ment, but it's rarely discussed by peo-
Ple in government or the envirenmen-
5l movement.

Hunnﬁnsdudhnennu

the dirty fuel of the past, coalisbeing -

burned smch cleaner, due in large

nyhunuﬂvwwthﬁblﬂbud .

drives envircamental lobbies to dis-
raction.

“oday, the output accoal plants fs et
oast 10 poiants iigher thanin 1970, A1 -
3 10 pol ST

Institute that electricity use
hﬂnﬂ&'ﬂﬂatﬂﬂﬁmhﬁmﬂh

lwunbylﬂ&hﬂ&aembﬁmnd
carbon dicndde, the principal green-
house gas, will dectine by 685 million
tons. This is due to steady, incremental
yuruhavurt::cu&
huhhumum
tation, combuystion, waste clesup,
2nd electronic nstnnentation and
controle.
‘The newrest plants convert gasified
uﬂumduni:y!uannuuyu‘

DQGARaHSmanuMQm '
HaunOﬂquhbdhupi;
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Minneapolis, MN
HMay 15, 2000

Coal can remain in energy equation

By 1 Allen Wampler

WASHINGTON, D.C. — The ques-
tion that keeps surfacing in public
forums on giobal warming is: If the
United States can't afford to forgo the
use of fossil fuels in generating elec-
tricity, which country can?

That kind ';af inquiry can begin by

recognizing that economic growth re-
mains one of the world’s critical needs,
no matter what the claims about global
warming arc. Whes economies grow,
theuenzxgyconsumpnonmlnsno
accident that nations with the highest
standard of living have the highest per
capita use of energy, about 85 percent
of which comes from fossil fuels.

Every credible forecast predicts con-
tinued economic growth and increased
consumption of fossil fuels in both
industrial and developing nations. Any-
one wha thinks that nising atmospheric
tevels of greenhouse-gas emissions will
deter developing countries from
increasing their energy use should con-
sider that one-third of the world's popu-
lation — more than 2 billion people —
stll lacks access to electricity.

The worid needs more energy. Ac-
cording to the Electric Power Re-
search Institute in Palo Alto, Calif.,
global demand for electric power over
the next half century may reach three
times current c¢apacity. This would re-
quire that a2 new 1,000-megawatt
plant be brought into service some-
where in the world every two to three
days — a capital investment of aimost
$2 tillion per decade.

Russia. China and India, for example,
will unquestionably use their large
indigenous coal reserves for power gen-
eration. since the widespread availability
of cheap electricity is crucial for their

national economic development and for
bmhng the cydle of poverty, disease
hopelessness. China alone plans to
addlsom 180 power plants per yeat fot
the next twa decades, about three-
quarters of which will be coal-fired.

These mimbers should bring home
2 clear message: The United States
has the know-how to play a major role
in the huge global market for new
power generation. Everyone seems to
recognize this except U.S. environ-
mental groups and the politicians ea-
gerly courting their endorsement.

Unfortunately, a number of policy-
makers in the Clinton administration
want to replace coal with renewable
energy sources like solar and wind. That
misguided approach would be a mon-
strous waste of tmoney, since coal elec-
tricity accounts for 56 percent of the
nation’s power supply, while the
promise of non-hydro renewables in the
United States continues to recede,
despite expensive, highly subsidized
research and development. The 1997
U.S. federal R&D investmnent per thou-
sand kilowart-hours was only 5 cents for
nuclear and coal. 58 cents for oil, and 41
cents for gas, but was $4,769 for wind
and $17.006 for solar phatovoltaics. Yet
today wind and solar energy combined
meet just one-hundredth of 1 percent of
U.S. energy requirements.

Those who are trying to force the
shutdown of coal-fired plants ignoce
that U.S. coal use has doubied since
1977 while smokestack emissions
have dropped by about 30 percent.
New and improved coal combustion
technologies have made this possible.
The goal of the Deparunent of Ener-
gy’s coal research is to cut emissions
of sulfur dioxide and aitrogen exides
virtually to zero. while boosting over-
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all plant efficiency, thereby sharply
reducing carbon dioxide releases.

Since fossil fuels will almost surely
account for the bulk of our electricity
supply, it's time to move from a heated
debate about global warming to a dis-
cussion of what can be done in the
longer term. If in fact we are in a period
of global warming, and if man is con-
tributing to it, and if there is something
we can do to slow it down, then we
should act. And it may be prudent to
assume the worst until we know better.
But we should act intelligently.

One model for action is the Zero

" Emission Coal Aliance It combines the

capabilities of coal mining companies
and electric utilities with the scientific
expertise of Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory to demonstrate a process in the
next five years in which the net effi-
dency of coal-based power generation is
atleast doubled, while not emitting any
greenhouse gases. The carbon diaxide is
captured and chemically transformed
into a solid and inert mineral to be per-
manently sequestered underground. It's
a sterling example of a private- and pub-
lic-sector parmership where scientists
and other researchers work together
toward a common goal.

The “zero alliance” is the coal in-
dusty’s contribution to the global
warming solution, but it can serve as a
model for a rouch /broader joint
research effort involving all the naton’s
major industries and/all the research
resources of the jederal government.

Technological innovation in our use
of coal will help ensure that we can
maintain a livabié environment. The
right way to accomplish this is through
public and privaté cooperation in scien-
tfic research — ind we are doing that.

The wrong way would be to funda-

Page 2

mentally change our energy system
and to impose enormous costs on the

nation’s economy. We would pay a
huge price for such shortsightedness in
electricity shortages, in closed in-
dustries, and in lost jobs. And in the

-

end, if we ignore the aspirations of .

developing countries, we would dam-
age the very environment we seek to
protect.
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Coal as a fuel can be made environmentally safe

Allen Wamp .ot
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Housto

By Dole E. Klein -

- Specidl ko Houslon Businou joumdl *
- . ‘those at conventional power

It "ever there was a ‘sym-
. bol of hope clashing with
reality, it was the

licized national goal of pro-
ducing 20 percent of ouc
electricity from solar, wind
and other rencwable energy
sources by now. Unforw-
natcly. renewable energy’s
promise of abundant clec-
tricity is still onfulfilled.

The notion of the Great
Plains swtes becoming the
“Saudi Arabia of wind™ may
sound great on paper. But
slecirical companies have
been wying to produce cheap.
renewable energy from wind
for decedes and., not with-
standing recent advanccs in
wing turbines and govermn-
ment- ;ax credits, have got
1en neither a sufficiently low
price nor much energy.
While it might be true tha

April 28, 2000

' Taboo against coal clashes with electric reality

- yOu €20't comparc construc-

tion costs a1 wind farms with

plants, becanse s fossil-fuel

unit can operate 24 howss 8 .

day, the fact is wind turbines

laged that §
to produce :
clectricity e
equivalent B8
0 the ou- §
put of a
er plant would require
enough wind wrbines 1o cov-
er 400 square miles, an area
equal to onec-third the size
of Rhode Island.

The drive © find 2 mira-
cle solution to the increas-
ing demand for clectricity
should not so dominate con-
siderations that the nstion
fails 10 make use of 2 broad
mix of fuels to genersio clec-
tricity - coal, nuclear, oil,
gas, hydropower and renew-
ables. The next fow years
loom as 8 challenging time.

If we are not carcful, the
next encrgy crisis will be 2
widespread clkectricity short-
age. -

Despite gains in cnerzy
efficiency. moit regions of
the country arc reconding
eleciric-power demand not
expecicd until the next
decade or beyond. In the
Northeast, the region where
the supply crunch is most
serious. peaplc are using 40

t more electricity than
1985, bur generating
capacity has grown only §
percent o |0 percent.

Power demand in the Mid-
west is also outpacing pow-
er plant construction. A
robust economy, combined
with our digial micropro-
ccssors, has created a
demand for clectricity that
could soon exceed the
nation's capacity 1o generste
it,

The dangers are only too
clear, with larpe regions of
the country veering toward
shocuages of elecincity that
could cause brownouts or
cascading blackouts this

F188s JOURNAL

summa. Electricity is amoag
the most essential commodi-
ties, and no region can afford
toknémwbenmpu—
tures soar.

Whnwembehxedlydls-
covering is that in the crit-
ical period ahead — 20 10 30
years, say - we will peed
all of our energy resources,
especially coal, if we are w0
meet the growing demand for
electricity.

Advocates of “greca pow-
" who wre uying w force
the shutdown of coal.fired
power plants ignore that
thesc units cusrendy socoant
for 56 pereent of the efec-
tricity generased in the Unit-
ed States and that nuckar
power is a distant second at
20 percent.

Ths basic anraction of coal
remains its jow cost sad
abundance. Aad in recemt
years there has been great
progress in reducing power-
plant emissions from coal
buming. Since 1970, overall
coul emissions i the Unic-
ed Siates have been an in
Sea COMMENTARY, pege 20A

Commentary

continued [rem page 234

half, even as coal-bascd electricity has
nearly tripled. These advantages are
likely to grow even more substantial
. in the years ahead s advanced clean-
caal technojogies reach commercial
deploymenc.

Not so far into the fuwre, there may
even be fossil-fuel techmiques that elim-
inatc the buildup of greenh gas
emissions — somcthing thas was con.
sidered impossible only a decade ago.

Researchers st the Los Alamos
National Laborawry, for example, arc
working on 3 promising coal technol-
ogy that gencrates hydrogen from cual

enhance US. compelitiveness in an
expanding area of international trede.
Current estimates suggest that $1.7 wil-
honwﬂlbemvutndmmpo\nrgm-
eration in the developing countrics alone
through 2020. Electricity’s rolc will be
to providc an exsential foundation for
economic devclopment and to bring
improvements in the quality of life for
bilkans of pcopic.

* So let’s make sure that legitimate
concern about the environment should
not be permiticd 1o muddle what
remains the cssentizl point: We need
1o recognize the important contributiod
of coal w encrgy supply now and in
the futurc,

Real progress is possible in the effont
to achicve global electrification and
in a livahle environment, but only

for use in electricity-producing fucl
cells. whilc capturing carbon diozide in

if we use practical tcchaalogies and
a bai ) energy policy. &

a solid form for underground disposal
Becavse it could double the net elli-
ciency of coal-based generation, the pro-
cess would be in society's interest
regardless of environmental considera-
nons.

. The 1rouble is, cnvirnnmenta! lobbies .
cling .to the pretense that this couniry
should usc only “appropriste™ tech-
nologies like solar enervy and wind.
along with energy. cfflcncucy The

e of fossil-pow
in’ counteriog the buxldup of grtenhousc
emissions is rarely discuxsed, if at ail,
within the Clinton Administration.

Such disdain for coal is unwarmaac-
d, since plants usmg imcgrated pasi-
fication combined cycics op g oo
syntheuc gas - through thcir greatcr
efficicncy — contribute le:s carbon diox-
ide to thc atmosphere. relative 10 cur-
rent commicraal practice.,

Ravidar dedrenncal mmanl sascbanbaa..

Dale E. Kicin is vice chancellor for
special engineering programs at the
University of Tasas System in Austin
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Power generators unable to supplant coal

If ever ihete was o symbol of bope clashing with
tmality, it was e much-publicized goal of producing
20 percent of the nation’s electricity from solar, wind
and other renewadble cncrgy souwrces by now, Unfor-
nungiely, renewnble energy’s peomise of abundant
alecicity sull is wrfulfilled. Renewnble snurces pro-

- vide just 3 percent of the na-
colky [l tion’s electricity.

Consider e recem experi-
ence with "wind famc” The
I notion of the Great Plaing
slates becoming the “Saudi
Azsbia of wind” may sound
grest op paper. Bul electrical
companica have been tying to
produce cheap, rencwable en-
ergy from wind for decades
and. notwithstanding tecent

dvances in wind turbines and
government tax credits, have gotten neither a suffi-
cienlly low price nar much enevgy. Cne utility has
cakculoted the! to produce electricity equivalent to
the output of a farge power planl would require
eaough wind turbines lo cover 400 square miles.

The drive to find & mirecle salution to the increas-
log demsnd for electricity shouldn’t so dominats
considerations that the natioa fails to make wse of 3
broad mix of fuels to generate electricity ~ coal, nu-
cleas, oil, gas, hydropower and renewables. The next
fow yeers loom as @ ¢ nlenging time. If we aren’t

"cazefw), the next energy crisis will be » widespread
electricity shortage.

Despite gains in energy cificiency, most regions
of tha country already ase recording electric-powes
demand that hada't been expecied until the next de-

cade or so. In the Northeast, the region where the .

nupply crusch is the mos! serious, people are using
40 percent mare electricity than in 1985, but genenat-
ing czpacity has grown oaly 8 percent to 10 percens.
A robust economy, combined with our digital micro-
processors, hns created & demand for clectricity that
3000 could exceed the nation’s capacity to generare
in.

The dangess sre only too cleas, with lasge regions
of the country veeriag loward shortages of electricity
thet could cause brownouts o7 cascading blackouts
this sumwner, Eleciricity is among the most essential
corurodities, and no region can afford to lose power
‘when temperatures soar.

What we belatedly are discovering is tha! ia the
critical period shead — suy, 20 to 30 years — we will
need all of our enctgy resousces, especially cosl, if
we are to meet the growing demand for electricity.
Advocates of “green power,™ who are rying 1o force
tha shutdown of cosl-fired power plants, ignere that
such units currenily account for 56 percent of the
electricity. generated in the United States and that nu-
clear power is & distant secand at 20 percent.

The basic atraction of coal remsing its low cost

and sbundince. And in 1ecent years, there has hee s

great progress in reducing powerplani emissions
frorn conl buming. Since 1970, overall cosl emis-
sions in the United States have beenvut in half, even
as coal-based clecricity has aeatly mpled Those ad.
vaniages e likely 10 grow even more substantial in
the years ahead as edvanced cleanoal techaologies
reach commercial deplayment.

So let's make sure that legifimate concems abou
the environmeot don't oruddie what remains the es-
seatinl paint: We meed 10 recognire the impanani
contibution of coal to e ration's eaergy supply.
Real progress is passible in achieving glabsl electi.
ficolion and maintaining o livable caviroument, byt
only if we use practicsl technologies and follow 2
balaoced energy policy.

Dale E. Klein bs vice chancellor for special en-
gineering programs of the University of Texas sys-
1em.
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Global market
for clean coal
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Cleaning up coal
could make it king once more

By EDAAR BERKEY

eI ways to burn coal. Yet, despite
studles that suggest it may be passt-
bie to reverse the cwrent rise ln

heric iozide level
by capturing sud “sequastering” this
833 in chemical vnder-
ground and bepeath the ocean, some

plants are

¥ the U.S. depends so0 heavily on
coal, think about it importancs
less prosperous, developing coun-
tries. Warld population passed 6 bil-
Lian in 1999 and s st increasing.
Yet. .one-third of the world lacks

clean-coal
nologles, and Pittshurgh and Mor
ganiown are the homo of tho natkom’s
tionsl Y. - tbe

gies 0 all paxts of the world bs cro-
cial Whils many scientific chal
Sengm temain @ be eolved, work cn
earbon sequestration i undsr wey
at MEYL snd otber places. The
Japahosa wre

disposal of carbon digxide at 8 depth |

oS 5000 feet, whese it spreadscul as s
*liquid. on the sea Door. In the U3,
National Labarutory

and development 16 achisvo sorcem nicaiand

in the coming decadns. there

Prusnises o be tal. & tako acth
tanal market pwitlabl V]

that
ablo scroroes of energy will bo too Lit-
Ue and too late o help the world

tricity. ‘Accarding o the. Eectric
wide electric pownr Doeds over the
Dext S0 years may ruach thres times
current capacity. This would requirs.
A new 1,000-megawatt plant to he
brought Inlo service somswhers in
the wodd every two to thres days
over this period xnd a capital Javest-
wment of almost §2 trilllan ger decada

Sequestering carbon will bs pecey-
sary to reducs the envircomental
impact of this prjected growih The
availabllity of ciean<coal technaio-

With region’s vast resources, a-historic opportunity awaits
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B); EJyar Berkey

2000

Clean-coal technology, not wind,
~_ isanswer to world’s power needs

PITTSBURGH ~ Efiorts to combat the threat of
global warming are not likely to succeod unless we
find cleaner ways to dburn coal.

Yet. despite studics that suggest it way be pcssl
ble to reverse the current melnmnospheﬂc rbon
dioxide levels by cap t this
gas ': chemical byproducts Mmo\m:.;‘nd be-
aeath the ocean, scme power company govetn-
went officials coem too wrapped up (o trendy renow-
able-energy sentiment o recoguize this. Indeed,

leetricity, they provide less than
mpunmonpemmolmcuuon:pmmdum
not practical in most parts of the country.

- Economic ruuty not vague urguments sbout
the benefits of distribiuted generation and green
power-oughlwln!omdmwas“u!tothelu
ture of the Unlted States and the world. Since coal
sccounts for 56 percent of the nnwn s power supply.
any serious app! h to gas
must focus on achieving ‘further unpmvmu in
clean-coal technology. We use far more coal today
thap at any other time In our history, and the basic
attractions of coal remain the same — low cost and
grest abundance. Moteover, its sconomic value is
likely to become even more pronounced as domestic
oil and gas reserves are steadily depieted and nucle-
ar power plants are detomunissioned.

If the United States depends so heavily on coal
think about its importance to less prosperous, deve}-
opwing countries. World population passed § billion in
1999 and is still increasing. Yet, one-third of the
world — 2 billlon people — lack access to electricity
and the economic development it can bring. The
alternauve is famine, poverty, disease, hapelessness
and political instability. An estimated 800 wmillton
people. mostly in developing counties, ¢till guffer
from chronic malnutrition. Half the world’s popule-
ton has no access w tolets. Electricity-dnv-
en economic development can solve these probicms.
But deveioping countries won't be able to improve
their quality of lifs unless they make use of their

. vast coal resources to produce electricity.

This state of affairc presents a historic opportuni-

, 1y for our region with its vast resources of coal I
\ clean-coal systems can be developed Lo reduce car-
bao dioxide buildup in the atmosphere, coal will
* command new respect. We must capitalize on the
need for carbon sequestration technologies. Our
. universities and colleges already have substantial
know-how about advanced clean-coal technologies,

. needs in the dev

‘and Pittsburgh and Morgantown are the home of the
nation's pewest national laboratory, the

necessary research and development to achieve suc-
cess in the coming decades. And there promises lo
be substantial international market opportunities
and interest in the products of this work.

Clearly. & major way to satisfy basic human

eloping world is to establish access
to electricity. China alone plans to edd 23 many as
eight to 10 power plants per yoar over the next two
decades, about 75 peresut to burn coal Indle, Paki-
stan and Ruasia will also be relying heavily on coal
for new power. According to the ic Power
Research Institute, worldwide electric power needs
over the next 50 years may reach three times cur-
reot capacity. This would require 3 new 1.000-mego-
watl pu.nl 1o be brought into service somewhere in
the world every two to three days over thia period
and a capital investment of almost $2 trillion per
decade.

Sequestering carbon will be necessary to reduce
ihe environmenial impact of this projectsd growth.
The availability of clean-coal technologies in all
parts of the world is crucial. While many scienttfic
challenges remain to be solved. work co carbon
sequestration’ is under way at NETL and other plac-
es. The Japanese are exploring deep-ocean disposal
otcmmondealndtpmdamﬁeztwhmx(
spundsoutuahqmdonth:uaﬂow A European
tean has bees i g carbon d into an aqui-
fer under the North Sea. In the United States, the
1ns Alamos Nmonal Laboratory ln New Mmco is
davaloping a lech ¥y to y from
coal without prod\mn( emissions of any hnd The
carbon dioxide byproducts react chemically with a
comman type of silicats rock to form an inert solid
mineral that could be buried un

Public-private cooperation in developiag clean-
coal techology will be important in ochieving the
scientific and engineering breakthroughs that will
be required, something that is a conunlnnt hall-
mark of our region. The National Energy T
gy Laboratory will have (o play a critical role nnd
invulve others. The Los Alamos research. for in-
stance, is funded by a consortium of coal companies
and power producers known as the Zero Emission
Coal Alliznce, which plans to demonstrate the ce-
questration procesc within five years for eventual
cowmerclalization.

Working to realize coal's full potential for power.
ing the future offers this region a significant techni.
cal and financial opportunity. Our institutions and
organizations must take action now, not wait for the
incvitadle realization that renewable sources of enor-
¢y will be too little and tos late to belp the worid.

s

(Edgar Berkey Is vice president and chlef science
officer of Concurvent Technologies Corp. In Pitts-
burgh and & member of both the Envirsnmental
Protection Agency's Sclence Advisory Board snd the
Departwent of Energy’s Environmental Manage-
ment Advisory Board.)
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A Balanced Energy Policy Includes
Burning Coal for Power

BY MARY L. WALKKXM

Just about 25 years ago. Lthe
United States pulled its head qut of
the sangd tar enough 1o open one
eye. What we saw was the hazard
in a domestic energy policy basad
UpPON an insecure source of high-
pricad fuel — the Porsian Culf.

If only we had dusted the sand
from the other eye. we might have
perceived other hazards cight here
at home. hazards associated with
ao energy policy shaped o confer
special favors oo renewable energy
sources. The dangers of such a
policy are now only too avident.
Electrical companies have been
Wwying 1o pruduce cheap. renew-
able energy from solar. wind. and
biemass fur decades and. not with-
standing special fax atvantages,
have producwd neither a suffi-
Ciendy low price nor much energy.
Renewable sources provide just 3
perveat of the nation's elrvtrivity
today. This has not deterred the
Chnton Administration from rais-
ing public expectations aboii re-
newabie energy suurces. Energy
Secrecary Bill Richardson is press-
ing ahead with a plan 1o preduce S
percent of the nation's electrivity
{rom wind turbines hy a3 up

Siom oge tenth of une percenr novw.
One utility has calculated that to
pruduce electricity euivalent lo
the output of a large power plant
would require enough wind tur
bines to cover #0 square mites_an
area equal to one-third the size of
Rbode Lsland. And plans lor aew
wind farms have run into oppasi-
on even irom environmencal
groups, the very groups who
maintatn that reducing
greenhouse-gas emissions mus: *e
the nation’'s wop envirvamantal
priorny. According 1o the Mational
Audubon Sociely, “more eagles are
kilted by wind turbines than were
{c3t in the disastruus Exyon Valdez
ail spill ~
The aagedy of thie matter o that
Richardson’s premotion of wind
technology comes at a iume when
larye xarG of the United States are
veering toward eleciricity short
ages that could snut down cuies
Despte gains in eneryy efficiency
ool utiities  afe  Tecordurg
rlectvic-rwer  demand nor e

pected until the next decade or be-
yond. Nationally, we ara planning
Inr | percent a year electricity
grrowth arxl experiencing almost §
percent. end particular regions of
the country with mote rapid-
growih rates are already begin-
ning lo feel the strain. .
These trends are especially dis-
turbing becsuse the Clinton Ad-
ministeatinn has faied to educare
Amaricans abomn the vilal need for
A Inmadd mix of fusls to generaie
electricity — coal, nuclear, oil, gas,”
hydrupower and other runawable

energy sources. The Adminisre-

.tiony’s failure w support rescarch
-on inherently safe reactors is evi-

- “dent In its budgef proposal for fis-

cal year 2001, in which there is dis-
proportionate research and devel-
opment funding for renewables —
$452 mllllon for solar, wind, and
biomass — versus $40 million for
nuclear power. Nov is there ade-
quate funding for new technology
tv ccach deep undorsea deposits of
oil and natural gzs.

Other fuels generate equal dis
dain within the Adminiswratian.
Paranwunt among them is coal.
One might suppose the Adminis-
tration would have recognized its
imporncs, since itaccounts for 56
parcent of the slactricity genersted
in the United States. with nuclear
power a distant second at 20 per-
cent. Yet the subject of expanding
the use of clean coal technology is
tuboo. Not only hes the adminis-
tratjon atached u low priority to
coal research and developmant.
but it’s rarsly discussed by penple
in government or (ke environmen-
il insveinent amidst al) the fash-
ionable angst  about carban
emrisgions.

The basic attraction of coal re-
mains its low cost and grear abun-
dance. This lltde fact can drive en-
vironmental Jobbies to distraction.
No tonger che dirty fuel of the past,
rosul |s being burned much cieaner,
due to improved pollution-contro)
techiologies. Since 1970. overall
ro4) emissions in the Unlied States
have been cut in half, even as cna)-
based eleciricity has nearly

- teapplanth.

Notwithsmanding pressure from
environmental groups who clalm
thut The fault for rising greenhouse
emissions lies 10 a great oxtemst
with coul burning, virtually il en-
ergy experis expect coal’s use lo
keep growing. Economic growth
requires more energy. and coal is
its biggest provider. Backing away
from cval would be an unwise and
unnecessary move even if scien-
SIS eould agree that the carth's
alnosphere is getting warmer de-
cauie of man-made carbon dioxlde
aru) other gases. But it bscomes
nore 50 given the fact that they
can’t.

Salil science -- not hypotheti-
wal risks about climate change ~
mght w0 inform ensrgy decisions.
Ifin [act we are in aperiod of glotal
warming. and if man is contribut-
ing tnit, and there is something we
can o (o slow it dowmn, then per-
haps we should act. But we shouid
act intelligently.

=7 What shouid be recognized is
. a3 planis using integramed gasift

cation combind cycies operating
on synthetic gas — through their
greater efficiency — coatribute
less carbon dicxide 1o the amo-
sohete. relative o curtent com-
wmercial practice. These break-
throughs in coul technology also
cuntrol the onllutants that produce
acid rainand smog. And they make
possible 2 more holistic approach
o envirenowna! protection. since
they use less ‘waler. pjeoduce lower

quaniities of waste producs and
nore reusable byproducts.
Besitlen, advanced vual technal-
ogies enhance U.S. competitive
ness tn an expanding area of twer-
national trade: Current estimates
sugges| thas $1.7 wrillion will be in-
vesied in new power generition in
the developing wuuntries alone
throsgh 2028 Electricity’s role
will be 1o providc an cssential
loundation fur economic develop-
ment amul to bring improvements
1 the quality of {ife fur billinns of
recgle. Elecuricity usc woridwide

28101



Page 2

is expucied o reach §0 uillion
kitowate-hours a year by 2050 —
four flmes Walay's consumplion.
That means brinying new generat-
tng capacity on-line at the rate of
one base-load power plant every 2
days for the next 30 years. ~“The
United States can play 2 major role
in the growing inrernational mar-
et for new geaerating capacity by
providing advanced technoulogy for
hunireds of new onal planrs that
will be needed over the next de-
cades.” says Kurt Yeager, presi-
dent of the Hlectric Power
Research (nstitute in Palo Alto.

The implications of that kind of
demand lur advanced coal technol-
ogies —altributable o the Zrowing
necd lor new electTicity genesating
capacity — appear eformous.
Sound farfetched® Coal is the fuel
that runs aconormics a5 diverse as
the US.. Germany. China. and In-
dia, al with saong economic and
SECUTiLY UTniives W use helir n-
digenous resouices.

Reat headway is possible in the
effort to achieve 2iobal electrifica-
tion and wmaintain 2 livable

environmen!. but only if we yse
practical technulogies, and main-
tain a batanced eneryy palicy. The
prerequisite is an understanding
of each resqurce’s vitai role tn
mieeling energy needs by those
who can arake 2 difference. If they
don’t, the public may aind up pay-
ing the huge coses of their negiect.

Mary L Walker is an enviros-
memal ouyer and former the ay
sisignt secretary for Enviranment,
Safery and Health at the U'S. a-
pariment of Energy. o
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A balanced energy policy includes coal

No longer the dirty tuel of the
past, coal is being bumed much
cleaner, due fo improved
pollutioncontrol technologies.

By Mory L Wetker

Just sbout 28 years ago, the United States pulled its
head out of the sand |47 enough to open one eys. What
wa saw was the hatard 19 o domestic energy poticy
basad upan an insecurs source of high-priced fuel - the
Persian Gult.

U baly we had dusted tha sand trom the other eye, we
ight have perceived othay hazards right hare sl homne,
hazards associated with an energy policy shapad to con-
for spacinl favors on renswable energy sources. The

there lo disproportionats reseasch and devel

funding lor renewables - $452 millton lor solar, wind,
and biomass - versus 340 million lor niacloar power, Nor
ls there adaquate funding lor aew technalogy to reach
desp underans deposits of olf and nelural gas.

Other fuels gencsals equal disdain within the admie-
latration. Paramount among them b coal One might
suppose tha adminlstration would have gnised its

10 the phere, relalive (o current commaercial prac-
uce. Thase breakihroughs in coal lechnology also con
trol the poilutants that produce scid rain and smog. And
they maks poasidie a more hollstic approach to envi
ronmental protection, aince they use iess wator, pro-
duce lawer quantilier of waste products and more
1ousable byproducts.

Importance, since It accounts Jor 56 parcent of the elec-
tricity generated In the United Statas, with nuciear
power a distant second Al 20 percent. Yot the subject of
apanding the use of cloan cosl technology s taboo. Not
only has the sdministration etiached 3 low prionity 1o
coal research and but it's carety dis-

cupsed by people in governmaent or the

amid ol the fashion-
abio angst about ear-

dangers ol such 8 polkcy are now only oo rident, Elec: D07 Fissions
riea) conpanios heve Been trytag to produce cheap. o The batic mtrac.
newable anergy from solar, wind and blomass for U0 of cobl remains
decades and, not withstanding », ax ady Hs low cost and
hava produced nalthes & suliciently low price nor much  JTOAL sbundanca.
snargy. i bl provide lust 3 p the io Witle fact
nation’s clectricity todey. can drive envi
This has not d the Clinton A from lob-
ralsing public exp lons about f bie energy  Dies to distrac
Lnergy S y Bill Richardson s prassing  Uon. No longur
ahead with & plan t0 produce S percent of the natlon's  the ity fuel of
eloctricity from wind turbines by 2020, up from one the past. coal is
tanth of one percent now. One wiility has calculsted that  D%ing  burned
10 producs ehectricity equivaient (o the outpul of o large  UCH claanar,
powes plant would require enough wind turblnes ta  SUst0 bor
coves 400 square miles, an ares 0qual 10 onethird the  Poliusioncoal
St ., B
T o e ks opposs coal emissions In the P

m even from :mnwd groups, tha vary (roupe
" 1hat redhicing grecoh p h
must be the aation’s (op ervironmerntal prionty.

Azcording 10 the Naticaal Auduben Saciety, *more
ghea are killed by wind tu binas than were lost s the dls-
astrous Exgion Valdes ol spin.”

The tragedy of the matter is that Richardson’s promo-
tion of wind technology comes at 8 time when large
parts of the Unitod States are veering toward dlectricity
shortages that could shuty down cities. Despite gains In
energy siiiclancy, most utilities a7e 1ecording electric:
power demand hot expacted until the noxt decade of
beyond. Nationally, we are planning fot | parcent s ysas
eleciricity growth and oxp ing elenost 3 p: t
shd particular reglans of the country with more 1opid
powth rates wre already beginning to feel the strain.

Thase trends are eapeciaily disturbing becouss the
Ctinton Ve has fatled to ody A
about the vital nead for 4 broad i of fueks 10 gencrsia
slectricity - coal, Ruckaar, oll. gas. hydropowes and other
tengwabla enargy sources. The Administration’s laliure

10 support research on inherenity asle reacion is evi- -

dent in its budget proposs! for 1lscyl year 200, in which

United States have been cut
in hall, even as coalbased tloctricity has neacly tripled.

Notwithstanding p: from | goups
who claim that the fault loc rlalng @7

d dv d coal technologl h us.
competitivenass in an espanding arss of tnternational
trade: Current estimates suggest that 81.7 trillion wil
be (nvested ln new powar generation in the developing
countries alone through 2020. Electricity’s role will be
10 provide an sasentisl louas
dation {or economic develop-
ment and to bring improve-
ments in the quality of lia far
billions of pacpls.

Electrichty use worldwida be
axpecied to reach 40 trillon Kio
war-hour s yew by 2050 - rough»
iy four tmes Loday s consumption.
That means bringing new generss
ing capacity ondine st \he rale of
one base-load power plant svery
2 days or the hext 50 years. "The

major role in the grow
ing International
market lor new
ENEraLing capac-

ity by providing
sdvanced technolb
ogy for hundreds
ol now coal plants
that witf be nesded oves

the nest decades,” says
Kurt Yeager, president of the
Electric Power Research Institute in

Palo Alko, Calil

Nes to ¢ great extent with coal burming, virtually all en-
ergy anperts expact coal's uas to kosp growiag. Eco
nomic growth requires more energy. and coal is Jte
biggest provider. Becking away irom coal would be an
unwise and unnecessary move evan ¥ lats could

The implications of ihat kind of demand lor advanced

¢oal 1echnok sidutabls to the growing heed for

new ol Y 8 Ng Capacity - sppeer

Sound lardetched? Coal i the Mual that rune sconomies
84 diverse as the US,, Germany, China and India. al) with
strong aconcmic and security incentives 1o we theiz in-

agrea that the carth's simaephana la getiing wasmer be
cause ol manmade carboa dloxide and other gasss. But
it becomes more so ghven the fact that they cantt.

Solid science ~ not hypothetical risks about climate
change - ought to inform decisions. U in fact we
see in 8 period of global warming. snd If man is con-
tributing (o it, and there la somathing wa can do ta slow
1t down, then perhaps we should act. Bui we should ect
iqeiligonaty.

What should be recognised s that clean coel tech-
nologhes. such as plants using ntegrated gasilication
combined cycles operating on synihatic gas - through

© thelr greater sificlency ~ SONtribule esd t.mum donide

Real hesdway b possible In tha eflon 10 schieve glob-
al alectrification and a livable envir
but only i we use p § technoiogies, snd maintai
» balanced energy policy. The prerequisita is an under-
standhing ol aach resource’s vital role in mesting enargy
needs by those who can mako & difference.

W ihey don't, the public may wind up paying the huge
costs of thair neglect.

SARY L WALIR b 6 snronesed lovyw practicng o Son Do, Gk Do
v vl fhe et semety f (drenmet, Sefoy oud Nacth o o UL Do
porent oty .

United Ststes can piay a .
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That is because the nation has a perious
electricity shortage. Power blackouts and
sky-high bills, which have besieged Califor
Mmlwp@iﬁvmn&e

mission fines 1o get electricity to where it hs
mdedjwwmhdnducbmbu

Gas & Electric Co. wanted to anchor a flosting
muphntnSmmeBquhebMp

ts, enviroamentabsts objected,
chmmmcphnfsburmmﬂmhm
the air and spill fuel into the bay.

Even wind turbines — among the most rencwahic
of energy resources — have come under fire. A pro-
posed wind farm near Los Angeles was thwarted by
bird enthusiasts. Plans for another wind fxrm near
the sbandoned Shoreham auclear plast on Long Is-
hudmmm-a«awummm

to reduce the supply — and increase the cost — of
hydropowrer in California and in neighboring states.
To make matters worse, the construction of coal
fired plants has ground to 2 halt, and nuclear energy
has been demonized. Evidenty many people seem
udaware that coal and nuclear power togethes pro-
vide about three-quarters of the nation’s electricity.
Is it posaidle we don't have the will to build power

plasts anymore? Not if we give in
to opponents of pubbic projects of
all kinds o that whatever it is we
uY 1o do comes out second-best
or worse. Did our ability to build

peed about 300.000 megawatts of
-additional capacity, or the
equivalent of 300 large, ncw
pmﬂznuhumtouukz
sure the plants get built in 2

mix of coal, nuclear eneryy.
patural gas and renewable
sources.

The pation’s demand for
electricity is growing nearly 3
percent a year — double the rate
of just a fewr years ago. Only 2
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May 3, 2001

Mr. Kirk Blalock

Deputy Director, Office of Public Liaison and L
Special Assistant to the President

The White House

Office of Public Liaison

1600 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Kirk:

As a follow-up tc our earlier conversation, enclosed is a list of ten
(10) principles which are respectfully submitted for consideration by the
Energy Policy Development Group..

These principles are endorsed by an ad-hoc group of energy
consumers, as distinct from energy producers, consisting of: American
Chemistry Council, American Forest and Paper Association, American
Iron and Steel Institute, American Portland Cement Alliance, Electricity
Consumers Research Council, Gypsum Assoclation, and Process Gas
Consumers Group.

If you or staff from the Energy Policy Development Group have any
questions or would like to discuss them further, I am certain that
representatives of the respective groups would be happy to meet with you,
or the Energy Policy Development Group, at your convenience.

Amepican Portland Cement Alliance

cc:  Frederick L. Webber, President & CEO
American Chemistry Council
W. Henson Moore, President & CEO
American Forest and Paper Association
Andrew G. Sharkey, 1, President & CEO
American Iron and Steel Institute
John A. Anderson, Executive Director
Electricity Consumers Research Council
Jerry Walker, Executive Director
Gypsum Association
Dena E. Wiggins
Process Gas Consumers Group
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May 6, 2001

Scnator Richard Durbin
Senator Scott Fitzgerald
Haynes Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20001

Subject: 1 ogical Comprehezssive Energy Policy for the United States in the 21* Century.

Dear Senators Durbin and I'ntzgerald:

As you are keenly aware the United States is in need of a logical, mvrronmentally sound and
economical Comprehensive Energy Policy for the 21* Century.

T believe that it is time for the United States to consider “Electrical Energy Parks™ which use non-
chemical means Lo produce plentiful, environmemtally sound and economical electricity for the
people of the United States. What are nop-chemical means to produce electricity? Non-chemical
electrical production ¢an be achieved by non-combustible sources which inchude high efficiency
nuckear fission direct cycle, solar photovoltaic direct cycle and wind mechanic dircct cycle power
generation devices and systems. It is my belicve that these three sources should be located at the
same sites to take advantage of reduced transmission and distribution costs which is more
economical and less environmentally damaging. Putting these three sources together at the same
sites would appease the “envirommental™ ard “nuclear” factions at the same time. 1t is highly
logical since in reality there is no difference from a physics standpoint between these sources of
power. NuckardnctmdsolardmahavcbccnmssﬁaﬂyusedbyNASAandoﬂuchpace
agencics in space for almost 50 years.

The fedesal government coukd co-sponsor with industries such as Exelon and Duke Encrgy a
series of demonstration non-combustible electrical encrgy producing sites similar to the old AEC
demonstration nuclear reactor program of the 1950s and 1960s. The federal government could
provide the land for these demonstration energy parks.

For example, the old Joliet Arsenal could be used by the federal government and Exelon to
construct and operate a Pebble Bed Modular High Efficiency Inert Gas Direct Cycle nuclcar
reactor as well as literally fields of solar photovoltaic panels and low-medium velocity wind
generation towers. ' .
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The Pebble Bed Modular High Efficiency Inert Gas Direct Cycle (PBMR) nuclear power plant is
mmch more economical to build and is economical and much safer to operate than a water cooled
pressurized or boiling typc nuclear fission reactor. It is over 43% ellicient, whereas a water
cooled reactor (except the old AEC superheated steam muclear power plant) is only 31-32%
cfficient in its conversion of thermal energy to electrical energy. The PBMRs do pot have to be
shut down to refuel. The PBMRs can be used to convert Th-232 to U-233 and be used to
cfficiently burn up the Plutonium-239 created during the cold war which is now being stockpiled.
The PBMRs can do this with a much more efficient and safer fuel design. Since they are modular
and small (100 MW electric), afler one is built, operated and starts to make a profit, a second one
is built and so forth. This rcactor design had been proven at Julich Germany for over 25 ycars.

The same construction and engineering economics methodology can be incorporated when
constructing the solar photovoltaic and wind towers on this [airly large converted federal site.

" The solar pancls would work best i the summer time when they are needed the most forar
conditioning in the city and suburbs. They have little mantenance requirements. The wind
towers would take up the slack in Spring or Fall when the PBMR could be temporarily shut down
for routine maintcnance (which is much less than a water cooled reactor type).

These alternative non-chemical electrical encrgy parks are much more logical and
covirompentally safer (in the case of the PBMR more cfficient) than the “chemical” ethanol/oil or
natural gas (NG) fueled mini and micro turbine-generator farms that are cropping up all over the
United States. These NG mini-turbine-generator farms may lead to even higher natural gas prices
and reduced supply of natural gas. They may require the United States to build a NG pipefine

" from Alaska in the near term. These NG turbine-generators which are essentially jet engines are

only 18-20% cfficient in converting thermal encrgy to clctrical energy. However, as you are
aware, natural gas can be 97% efficient making home heat. In both cases, the consumed natural
produces carbon dioxide which is a primary “greenhouse”™ gas.

It is my belief, we can either start what I have proposed now at a modest pace or be forced into
doing this 15-20 years down the road when the old bebemoth large water cooled nuclcar power
stations start shutting down permanently.

1f you need assistance in getting this project started ] would be happy to assist you

T would appreciate it if you would consider what I have proposed and share this with other
senators, representatives and executive branch directors at your convenience. Thank you.

6498 N. 16750
Momence, II. 60954 v
. e-mail: paulwilliam_s@yahoo.com

Boos
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PETROLEUM FONDATION DES
COMMUNICATION COMMUNICATIONS
FOUNDATION SUR LE PETROLE
9 May 2001 : .
Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham,

Those of us in Canada who are involved in the petroleum industry, even peripherally, are
very interested in your upcoming “continental energy policy”. With this thought in mind,
let me introduce you to The Petroleum Communication Foundation.

We are a not-for-profit organization created in 1975 to inform Canadians about our
petroleum industry. We do not advocate, lobby or speak for any sector of the industry.
We do however produce a variety of balanced and factual booklets and publications on
virtually all aspects of our national petroieum industry.

Among the publications and programs that we produce and distribute are the three
publications | am sending to you today. Covering the three subjects that will be pivotal in
any energy policy benefiting the citizens of our two great nations - Oil Sands, Natural
Gas and Pipelines, these publications provide the reader with an overview of each of
these components of the Canadian energy mix.

In an effort to foster ever greater, and mutual understanding, we offer these booklets for
your information. We know you will find them very informative. Should you wish, we
would be pleased to provide more copies.

We would like to take this opportunity to wish you and your family well throughout your
term as Secretary of Energy.

Yours sincerely,

Fe oy

Roger CG Rowiey
Executive Director

Cc: Mr. John Percic, President, Petroleum Communication Foundation

PCF/RR/Secretary of Energy.dot

409, 100 - 4 Avenue SW, Calgary, Alberta, Canada T2P 3N2 (403)264-6064 Fax: (403)237-6286 www.pclab.ca
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DEVELOPING
THE WORLD'S
LARGEST
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RESOURCE

PETROLEUM
COMMUNICATION
FOUNDATION
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NOVEMBER 2000 $3.00

CANADA'’S

Natural Gas Resources

NATURAL GAS
IN OUR DAILY LIVES

PETROLEUM
COMMUNICATION
FOUNDATION
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
OFFICE OF THE GWC“NO\_’

SOERNOR May 9, 2001

The Vice President

Tho White House
Washington, D.C. 20050
Dear Mr. Vice President:

Tbopeakaummerdnvmgseuonuneaﬂynponu,andonuagmnmchxgmand
parts of the Midwest are experiencing dramatically higher prices for gasoline than many

othser regions of the country. These higher guwhnepﬂeﬁma&eahardnhxpformnmon _

andeanonlyhnveadetﬂmantaleﬁutonthemcmmmnomy

During the period of nationwide high gasoline pnben last summer, the Midwest
sustained significantly higher prices at the pumps. C ed by rising crude oil prices,
severe fuel supply constraints drovs self-serve, regular ed gasoline prices to $2.15
per ganon in the Detroit-area last summer. Several factirs caused supply constraints in
our region, including o logs of regicnal refining capacity, fistribution problems, and & major
pipeline disruption. Additionally, last year'l change-ovet from winter to summer fuels, and
expectations for Jower future crude ofl prices eontnbutod’to motor fuel inventories reaching
extremely low levels.

Gasoline inveatories for the Midwest have recently besn lower than levels described
as cnhca.ny low at this same time last year. Midwester:d refiners are operating at
maximum capacity, yet the "balkanisation” of our motor fuel supplies, as the result of a
proliferation of "boutique' fuels, coupled with a lack of refining and pipeline capacity, may
actually drive gasohne prices even higher than they werg last year. The average cost of
unleaded gasoline in Michigan went from $1.47 on April 1, 2001, to $1.71 on May 1, 2001.
m%mnpergdhnmmsemﬂmbothuumdpawmcmzeﬂypiunysmthm
time of year and concerns that low inventories could lead to distribution problems and
increased prics volatility. The April 28, 2001, fire at theTosco refinery in Wood River,
Dlinois, demonstrated the volatility of the current situation. Following this refinery fire,
prices rose 14 cents from the May 1* average of $1.71 to $1.85 on May 7, 2001. Prices of
nearly $2.00 per gallon have already been reportodmnopeareas of the state. Although
regional inventories appear to be building, the average retail price in Michigan of $1.85 per
gallon is nearly 17 cents higher than the national average.

The acceleration of these price increases, in additjon to their magnituds, strains cur
economic vitality. The dagree of these price increases is also difficult to understand in light
of crude oil prices that have remained relatively stable during this time. Any further
significant supply disruptions could push retail gasoline prices to record levels.

20'd vi:y  100C 11 fey 6V63-5ee-21G: xRy 140 2343
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The Vice President

Page 2
May 9, 2001

We did not arrive at the current situation overnight, and we recognize that there are
no simple short-term solutions to address this problem. As the National Energy Policy
Task Force proceeds with their work to develop a comprehensive national energy policy, 1
request that you look closely at the issue of higher than average gasoline prices-in the
Midwest. ldentifying practical solutions to reduce the requirements for multiple types of
special gasoline, and working with the states on a regionf! basis to incresse refinery
capacity and improve the distribution system should be imperative national ohjectives. In
addition, federal environmental requirements that impede the construction of refineries,
such as the Clean Air Act "New Saurce Review” program; should be reformed. Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality officials have dev¢loped recommendations on how
this could be achisved without compromising environmestal quality and have provided
thess recommendstions to the U.8. Environmental Protettion Agency.

Motor fusl composition must continuse to play an iptegral role in reducing automobile
emissions, and ] have expressed niy support for reuomlge policies to reduce sulfur levels
in gasoline in arder to achieve greater mobile source emigsion reductions and air quality
improvements. However, as we mova toward requiring deaner fuels and cleaner cars, we
must address the patchwork of requirements that have rissulted in the required use of 13
different types of gasoline nationwide, seven types in tha Midwestern states alone. We
must significantly reduce the number of fuels currently siequired to two or thrwe different
types nationwide. This aumber could accammodate clean air objectives, depending on the
air quality designation of the area in which they are used. This policy decision can only bs
made at the federal level.

The gasoline supply issue in the Midweat exemplifies the problems we facs because
our nation lacks a comprebensive national energy policy; 1 applaud President Bush's
foresight and your leadership in undertaking this daunting bup necessary challenge.

JE/brde :
cc:  The Honorable Spencer Abraham
The Honorable Christine Todd Whitman

&

£0°d vi:p  100C 11 hew 6V63-Gee-4 1G: xR 4 1440 233
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PETROLEUM
PRODUCT Sixc

500 River East Drive
Belle, WV 25015

PH:  (304) 926-3000
FAX: (304) 926-3009
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May 9, 2001

Mr. Spencer Abraham o
Department of Energy Secretary

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue

Washington, DC 20500

RE: White House Energy Briefing — April 25, 2001

Dear Secretary Abraham:

I am writing to thank you for the outstanding briefing you provided to me
and several of my customers and colleagues from the West Virginia coal industry at
the White House last week regarding the Administrations efforts to address our
Nation’s energy problems. | felt very privileged to attend this meeting with a
delegation from the West Virginia coal industry and I can assure you that we are all
very excited and in fact relieved that we have an administration who understands how
important coal is to our future energy mix.

As a supplier and vendor to various production companies, it is critically
important that we establish a policy that our country can depend upon for its energy
requirements. | was very impressed with all members of the briefing team and the
“no-nonsense” approach to articulating the problem and addressing the solutions.
We in private industry have a difficult time of providing our goods and services and
planning for future production requirements when we have a “start — stop™” energy
policy which does not allow for long range planning and production requirements, |
am particularly excited about the long range thinking your group is obviously doing
in projecting for the year 2020!

Please know that the members of our company stand ready to assist you and
the administration in any way possible to both deliver this important message to the
American people and to support your efforts to execute your plans. We believe West
Virginia has a very important roie to play in the solutions to this problem tor our
country. Thank you again for your hard work on this very important problem.

PCGlil/pw
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STATE OF MAINE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
2 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333-0002

May 9, 2001

The Honorable George W. Bush

The President of the United States of America
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue }VW

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As a result of our tremendous prosperity, the United States has become the most
energy consumplive society on the planet, and the developing world looks to us for
leadership and example. The United States is blessed with extraordinary natural
resources. However, the growth of population and industry has resulted in tremendous
pressure on our natural resources, including threats to the quality of air and water and
increased warming of the planet. Therefore, in order to ensure a safe and healthy
environment, and thus the continued well-being of our planet, we must properly steward
the planet and its prectous natural resources.

Accordingly, we the members of the Legislature of the State of Maine strongly
urge you, the Congress of the United States, the Department of Energy, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Department of the Interior to not sacrifice the
long-term health of the planet for short term financial gain or hardship that might result,
and work toward the following fundamental goals:

e Reduction of the levels of emissions of greenhouse gases and carbon dioxide
from coal-fired power plants in adherence to the commitments of the Kyoto
conference on Global Warming;

* Suspension of plans to drill for oil and natural gas in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge;

¢ Creation and implementation of energy policy based upon conservation,
reduction of emissions, and research and development of renewable energy
SOurces,;
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e Protect National Forests against excessive road building;

e Require mining companies to maintain clean-up bonds to ensure
comprehensive restoration of the mine environment and surroundings; and

e Restore protections against arsenic in water supplies around mines.

Again, we strongly urge you, the Congress, the Department of Energy, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Department of the Interior to advance
these important objectives as we enter the 21* Century.

Sincerely,
- Members of the 120™ Maine Legislature

CC:

Rep. John Baldacci

Rep. Thomas H. Allen

Sen. Olympia Snowe

Sen. Susan Collins

The Honorable Spencer Abraham, Secretary of Energy

The Honorable Christie Whitman, Administrator, U.S. Environmenta) Protection Agency
The Honorable Gale A. Norton, Secretary of the Interior
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CHUCK HAGEL — FAX —

U.S. SENATOR — NEBRASKA

To: The Honorable Spencer Abraham

Of: Department of Energy

Fax: (202) 586-7644 _

Subject: Hagel Energy / Climate Change Speech ‘
-~ Pages: 7, including this cover sheet.

Date: May 11, 2001

Senator Hagel wanted you to have a copy of the attached. It is a press release and the full
text of a speech he gave yesterday on the Senate floor regarding the need to integrate
energy and climate change policies. In the speech, he supports President Bush's efforts to
craft a comprehensive energy strategy and a new approach to climate change.

From the desk of...

Deb Fiddelke

Press Director

Senator Chuck Hagel
248 Senate Russell Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510
(202) 2244224

Fax: (202) 224-5213
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UNITED STATES SENATOR ¢ NEBRASKA .

CHUCK HAGEL

PRESS RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Deb Fiddelke
Thursday, May 10, 2001 (202) 224-4224

Hagel Calls for ][ntegratenﬂ
“ Energy/Climate Change Policy

Washington D.C.— United States Senator Chuck Hagel called for an integration of U.S. energy
and climate change policies in a speech on the Senate floor today. Below are excerpts from that
speech:

“Mr. President, in the midst of the energy challenges facing our nation lies
a very unique opportunity. We have a chance to start afresh and build energy and
environmental policies that work together. A clean environment and a strong energy policy
nced not be mutually exclusive.

The forces of reality have brought us to this point. We have an energy problem that we
cannot ignore. We also have a new Administration which is re-evaluating our environmental
policies, as any new Administration would do, to ensure that what we're pursuing, and how
we're pursuing it, is relevant, realistic and achievable.

In the next few days; President Bush will release the Administration's new
+  energy policy. This policy will provide a balanced approach to meet the supply and demand
imbalance we're now facing in America. It will reflect our absolute need for a wide and deep
energy supply portfolio, including the use of renewable energy and alternative encrgy sources.

It would have becn casy to defer this challenge, to delay the tough choices. But that's
what got us into this mess. For the last eight years, this country drifted without an energy policy
- and today we're literally paying the price.

As we create a comprehensive and balanced policy to address our energy
necds, we need to take into account our environmental priorities, particularly in the area of
climate change. President Bush has said that his Administration will offer a science based,
- realistic and achicvable alternative to the Kyoto Protocol. That is the responsible thing to do.

-MORE -
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HAGEL -PAGE 2 of 2

President Bush merely stated the obvious when he declared the Kyoto Protocol
dead. Although his actions have been criticized, the forthrightness and clarity are refreshing on
this issue. The Kyoto Protocol would never have been in a position to be ratified by the U.S.
Senate. The Clinton-Gore Administration knew this as well. That's why they never submitted
the treaty to the Scnate even for debate and consideration. .

There's a reason for that. The Kyoto Protocol wouldn't work. A treaty claiming to
attempt to reduce global amissions of greenhouse gases has no chance of being effective when it
exempts 134 nations, including some of the largest greenhouse gas cmitters in the world —
nations like China, India, South Korea, Brazil and others.

My colleague from West Virginia, Senator Byrd, who I worked with in 1997 on
SRes. 98, addressed this point Jast week. S.Res. 98, which the Senate agreed to by a vote of 95
to 0, stated that the U.S. should not agrec to any treaty in Kyoto, or thereafter, which would
place binding limits on the United States unless "the protocol or other agreement also mandates
new specific scheduled commitments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for Developing
County Parties within the same compliance period.” As Senator Byrd reiterated last weck,
developing countrics must be included in any international agreement to limit greenhousc gas
emissions.

‘We have an opportunity now to discard an unworkable protocol and build a new
conscunsus that will address climate change, and initiate efforts that are realistic and achievable.

In addition, by addressing this issue domestically, the United States can demonstrate our
commitment to climate change and show that meeting this challenge can be done in an
integrated way that ensures a sound encrgy supply and economic stability. The world will not be
better off if the United States slips into an energy crisis or if our economy falters. Both would
set off shock wavcs that would reverberate around the world. By creating our own integrated
policy, we can provide direction for how the world can address the dual challenges of encrgy
and climate change.

. In the last Congress, Senators Murkowski, Byrd, Craig and I had legislation that would
dramatically increase funding for the research and development of technologies to provide
cleaner energy sources, and to incentivize efforts to reduce or sequester greenhouse gases. We
are building upon that legislation and will be reintroducing it soon. It will improve our
scientific kmowledge and lay out positive steps that we can take now to address climate change.

As we enter the 21st century, we face a world that is integrated like never before in
history. What we do in one policy area has dramatic implications for another - both in our
nation and across the globe. Building sound policies for our future requires that we create
integrated policies to address the challenges facing Amecrica and the world.”

-30-
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“The Need for Integrated Energy and Climate Change Policies”
Floor Remarks
U.S. Senator Chuck Hagel (R-NE)
‘May 10, 2001

- -

Mr. President, in the midst of the energy challenges facing our nation lies a very
unique opportunity. We have a chance to develop energy and environmental policies that
work together. A clean environment and a strong energy policy need not be mutually
exclusive. T

~ Theforces of reality have brought us to this point. We have an energy problem
that we cannot ignore. We also have a new Administration which is re-evaluating our
environmental policies, as any new Administration would do, to ensure that what we're
pursuing, and how we’re pursuing it, is relevant, realistic and achicvable.

In the past, there has been a division of these issues. Energy and environmental
policies have been considered separately — and mostly at odds with one another. This has
led to an unnecessary gap of confidence in both efforts.

We have an opportunity to reverse this division and create integrated policies to
pursue both critically important objectives of a steady energy supply and a clean
environment.

In the next few days, President Bush will releasc the Administration’s new energy
policy. This policy will provide a balanced approach to mect the supply and demand
imbalance we’re now facing in America. It will reflect our absolute need for a wide and
decp energy supply portfolio, including the use of renewable energy and alternative
energy sources.

It would have been easy to defer this challenge, to delay the tough choices. But
that’s what got us into this mess. For the last cight years, this country drifted without an
encrgy policy — and today we’re literally paying the price.

Gas prices have hit record levels and are predicted to continuc rising. The energy
shortages in California will spread to other areas of this country during the hot summer
months when the demand for energy will continue to outstrip supply.

Finding solutions to problems requires bold ideas, common sense, imagination
and sometimes unpopular choices. President Bush has shown courage and leadership for
his willingness to address the problem and develop solutions.

-1-
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As we create a comprehensive and balanced policy to address our energy needs,
we need to take into account our environmental priorities, particularly in the area of
climate chaoge.

Just one example of where we can do this is nuclear energy production. Like solar
and wind power, nuclear power produces no greenhouse gascs — zero-emissions. Itis
one of the most cost effective, reliable, available and efficient forms of encrgy we have.
Vast improvements in technology have made it one of the safest forms of energy
production. Having nuclear energy play a vital role in our cnergy policy will enhance not
only our energy supply but our environmental health. -

President Bush has assembled a cabinet environmental task force to review
‘climate change. They have been listening to and learning from some of the world’s
foremost meteorologists, climatologists, physicists, scientists, and environmental experts.
The President has said that his Administration will offer a science based, realistic and
achicvable alternative to the Kyoto Protocol. That is the responsible thing to do.

President Bush mercly stated the obvious when he declared the Kyoto Protocol
dead. Although his actions have been criticized, the forthrightness and clarity are
: refreshing on this issuc. The Kyoto Protocol would never have been in a position to be
' ratified by the U.S. Senate. The Clinton-Gore Administration knew this as well. That’s
why they never submitted the treaty to the Senate even for debate and consideration.

Despite the heated rhetoric on this issue from the other side of the Atlantic, no
major industrialized nation has ratified the Kyoto Protocol. In fact, Australia has said it
will follow us in rejecting the treaty.

There’s a reason for that. The Kyoto Protocol wouldn’t work. It left out 134
nations, some of whom are among the world’s Jargest emitters of greenhouse gases, A
treaty claiming to attempt to reduce global emissions of grecnhouse gases has no chance
of being effective when it exempts some of the largest greenhouse gas emitters in the
world -- nations like China, India, South Korea, Brazil and others.

My colleague from West Virginia, Senator Byrd, who I worked with in 1997 on

S.Res. 98, addressed this point last week. S.Res. 98, or the Byrd-Hagel Resolution,
which the Senate agreed to by a vote of 95 to 0, stated that the U.S. should not agree to

. any treaty in Kyoto, or thereafter, which would place binding limits on the United States

| and other industrialized nations unless “the protocol or other agreement also mandates

| new specific scheduled commitments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for Developing
County Parties within the same compliance period.” As Scnator Byrd reiterated last
week, developing countries must be included in any international agreement to limit
greenhouse gas emissions.
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From the moment it was signed, the Kyoto Protocol was never a realistic or
achievable way to move forward on climate change.

In the meantime, we’ve lost precious time when we could have been exploring
achievable and realistic ways to reduce greenhouse gas cmissions. o

We have an opportunity now to discard an unworkable protocol and build a new
consensus that will address climate change, and initiate efforts that are realistic and
achievable. o

~ TheUnited States is still a party to the Framework Convention on Climate Change
(Rio Treaty), which was signed by the United States and ratified by the U.S. Senate in
1992, We should go back tu the framework of that treaty, before the Berlin Mandate that
excluded developing countries from participation, and lay the groundwork for future
international efforts.

This gives us a strong base to work from.- Many of the discussions during the
negotiations for the Kyoto Protocol have worked to build consensus on areas that will
need to be part of any international initiative — flexible measures to reduce greenhouse
gas emissjons, the role of carbon sinks, and other areas. We can build on this progress in
developing an alternative to Kyoto. :

If we are creative and if our partners will work with us in good faith, we can
negotiate arrangements that are responsible and proactive.

By addressing this issue domestically, the United States can demonstrate our
commitment to climate change and show that meeting this challenge can be done in an
integrated way that ensures a sound energy supply and economic stability. The world
will not be better off if the United States slips into an energy crisis or if our economy -
falters. Both would set off shock waves that would reverberate around the world. By
creating our own integrated policy, we can provide direction for how the world can
address the dual challenges of energy and climate change,

Senators Murkowski and Breaux have introduced a comprehensive energy bill, of
which I am an original cosponsor, that will increase our domestic resources, and increase
the use of renewable and alternative fuels. In the last Congress, Senators Murkowski,
Byrd, Craig and I had legislation that would dramatically increasc funding for the
research and development of technologics to provide cleaner energy sources, and to
incentivize efforts to reduce or sequester greenhouse gases. We are building upon that
legislation and will be reintroducing it soon. It will improve our scientific knowledge
and lay out positive steps that we can take now to address climate change.

-3-
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A forward-looking domestic policy will demonstrate our commitment to this
important issuc, enhance what we genuinely know about climate change, create more
efficient energy sources, include the efforts of our agricultural sector, and have the
additional effect of reducing air pollutants.

Mr. President, as I stated earlier, we have an historic opportunity to create policies
that will address both our energy and environmental priorities in a way that is not
mutually exclusive. Policies that compliment each other and work together.

As we enter the 21* century, we face a world that is integrated like never before in
history. Just as foreign policy cannot be considered separate from national security or
trade policy — energy policy cannot and should not be considered separate from
environmental and economic policy. What we do in one policy area has dramatic
implications for another — buth in our nation and across the globe. Building sound

policies for our future requires that we create integrated policies to address the challenges
facing America and the world.
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NATIONAL PETROCHEMICAL
& REFINERS ASSOCIATION

1899 L Street, N.W.
Suvite 1000
Washington, D.C.
20036-3896

Phone: 202-457-0480

RTINS 01675427 514 P 3:13

May 14, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

Thank you for your recent letter asking for recommendations from our membership
concerning short and long-term responses to petroleum product price and supply constraints. The
National Petrochemical and Refiners Association (NPRA) welcomes the Administration's focus
on these issues and looks forward to its upcoming recommendations on the future course of U. S.
energy policy. We circulated your letter to our Board of Directors and this letter incorporates
their comments.

In general, we urge that you continue to stress three key points: (1) U.S. energy supplies
should be enhanced, at least in part through strengthening of the domestic refining and fuel
distribution infrastructure; (2) environmental and energy policy objectives should be balanced to
ensure continued environmental progress in conjunction with maintaining adequate and
affordable energy supplies; and (3) reliance on markets is both the best foundation for policy and

~ the best mechanism to rely on for a prompt response to any interruption in supplies.

NPRA's members include virtually all U.S. refiners as well as petrochemical
manufacturers who depend on a secure supply of petroleum products for feedstock use and fuel
requirements. The refining industry has been operating at near-peak capacity levels both before
and durning this peniod of serious concern about energy supply availability. The industry will
continue these efforts, but both government and the public must realize that policy changes are
necessary to assist in that task. Unfortunately, it will take time to mend the effects of earlier
decisions made without appropniate attention to their impact on energy supplies.

Short-term Recommendations

In the short term, the steps that can be taken to address supply and price disruptions are
limited. NPRA recommends that you focus on ways to augment industry's flexibility to increase
and redirect supplies. Because refiners and fuel distributors are already stressed by existing fuel
specifications and volume requirements, care must be taken to eénsure that remedies do not add
new uncertainties or complications that may adversely affect supply. Specifically, requests that
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RFG standards should be waived must be very carefully evaluated to determine whether any
anticipated benefits are outweighed by other impacts. Potential drawbacks could be short-term
interference with market signals and a longer-term disincentive to make Clean Air Act-related
investments to meet requirements which might later be waived.

Longer-term Recommendations
Here is a brief summary of our longer-term recommendations:
Clean Air Act New Source Review Reform (NSR)
. Review EPA’s retroactive "enforcement initiativé;” tfxis nitiative has made it
difficult for refiners to consider operational or maintenance steps that would

increase energy productivity; the resulting uncertainty could inhibit future steps
that might debottleneck or expand existing refinery operations

. Clarify when NSR is needed
. Develop a flexible, performance-based altemnative to NSR

Fuels

. Balance energy and environmental goals in setting environmental requirements
and determining leadtimes

. Avoid any further complication of the current supply and distribution system

. Seek simplifications that make economic and logistical sense and that do not
reduce supply or increase costs

. Set fuel requirements based on performance standards that balance environmental
goals with the need to keep refineries operating in order to maintain and expand
U.S. refining capacity

. Provide refiners with flexibility by avoiding rigid product specifications
. Provide adequate leadtime for new requirements
. Rely on economic mechanisms, such as trading and incentive programs, that

maximize flexibility wherever possible
. Reconsider the decision to implement EPA's diesel sulfur rule as issued;

commission an independent study of the rule’s feasibility, timing and fuel supply
impacts
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. Streamline and expedite the permitting process to enable refiners to comply with
the Tier 2 gasoline sulfur reduction program

. Review the recent Mobile Source Air Toxics Rule for adverse gasoline supply
impacts; many refiners are concerned that this rule punishes refiners which have
already taken steps to reduce toxics and could make compliance impossible if
MTBE usage is eliminated or severely reduced as some states-have done; in the
near term the rule could seriously reduce a refiner's flexibility to take steps that
would increase supply

. Carefully analyze the effect on gasoline supply of any steps taken in response to
concerns about MTBE usage '
"« Review the cumulative impact of the unprecedented stream of recent regulatory

actions that affect refiners (see attached chart). Consider ways in which
overlapping requirements could be prioritized and appropriately sequenced, as
recommended by the June 2000 Refining Study issued by the National Petroleum
Council. '

As previously mentioned, NPRA also represents U.S. petrochemical producers. The U.S.
petrochemical industry is a world leader in size, scale of facilities and technological
development. Its products-plastics, fibers, coatings and specialty applications-are used
throughout the economy in everything from clothing to medicines, CDs and computers. The
industry has been a leading net exporter for many years; however, recent high domestic natural
gas prices have affected its global competitiveness.

The petrochemical industry is extremely dependent on both the U.S. refining and natural
gas production industries for fuel and feedstocks. Policies that strengthen the U.S. refining
industry and those which increase the supply of natural gas will help the petrochemical industry
continue to make its important contributions to our economy. The U.S. needs to develop a
balance in energy supply sources to avoid over reliance on natural gas, which can result from
regulatory signals, particularly in the electric generation industry. Also, enhancements to the
U.S. transportation infrastructure are critical to supply petrochemical facilities with feedstocks
and to distribute their output. In addition, the petrochemical and refining industries will benefit
from policies that encourage the production and distribution of electricity supplied from
cogeneration technology.

Stable, reliable and affordable supplies of energy and efficient energy use are essential to
maintaining living standards and supporting economic growth. We look forward to continuing to
work with you and the Department to improve the nation's energy policies. If you have any
questions regarding the suggestions we have raised or if you need to go into these issues in
greater detail, please call me, Bob Slaughter or Betty Anthony at (202) 457-0480.

Yours sincerely,

ey s
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Cumulatave Regulatory Impacts on Refineries, 2000 - 2008

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Tler II Gasolme Sulfur 1.3,

“California Phase Out

Rional Haze

_New York MTBE Phase Out

~ On-Road Diesel > o

Off'iel s ;

|Gasoline Toxics Controli

ReﬁneryMACTIIs B

Section 126 Petitions ]

New Sourco Rovlew Enforcomont Inltiativo s

KEY

Urban Alr Toxlcs (Area Sources) 7

Actual time frame known or based
on 36-48 month compliance
schedule after final rule issued.

VR L R S T Prepared by the National
Residuat Risk Petrochemical & Refiners Association

Compliance Requirements January 31, 2001
unknown and timae frame
estimated,
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FOOTNOTES:

Nowsw N

Longer compllance time for refineries in Alaska and Rocky Mountain states and small refineries
covered by Small Business Regulatory Enforcement and Flexibility Act (SBREFA). Additional
compiliance time Is avallabte for these refineries If they produce ultra low sulfur highway diesel
beginning in 2006.

Reglonal haze State Implementation Plans (SIPs) due 2005-2007. Earliest compliance date. Schedule
may be impacted by National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) litigation,

Longer compliance time for small refiners covered by SBREFA.

Estimated effective date based on proposed heavy duty vehicle standards.

Compiiance date may be harmonized with Tier II schedule.

Based on Clinton Administration EPA statements to press. Estimated date for implementation.
Urban Alr Toxics Strategy includes potential controls of gasoline loading facilities at refinerlies.

Estimated compiiance schedule.
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North Dakota

Office of the Governor
John Hoeven

Governor
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May 11, 2001

Vice President Richard Cheney
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Vice President Cheney:

Allow me to express my appreciation for your recent efforts to develop the much-
needed and long-awaited national energy policy. Judging by all that I have read, the
Administration understands the critical importance of developing the nation’s domestic
energy resources, including oil, natural gas and coal. I strongly support this emphasis
and commend you for keeping it foremost in your policy development.

I am writing to reiterate the role that coal can and should play in meeting the
United States’ energy demands. In additon, I wanted to offer my assistance to you and
President Bush in promoting coal and our other natural resources as key components in
a national energy policy. If there is any way I can help in making the case for your energy
initiauves, please feel free to put me to work.

It is appropriate that the President is coming to Minnesota on Thursday to address
energy issues. Much of Minnesota’s electricity is generated in North Dakota by coal-
fired power plants. The lignite industry represents a significant part of our state’s
economy, and of course, we would like to develop it further in the coming decades.

The advantages of coal as an energy source are numerous, and from your years in
Wyoming and Texas, I know you are well acquainted with the industry. Let me highlight
coal’s advantages as seen from a North Dakota perspective.

600 E Boulevard Ave
Bismarck, ND 58505-0001
Phone: 701.328.2200
Fax: 701.328.2205
www.discovernd.com
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Vice President Richard Cheney
Page 2
May 11, 2001

o . Supply — The lignite-bearing regions of western North Dakota and eastern
Montana have more than a 1,000-year supply of lignite that is currently
economically feasible to recover. (Based on 35 billion tons with the current
producton rate of 30 million tons per year.) Energy independence clearly
should be a central goal of a national energy policy; given the abundant
supplies, coal will help anchor that independence.

e Cost — Although the price of coal has recently faced upward pressure, it
remains a comparatively inexpensive source of energy in the United States.
America’s competitiveness benefits greatly from low-cost energy supplies, and
coal is well-equipped to fill the economy’s needs.

e Environmental friendliness — Coal-generated electricity and clean air are
certainly compatble. North Dakota’s industry has been a leader in reducing
emissions, and even with our healthy energy sector, our air ranks among the
cleanest in the country. 1 applaud the President’s commitment to developing
clean-coal technologies, including his budget proposal to spend $2 billion on
the coal-related environmental initiatives over the next 10 years.

¢ Versatility — Our coal industry is not limited to electrical generaton. More than
13.5 percent of North Dakota’s lignite is used to generate synthetic natural gas,
at the only such plant in the United States. This technology holds tremendous
potential for the future. (The Great Plans Synfuels plant is operating profitably,
I would note.) In additon, about 7.5 percent of lignite is used to produce
fertilizer products, such as anhydrous ammonia and ammonium sulfate.

North Dakota’s commitment to coal is serious and long-term. Wotking in 2
partnership, the state and lignite industry recently launched the Vision 21 project,
intended to lead to the establishment of at least one new coal-fired power plant. The 500
megawatt plant is estimated to require three million tons of coal a year while adding
1,300 new jobs.

In light of this goal, I am pleased to see reports that the President’s energy strategy
calls for regulatory steps that would expedite approval of new power plants.

28133



Vice President Richard Cheney
Page 3
May 11, 2001

By all accounts, the President’s comprehensive energy strategy will strike a balance,
encouraging conservation while promoting the wise development of all of our energy
resources. While 1 am certainly an advocate for coal, I also support this balanced
approach. Oil exploration and development should remain a priority, and there is an
important place for renewable sources such as wind and bie-fuels.

-~ The absence of a comprehensive, national energy policy has hampered our
economic growth and contributed to the supply shortfalls and sudden price swings. The
result is understandable political pressure to take short-term action that may, in fact, be
counterproductive.

It is to the Admnistration’s credit that you have sought to develop a long-term
strategy with the appropriate emphasis on supply. I congratulate you for the effort, and

stand ready to assist the President and you in whatever way would be helpful.

Sincerely,

n Hoeven
Governor

cc:  Secretary Spencer Abraham, Department of Energy

38:27:41
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.. City of Seattle

Office of the Mayor g}
May 14. 2001 ) :
' . g hd
The Honorable George W. Bush ) */, N -
. ¢ *

The White House
1600 Pennsylvama Avenue
Washington. DC 20500-0001

Dear President Bush:

I was interested to read your comments reported in the national press last week about the national
energy policy you are developing. A national energy policy is a terribly complex undertaking, but

“we in the Pacific Northwest now know all too well how vital this work is to our regional and
national economies. I look forward to working constructively with the Administration as this
work goes forward.

While the City of Seattle may respectfully disagree with some of the directions you appear to be
considering, | am intrigued by the comments you made about the role of energy conservation. The
City of Seattle has aggressively pursued energy conservation for at least twenty years. Our
citizens enthusiastically support our investments in energy efficiency; perhaps in part, because it is
the night thing to do, but much more importantly because they know that each conservation
investment must prove its worth in relation to the comparable cost of acquiring new energy
generation. Energy conservation on this basis is just as good as any new generation plant
development. While there are some administrative costs associated with our approach, they are
nothing in comparison to the costs and difficulties incurred with new plant construction.

After twenty-plus years of “buying” conservation in our community on this basis, you might think
that we must have been getting close to exhausting the supply. We have just completed a detailed
assessment of the conservation potential remaining in our community, and 1 was a little surprised
but pleased to see that we can not only continue the program, but we can also double the level of
accomplishment — with only a modest increase in costs.

Conservation alone is not going to solve this country’s energy problems. Conservation based on
“doing without” is certainly not a reasonable part of the national energy approach. But real energy
efficiency investments should be featured prominently in the Administration’s plan. I was pleased
10 hear your comment iast week thai you recogiized the vaiue uf reai encrgy edficiency
investments. I fear that you may be underestimating the amount of energy these investments
might produce in a short time if we properly encourage them. I hope the Administration will
continue 10 support federal incentives that can help make conservation an even bigger success.

Seattle City Light, our very successful municipal electrical utility, has a great deal of expertise
with energy conservation. We offer our assistance to your task force in any manner you might
find useful. Good luck with the national energy policy endeavor; we look forward to working with
you.

truly yours,

- ‘hel % @

600 Fourth Avenue. 12th Floor. Seattle. WA 98104-1873
Tel: (206) 684-3000. TDD: (206) 684-8811. Fax: (206) 684-5360). E-mail: mayors.office@ ci seane. wa.us

An equal employment opportunity. aflirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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Department of Energy
Washingxon, DG 20585

May 14, 2001

Mr. Walter L. Adams, Jr.
2221 Old Comfort Highway o
Trenton, North Carolina 28585

Dear Mr. Adams:

Thank you for your recent letter to the Secretary of Energy expressing your
_ support for the revival of the nuclear option for electrical power generation within
the United States and for other energy production options.

One of President Bush’s first acts was to create a National Energy Policy
Development Group, headed by Vice President Cheney, to help the private sector
and government at all levels promote dependable, affordable, and
environmentally sound production and distribution of energy for our country.
This group includes the Secretary of Energy, as well as the Secretaries of the
Treasury, Interior, Agriculture and Commerce Departments, the heads of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Environmental Protection Agency,
the President’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Policy, and the Assistants to the
President for Economic Folicy and Intergovernmental Affairs. The National
Energy Policy Development Group is considering ideas and recommendations of
consumers, businesses, states and independent experts on how best to address the
broad range of energy issues now facing the Nation. Your specific suggestions
will be passed on for their consideration.

The Department of Energy (DOE) is working to ensure that nuclear power
rematns a viable energy alternative for power generators in the future. For this to
happen, it is vital that existing nuclear power plants continue to operate
economically and safely. In addition, future plants will depend on investments
we make today in nuclear power plant safety, reliability, and economic
competitiveness. We are actively pursing a number of means for stimulating new
investments in nuclear power generating capacity.

The Department is making steady progress on the geological repository for high
level wastes. The President has committed to ensuring that sound science
govemns the site characterization activities being conducted by the Department in
support of a possible recommendation to continue development of a potential

@ Printed with soy ink on recycied paper

28136



repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada. As for reprocessing, the Department is
taking a fresh look at the nuclear fuel cycle to be sure that Government policies
do not unnecessarily close off important energy options to the private sector.

Thank you for writing.
Sincerely,
Mar(:i@derson

Acting Director
Office of Policy

28137



2001-012906 May 24 A 7:49

STATE OF MAINE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES .
2 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333-0002

May 15. 2001

The Honorable George W. Bush
President of thie United States of America
The White House

1600 Pennsyivania Avenue

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We, the undersigned members of the Maine House of Representatives, are concerned about the United States’
domestic supply of energy and are concerned that there has been no comprehensive, forward-looking energy
plan created over the past several years. These concems stem from the following facts: demand for oil is
projected to grow one-third by 2020; the U.S. produces 39 percent less oil today than it did in 1970; by 2020, the
U.S. will produce approximately half of what was produced in 1970; the U.S. imports 57 percent of its oil and it
is projected that by 2020, imports will grow to 64 percent; not one new refinery has been built in the U.S. in
over 25 years; and since 1980 the number of refineries has been cut in half.

Energy prices are too high, demand is great and the supply is limited. This is causing great apprehension and
difficulties for American consumers. Therefore, we support any federal efforts to develop a national
comprehensive energy plan with short-term and long-term solutions that will help increase domestic supplies of
energy. Such a plan may include:

Reviewing exploration on federal land so there can be energy development on federal lands;
Increasing refining capacity through regulatory relief;

Increasing pipeline transportation through FERC and DOE policies;

Developing clean coal technology; and

Re-licensing hydro projects.

We encourage you to continue to work with the Congress, the Department of Energy, the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Department of the Interior to develop and implement a national energy plan. We
appreciate your attention to this matter of vital importance to the citizens of the State of Maine and the entire
United States of America.

Sincerely.
The Undersigned Members of the Maine House of Representatives

ce: The Honorable Olympia Snowe. United States Senator
The Honorable Susan Collins, United States Senator
The Honorable John Baldacci, United States Representative
The Honorable Thomas Allen. United States Representative
The Honorable Spencer Abraham, Secretary of Energy .~
The Honorable Christie Whitman. Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency
The Honorable Gale Norton, Secretary of the Interior
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Washington, BE 205153506 Founoen an eo-cran
May 15, 200}
The Honorable Richard Cheney
Vice President of the United States
The Old Executive Office Building

Washington, DC 20501

Dear Mr. Vice President:

I am disturbed by early reparts that the Energy Iaskfon:c recommendations fail to 1
recoguize the need to include a path forward for assuring that this country is capahle of providing

nuclear power is the second largest supplier of electricity generation in the country.
it is not unreasonable to expect that the U.S. could have an OPEC-like dependency
ces of muclear fuel supplies in the near future. To prevent such a situation, the

Unfortunately,

on foreign sour

U.S. needs to deploy cost competitive uranium enrichment technology or we will rely an foreign
supplies to meet nearly one quarter of our electricity needs. '

. There have been adverse cansequences to the nation’s energy security as a result of the
privatization of the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC) in July 1998. USEC is the
only domestic supplier of uranium enrichment services in the U.S. When it ‘was privatized, USEC
operated two gaseous diffusion plants located in Piketan, Ohio and Paducsh, Kentucky.
However, last June, USEC made the decision to cease operations at the Piketon Gaseous
Diffusion Plant (GDP) ignoring the advice of the Departments of Energy and Treasury. The
targeted date for turning the key to the “off position” is June 1, 2001.

A Department of Energy report issyed on January 19, 2001 describes the need for the -

of enriched uranium under the Highly Enriched Urenium Purchase ‘Agreement with Russia, raises
questions about the vulnerability of the U.S. to a disruption in the supply of enriched uraniym.

0.C. OrAICE
336 Canmon Moust Osecs BURDING
Wananaton, OC 20615
(2031 22353703
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The Honorable Richard Cheney
May 15, 2001 i
Page Three

The need for a secure, domestic uranium enrichment supply is underscored by the fact that
muclear power is enjoying improved operating economics and increased average efficiency of
reactors, Demand is fikely to remain stabie or grow, as approximately 40% of the domestic
nuclear reactors are currently seeking license renewals. During a hearing on nuclear power before
the Energy and Air Quality Subcommittee on March 27, 2001, there was discussion about
building the next generation nuclear reactors in the not-so-distant future. These next generadon
reactors will require 8-10% U-235 enrichment, compared with the 4-5% levels required for the
‘Current generation of boiling water reactors. It is troubling that USEC is closing the Piketon
facility which is the U.S. enrichment plant that is licensed to enrich uranium to 10% assa
when there is a trend toward nigher ass el

During the March 27, 2001 Energy and Air Quality Subcommittee hearing, testimany was
offered which stated:

“USEC utilized only about 29% of its sameplate GDP capacity in 2000, and over the next
year will supply s majority of its customers needs from Russian and U.S. HEU blending "
(Testimony of John R Longenecker, former USEC official).

Mr. Longenecker further states:

*USEC is finding it more profitable to operate as a trader of blended HEU rather than as a
primary producer. This approach appears to lead inevitably to USEC exiting the market
as a primary producer. As a result, constructing replacement enrichment capacity in the
U.S. should be the key focus for the decade ahead.”

In addition, during a June 8, 2000 hearing before the Commerce Subcommittee on Energy
and Power, testimany was submitted stating that the front end of the nuclear fuel cycle is
endangered: .

“Since 1998, expenditures for uranium exploration and mine development have declined
by 59%; three uranium processing facilities have closed during 1999 (two in Texas and ane in
Louisiana); employment in U.S. uranium exploration, mining, milling and process has decreased
by almost 30%. Last year, production at ConverDyn, the sole remaining uranium converter in the

U.S. was cut back by 25% and employment was reduced by over 12%.” (Testimony of Mr. James
Grzham, President and CEO of ConverDyn).

If this nation’s energy policy is going to place a greater emphasis on muclear power, it
must do 50 in & comprehensive fashion. An energy palicy that ignores the reliability of the front
end of the domestic nuclear fuel industry falls short of assuring needed energy security in this
country. Iurge you to carefully consider the needs of the entire nuclear fuel cycle as you prepare
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The Honorsble Richard Cheney
May 15, 2001
Page Four

1o issue your recommendations for a national energy strategy. I know you will agree that
Americans would find it unwise and unacceptable to depend on foreign sources for the second
largest supplier of U.S. electricity generation, nuclear power.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter,

Sincerely,
Ted Strickland
Member of Congress
cc:  The Honorable Spencer Abraham

The Honorable Bob Taft

The Honorable Mike DeWine

The Honorable George Voinovich

The'Honorable W, 1. “Billy” Tauzn

The Honorable John Dingell

The Honorable Joe Barton

The Honorable Rick Boucher

- 28143



) gyl 2126 °C)

University | ICAAS Bryant Space Science Center
of Florida Clean Combustion PO Box 112050 .
1853 Technology Laboratory Gainesville - FL. 32611-2050

Phone : (352) 392-2001  Fax : (352) 392-2003 Email: gesgreen(@ufl edu

May 15, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy

United States Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham,

As a result of our book Coal Burning Issues [Green ed.1980] and my appointment to the
National Coal Council (NCC) by past Secretaries Herrington, Watkins, O’Leary, Péna and
Richardson I have been advocating utilization and co-utilization of all domestically available fuels
and conducting R&D on such possibilities. Since your office is in the process of re-examining
National Energy Policy I thought I should send to you some material related to my considerations
that may now be timely. These include

1). A 2 page statement on the national need for domestic fuel co-utilization.

2) A 2 page description of my R&D and missionary efforts on co-utilization.

3) Another missionary effort on advanced methods of co-utilization.

4) A 1994 statement on the need for a National Solids Fuel Council that I submitted when the
NCC was reconsidering its charter. It had little effect

5) A suggestion to past Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt on co-utilizing the understory fuel in

national forests that did not get a favorable response
6) Two layman articles describing European Union advanced co-utilization efforts.

The USA that now consumes about 100 quads could probably make fairly near term use of
some 10 extra quads of waste and cuitivated biomass with substantial environmental benefits. This,
however, would require the fresh and fossil biomass sectors to work together closely yet somehow
our infra structure does not lend itself to such co-operation. While item4 was a suggestion to deal
with this problem perhaps more politically and economically astute methods can be implemented
during your administration.

Hopefully these considerations can be helpful to you in formulating a sensible National

Energy Policy. I can assemble more technical material that support the national benefits of co-
utilization of domestic fuels if so requested.

Respectfully Yours

Als 7 L 2enn

Alex E. S. Green

5. A T alluchment yo alseo ,y,cluclod(
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THE NEED FOR SENSIBLE CHANGES IN NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY

In addressing national energy-cnvironmental (EE) probiems and policy changes that might mitigate them each
fuel sector might now look beyond its typical “turf”. Thus the coal sector could well look beyond its traditional
domain from anthracite to lignite into peat and various forms of biomass, the precursors of peat. The biomass sector
might well consider co-utilization of coal and other domestic fuels to help overcome the “recalcitrant” properties of
biomass as a fuel. Such co-utilization of domestic fuels can significantly reduce national reliance on imported fuels
while mitigating NOx, SOx, CO, and other undesirable emissions. Co-firing of coal and biomass for steam turbine
power generation is 2 near term co-utilization approach that can make use of existing coal facilities with relatively
minor modifications. However, co-gasification and co-liquification by providing fuel for more efficient combustion
turbine systems including combined cycle, co-generators and fuel cells have much greater EE potential. In particular
the development of optimum thermo-chemical (TC) co-conversion systems can be advanced by fostering
cooperation between the biomass sector that enjoys a good environmental image, the coal sector that carries the
nation’s main electricity load as well as premium fuel sectors (petroleum and natural gas).

To illustrate the need to develop cross-cutting national interest type solutions for problems mired in
political controversy let us examine in greater detail the transitional problem of reduting greenhouse gas (GHG)
cmissions with 2 minimum distuption of our domestic economy. In such an effort the USA, the coal Industry, coal
based utilities, forestry and agriculture could significantly benefit by cooperative endeavors. Essentially coal can
benefit by life extensions of coal based facililies using small proportionate (~10%) co-firing with biomass and using
the sequestering potential of trees. As a low density fuel biomass cannot economically be transported over distances
much greater than 50 miles. However, Jocally available biomass can be brought cioser to the competitive domain by
blending with coal in existing coal facilities. To alleviate our excessive dependence on imported oil, the major
source of fossil fuel CO, emissions today, biomass could become a CO; neutral source of liquid transportation fuels.
By fuel blending in gasifiers biomass could become a source of renewable fuel in electrical generation using highly
efficient gas turbines and fuel cells. Given below is 2 summary of possible joint programs and mutual benefits of
making greater co- use of our domestic energy resousces.

L What can Biomass do for Coal?
A. Cofiring Biomass with Coal
1. Lower CO;, SO, and NOx (rebum) emissions
2. Extend life of coal facilities
‘B. Cogasifying Biomass with Coal
1. Biomass + coal,
(a) agricultural residues, , (b) waste paper, {(c) yard waste
(d) fuel in forest understory (e) energy crops
2. Municipal sludge + coal (waste disposal and reduce methane generation)
3. MSW + coal (waste disposal and reduce methane generation)
C. CO, Sequestration

1. Federal land reforestation, 2. New national parks
3. Interstate highway plantings, 4. Urban forests (new elms)
5. Wood buildings and products 6. Restoration of mined lands

7. Phytoremediation of superfund sites 8. Extra-territorial reforestation
1I. What can Coal do for Biomass?
A. Overcome obstacles to biomass - energy
B. Lower capital cost of near term biomass utilization (co-firing)
C. Foster biomass use in efficient electric generation (co-gasifying)
D. Foster production of liquid fuels (co-liquifying)
E. Foster production of charcoal, activated carbon, humic acid, useful chemicals
1. What can Serious Cooperation do for the U.S.A?
A. Reduce oil imports, (1) transportation fuel (2) industrial fuel
B. Lower CO, and CH, emissions
C. Develop useful environmental agents
D. Buy time to develop long range measures

The solid fuels: coal, biomass and large components of municipal sofid waste (MSW), in common, have
useful energy content but cannot directly fuel reciprocating intemal combustion engines, gas turbines or fuel cells.
Because of higher hydrogen/carbon and oxygen/carbon ratios, biomass is significantly more volatile than cpal and
generally requires fewer thermal sieps in conversion to combustible gases or Liguids. However, in view of the
seasonal nature of biomass availability, its low energy density, diverse physical properties and limitations on
economic transport distances it is prudent (o develop co-utilization technologies with coal, a compact, more storable
high energy fuel abundantly available in the USA.
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Gas turbines have higher efficiencics than steam turbines and when used in combined cycle or co-
geoeration modes can convert much more of the fuel value of the feedstock to useful energy. Gasification also
offers three extra pollution prevention stages for minimizing poliutant or toxic emissions from thermal plants. In
addition to front end sorting to avoid toxic forming materials, blending dolomite, lime rock or other high
temperature sorbents in the reactor itself can reduce sulfur emissions. A gas clean up system foliowing the gasifier
but before the turbine combustor protects the turbine and reduces final particle emissions. The fact that the volume
of gas to be cleaned before combustion is much iess than the volume to be cleaned after combustion has many
advantages. It could, for example, be useful in reducing toxics such as mercury, arsenic or other volatile toxic metals
in coal or in biomass. Co-gasification has been pursued in the EU, as a part of a transitional CO, reduction and oil
back-out strategy. It could also serve in the USA to help ease adjustments of the coal industry, nurture the infant
biomass industry and buy time to resolve many controversial Greenhouse issues. Here the “closed loop™ policy in
current legisiation on biomass support might be modified until a biomass fuel infrastructure is developed.

Fast pyrolysis biomass liquificrs are under intensive development in Europe and Canada and arc a
complementary path to gasification, since the liquids in principle, can more easily be stored. While the EU is
investing in thermo-chemical hquification technologies the major approach to satisfying the USA's need for liquid
transportation fuels has been to generate ethanol via fermentation processes. Clearly the US should develop a
broader liquid fuels program that considers thermo-chemical (TC) processes that are much faster than bio-chemical
processes. Conversion by TC processes-is more natural for utifities and the co-use of carbonaceous fuels.

A change in govemment policy is needed in which the government focuses more of its "R&D on projects
with high potential payoffs for soci.ty as a whole. Such projects frequently would not be on topics that that industry
would support based upon expected short term returns. Recent practice of the DOE has been to emphasize
developments that require substantial industrial cost sharing which generally favors short term Jow risk non-
innovative projects. There is also a large and long overdue need to strengthen the Applied Energy R&D effort of the
Department of Energy. To facilitate this need the DOE could transfer “fundamental” R&D that fails to show
reasonable energy linkage, to NSF or other national agencies with fundamental science missions. Then the pnmary
role of the Department of Energy to ensure "reliable, affordable supplies of energy™ for the USA would be clear to
the public. This would support the importance of energy and energy R&D to the nation’s future.

The current DOE organizational structure almost parallels the divisions of the domestic fuel industry and
has tended to reinforce the fucl competition that has plagued the USA since WW 11. At this time DOE should
provide strong support for programs that foster the overall national energy interests and the optimal covironmental
and ecopomic use of all domestic energy sources even when they require fuel sector cooperation instead of the
traditional fuel sector competition. For example, in addition to co-firing coal DOE should encourage R&D on co-
gasification and co-liquification and middle term cross cutting options in which coal, petroleum, or petroleum coke,
natural gas or nuclear provide the heat to thermally liquefy biomass into suitable transportation fuels. The existing
fuel sectors are unlikely to support dual or multiple energy sector technologies. Accordingly, a policy shift with
changes of organizational structure by DOE would be helpful

One frequently sees the phrase "The United States must maintain its ieadership in the science and
technology of energy supply and use”. On the other hand many leading US companies in power generation have
aiready been sold to foreign companies, e.g. Combustion Engineering > ABB (Swiss Sweden); Babcock &
Wilcox Nuclear —> Framatome (France); Allison Motors —> Rolls Royce (Great Britain);, Westingbouse —>
Siemens (Germany) etc... Japan and Germany have long been leaders in the commercialization of fuel efficient
vehicles. Japan, starting with USA developed nuclear technology, is showing leadership in pursuit of advanced
nuclear reactors. Scandinavian countries, close to the Arctic Circle, have shown far more leadership in advancing
the use of biomass for energy than the USA even though we have many regions with more favorable rainfall and
sunlight. The EU is also showing more leadership in R&D on fuel biending in gasifiers and liquifiers. These historic
trends suggest that the USA might already have lost its former leadership in power generation technology and its
associated environmental technology. This is probably due to the fact that European countries and Japan have long
placed high end-use values on energy which provide strong market incentives for the energy efficient products that .
are mostly absent in the USA. This serious problem should be addressed by policy changes. With trade debts
approaching a half trillion dollars per year, in part due to energy imports, the USA should begin to find policies that
recognize the intrinsic value of energy before our country’s debt approaches our net worth.

Most national policies have been consistent with the phrase “the USA works best by the free market™.
However, with the OPEC carte! ciearly in control of the price of some 55% of our liquid energy and deregulation
policies not working in California some sensible policy changes are needed. This, of course is mainly the political
domain but quantitative technical persons should be encouraged to developed options that are sensible and feasible.
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University ICAAS Bryant Space Science Center

of Florida Clean Combustion PO Box 112050
1853 Technology Laboratory Gainesville - FL

Phone : (352) 392-2001 _Fax: (352) 392-2003 Email: acsgreen@ufl.cdu

Interdisciplinary Center for Aeronomy and Other Atmospheric Sciences (ICAAS) and
the Clean Combustion Technology Laboratory (CCTL). A.E.S. Green, director

ICAAS was established in 1970 as an interdisciplinary community of scholars seeking
advanced solutions for anthropogenic emission problems. Early ICAAS studies contributed to the
recognition of the stratospheric ozone depletion problem, the climate change problem and the
development~of pollution prevention as applied to thermal processes. In "Coal Burning Issues®
[UFL Press, 1980 ICAAS concluded that many energy-environmental problems could be
mitigated by co-combustion of domestic fuels. This strategy led to the book "An Altemative to
Oil, Burning Coal with Gas" [U.FL. Press, 1981Jand the formation of the Clean Combustion
Technology Laboratory (CCTL). CCTL’s goals were to reduce pollutants from industrial and
utility boilers and increase our national reliance on domestic fuels, such as coal, natural gas
biomass and municipal solid waste. In 1988 the CCTL received a National Energy Innovation
Award and a Florida Governor’s Energy Award for co-fiing R&D carried out at an industrial
scale at the steam plant of Tacachale, a nearby state institution.

Since 1990 most CCTL studies have been on gasifying or liquifying domestic solid fuels by
indirectly heated conversion systems (IHCS) to prepare them for use in energy efficient gas turbine
systems or fuel cells. As a result of papers presented and panel sessions organized for International
Gas Turbine Institute (IGTI) conferences the CCTL has developed a unique position among
academic institutions in the USA in its pursuit of fuel blending in thermal gasifiers/liquifiers. With
energy costs so low in the USA the CCTL is also investigating additional services that IHCS,
capable of handling many types of energy containing inputs, can perform (see conceptual diagram
below). Thus the CCTL is seeking IHCSs that are omnivorous as to their inputs but yields clean
gaseous or liquid fuels as well as useful chemicals and chars as outputs. In recent papers we
describe the potential application of such IHCSs: for converting biomass with coal and other
domestic fuels into liquid or gaseous fuels suitable for gas turbines or fuel cells, for the disposal of
plants used for phytoremediation, for solid waste disposal on long space missions and for using or
sequestering CO,. Currently funded CCTL studies are:

32611-2050

Cogasification of Solid Waste A Green PI Mick A. Naulin Foundation
Arsenic Phytoremedator Disposal Lena Ma, P1 National Science Foundation
Systematics of Pyrolysis A. Green PI Green Liquids and Gas Technologies
Co, Bm, RDF, Bs Processor, Ct, Ab, Re CO,, NG, St, Air, O,
. I 1 :
Generator T—| Combustion |-| GCU | Gasifier/Liquifier |—— Fihter-Distiller |
Turbine 1
Specialty Liqud
[_m AC,HU,COzSC, Coke, Ash ) Chemicals Fuels
1

Steam Co=Coal, Bm=Biomass, RDF=Refuse Derived Fuel, Bs=Biosolids
Turbine Ct=Catalyst, Ab=Absorbents, Re= Reactants,
T CO;=Carbon Dioxide, Si=Steam, NG=Natural Gas, O;= Oxygen,
Generator GCU=Gas Clean Up, HRSG=Heat Recovery Steam Generator
AC=Activated Carbon, Hu=Humates, CO,Sc=CO; scrubber

Figure 1. Omnivorous Feedstock Converter
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By Randolph Fillmore
Special To The Savs ond Stripes

“Don’t trust anyone under 70!
That's my motto.” say s Alex Green.
Ph.D. "And even then. Jon't frust
them unless they were willing to
Lav down their Iife for their coun-
m!

In 1945, Green was willing 10
lay dowa his life 10 find the Japa-
nese fleet. Today he is willing to
stake his professional life on his
work ammed at reducing the
nation’s dependency on foreign vil
by developing alternative. renew-
able fuels.

During the-war. Green-devel-
oped shide rules for theht engi-
neers to gavge their tuel con-
sumpiton. More than 50 vears
Tater. he is stll concerned with
fuel usage.

*ATragedy’

“IUs atragedy that the U.S. is
not leading the world in devel-
oping aliernative fuels,” said
Green. who works surrounded by
fumaces and 1est equipmenj in
a crowded corner of his rescarch
1ab on the campus of the Um-
versity of Florida. “The Finns
and the Swedes are way ahead
of us. We nced 10 make greater
use of renewable energy sources
and do 1l cooperatively. The
country 2s a whole has beea neg-

sions and assessed the perfor-
mance of the remote gunnery sys-
tem. I also devised a device that,
when used with the gunsight,
could compute the length of ships.
The device proved its worth when
we discovered the Japanese fleet
in March 1945

Medal Of Freedom
Grcen was on the B-29 photo
f e flight. piloted by

Capt. Alvin Coe. lrmth Cuntis
LeMay called “onc of the longest
and most hazardous reconnais-
sance flights of the war™ Green
used his slide ruie 1o identify the
remaining Japanese fleet at an-
chor before the invasion of
Okinawa He received the Meda)
of Freedom for his .ole in that
memorable flight.

According 1o Adm. Chester
Nimuz. the ships’ discovery
helped the U.S. Navy d&my or
damage half the )
in Hiroshima Bay and Kure An—
chorage.

One of Green's slide rule com-
Pputers was aboard the Enola Gay.
the B-29 that dropped the atom
bomb.

After the war, Green received a
doctorate in physics from the
University of Cincinnati. He has
been a graduate research profes-
sor at the University of Florida
since 1963 and in mechanical and

CautANmCoo(l’wm mmm“mMMMhﬁ-t:MMMMm

tanding aftor finding the Japaness figet in Kuro Anchorogs ond Miroshima Bay on March 12, 1943, Alex Green is

second 10 left of Cos.

resource. Biomass is simply stored
energy. Unlike fossil fuels, biom-
ass is carbon dioxide-neutral.
Buming biomass does not contrib-

uic o the greenhouse cffect. Us-

“Biomass is widely available. It has been used by human-
kind for hundreds of thousands of years to generate heat
and light. We’re wasting valuable biomass by putting it in

landﬁlls when it could be used for fuel”—Alex Green

ligent in paying attention to
this issue.”

Green received a masters de-
gree in physics from 1he Cali-
tornia institute of Technology
just before Peart Harbor. Putting
bis knowledge of physics to
work for the nation in WWIl, he
served as an operations analyst
in the China-Burma-India and
Pacific theaters where he devel-
oped slide rule computers for
ship identificaiion, tlight-engi-
neering. force estimation, bomb
plotting and vther technical
combat needs.

~{ penormed two operations
analyses while serving with the
20th Bomber Command in the CB1
umt.” said Green. ~1 analyzed com-
bat losses dunng the first 25 mis-

nuclear engineening for the past
15 yeass.

Biggest Concern

Green said bis bigzest concern
over the past two decades bas been
thatthe U S. is not leading the way
in developing alternatives 1o im-
ported oil. An ardent supporter of
using “biomass” to stretch nonre-
newable fuels such as coal. Green's
crowded lab recks pleasantly of
pine bark smoke as he seeks the
most combustible wood gas.

“Biomass is plant matier. ltcan
be sugar cane, wood. vegelation,
byproducts of the paper and pulp
industry or just wasie paper,” said
Grten. Whethtr growing wild or
¢ isa h
ol sofar enet-y {tis a renewable

ing it could reduce our oil con-
sumption and lower carbon diox-
ide emissions considerably.”

Green's is one of the few voices
in the U.S. calling for blending
biomass with coal to generate elec-
tricity. His soice, bowever, often
s drowned out by those of lobby-
ists for fuel industnies.

‘Deaf Ears’

~“What amazes me is that the
Finns and the Swedes. not known
for their Jush vegetation up pear
the Arctic Cascle. are so far ahead
on this.” s2id Green. who will
present his research at a confer-
ence in Stockholm early next yeas.

wmmumumumuu
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Green experiments with gasify-
ing biomass grown by foresters and
agronomists at Florida. in his lab
be “cooks™ biomass at high tem-
peratures and analyzes the result-
ing gas. The higher the tempers-
nre, be said. the berter fuel. He im-
plied that searching for the best
combination of biomass 10 biend
with domestic fuels is not unlike
searching tor the Japanese fleer:
You have to look.

“Biomass is widely available.
J1 has been used by humankind for

“The logic of using b S 18
clear and obvious. But it falls en
deaf ears.”

hundreds of of years 1o
generate heat and light. We® te\nsl
ing valuable bi by

it in landfills when it could be
used for fuel,” said Green. ~Biom-
ass was the dominant encrsy
source until fossil fuels took over
in the industrial world. Blending
two of more types of fuel in 3 single
cormbustor or gasifier can be more
efficient than using a single fuel
and can reduce emissions.”

Green easily draws 3 panaliel to
his warime sevice as an opera-
tions analyst and his research into
biomass as an alternarive fuel.

~Simplicity: Biomnass is a form
of stored solar encrgy. and we're
wasting it rather than using it as a

bi fu((:‘.

The opening guole is from a letier 1o a CBI vet indicating that during W Il national interests prevailed over
special inmierests in policies on energy., the lifeblood of our country. Indeed in a war that we had no chotce but 10 fight.
and win the domestic fuel seciors cooperated. National interests also had greater weight in R&D funding decisions.

The headline by Stars and Stripes gives me 100 much credit.  Eleven olher men shared the Jazards of ihis
mission that fonund 77 warships in Hiroshima Bay and Kure Anchorage. On March 18th the pilots of Hornet and the
Wasp carriers hit me:e ships and sank almost half of them. Since Americans did not take 10 kamikaze assigmments the
staterment “lay down” in the second and third sentence should have been replaced by "risk”™ or "siuke.”
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University ICAAS Bryant Space Science Center

of Florida Clean Combustion PO Box 112050 o
1853 ' Technology Laboratory Gainesville - FL 32611-2050

Tel: (352) 392-2001 Fax : (352) 392-2003 Email: aesgreen@ufl.edu

Panel Session on “Coal-Biomass Blending in Gasifiers/Liquifiers”. April 30, 2001

The Final Program is being produced for ASME IGTI-Turbo Expo and should reach you soon.
Our panel session for the technical congress organized by the Coal Biomass and Alternatives Fuel
(CBAF) Committee is listed for Wednesday afiernoon June 6. 1 have requested that the title be changed
to the above. Professor Rafael Kandiyoti, one of the world’s leading authorities on thermo-chemical
conversion has kindly agreed to chair the session in addition to serving as a panclist. Dr. Donald Erbach
of ARS-USDA has kindly agreed to serve as the first panelist, to give a USDA perspective on this topic.
He replaces Michael Valenti Senior Editor of Mechanical Engineering who could not make it. The
persons on the platform and the scheduled panelists will be:

Chairman ; Professor Rafacl Kandiyoti, , Department of Chemical Engineering and Chemical
Technology, Imperial College University of London.,Prince Consort Road,London SW7 2BY;
r.kandiyoti@ic.ac.uk; 0171-594-5604 (fax)

Session Organizer and Co-Chairman Alex Green. Graduate Research Professor, College of
Engineering, University of Florida Gainesville FL., 32611-2050, Tel 352-392-2001, Fx 352-392 2003,
email aesgreen@ufl.edu .
TEO1CBAF06-01 Dr. Donald Erbach, National Program Leader Engineering/Energy, Agricultural
Research Service, US Department of Agriculture, 5601 Sunnyside Avenue, Rm4-2234, Beltsville
Maryland20705-5139, Tel 301-504-4610, Fax 301-504-6191, email dce@ars.usda.gov
TEO1CBAF06-02 Professor Rafael Kandiyoti, (sce above)
TEO1CBAF06-03 Robert Beck Executive Director National Coal Council
1730 M street NW, suite 907, Washington DC 20036; 202-223-1191(tel };202-223-903 1(fax)
R Beck82851@aol.com
TEO01CBAF06-04 Dr. Even Hughes, Manager Biomass Programs EPR1
650-855-2179 (tel.); 650-855-2002 (fax); ehughes@epn.com
TEOGICBAF06-05 Dr. Fatma Karaca/ Prof. Esen Bolat, Department of Chemical Engineering,. Yildiz
Technical University Esenier-Istanbul, Turkey. T 90 212 449 1722;F 90 212 449 1895,
karaca@yildiz edu tr
TEO1CBAF06-06 Prof. Alex Green, (see above)

The website URL for the registrations, hotels and other Turbo Expo information is:

www asme.org/igti‘events/te2001/register html

Cc Paul Pillsbury, CBAF Point Contact, Siemens Westinghouse Power Corporation, Emerging
Technology, 4400Alafaya Trail MC-381, Orlando FL32826-2399 USA, Tel 407-736-2817, Fx
407-736-5014 email paul pilisbury@swpc.siemens.com.

Prof. Dillip Ballal E-mail ballal@udri.udayton edu

Bill Koch Congtemp@asme.org

Please acknowledge receipt of this e-mail. If you have any questions please don’t hesitate to ask..
Alex '
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OK  TEHE NATIONAL NEED FOP 4 SGLIN. FURES COWURCL.

1) Ouvs nation is heavily dependent on imporied oi! whereas we have abundant domestic sources
of energy in the solid forms: coal, biomass and municipal solid waste.

2) There are commonalties in the combustion properties and characteristics of solid fuels that
make it possible to use similar clean combustion technologies to harness their energies.

3) There are many efficiency and environimental benefits obtainable by cofiring domestic solid
fuels together or domestic solid fuels with domestic natural gas.

4) Aercdenivative gas turbines in combined cycle systems are now the highest efficiency electnaty
genciation systems and the: dominant additions 1o the national electnical network. Most new
insintlations use natural gaz, hovsever, gas produced from zolid fuels, coal. biomass and MSW
couid also provide the luel input 1o gos turbines. Thus Integraind Gasifier Combined Cycle
(IGCC) systems with biom=ss of MSW as the fuel can proceed along the same lines as Coal
Gasifier Combined Cycle systems, one of the most promising Clean Coal Technologies.

5} Gas from coal, biomass anid MSW gasification could also provide gas for Carbonate Fuel Cell
anothes promising high efficiency method of producing electncity.

5) European-and Asian industrial countries are recognizing the commonalties of solid fuels
technologies. While the USA. has led the world in environmental regulations and
environmental control technologies it is losing its leadership to Japan and Germany who factor
their national interests more closely into national policy and are aggressively pursuing
environmental policy and products using overall systems approaches.

7} The American Petrolevm Institute advises the Secretary of Energy on the use and supply of
liquid and gaseous fuels on behalf of the Petroleum and Natural Gas industnes. A Solid Fuels
Council could better advise the Departraent of Energy by considening the totality of
domestically available sotid fuels. .

') Our country can substantially reduce its dependence on imported oil if domestic fuel
competition were replarrd by come domestic fuel cooperation and greater use of domestic
fuels became a part of a national job creation policy.

9) The Secretary of Energy would be subject to fewer manifestations of special interests and
exaggerated technical claims if the solid fuels communities worked together in formulating - -~
advice as to our national energy interest, particularly on making best use of what we have.

Our national interests would thus best be served if the Secretary of Energy had direct access (o
a Solid Fuels Council (SFC). )

10) The National Caal Council is the closest advisory body to a Solid Fueis Council and

broadening its scope wouid be a practical and rapid way to establish a SFC.

My perspective in compiling the above comes from comes from 8 years of service on the
National Coal Council , service as chairman of the Executive Commilttee of the Fuels and
Combustion Technology (FACT) Division of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers
(ASME),from working separalely with the gas, biomass, coal and waste industries and in large
part from service as an operations analyst with the 20th Air Force in WWII when strategic svstems
approaches and commitment io the national interests were uppermost. More detailed information is
given in the attachments submitied on May 18th 10 Joseph W.Craft Il . Chairman and James F.
McAvoy, Executive Director. of the National Coal Council.

Alex E. S. Green
Graduate Research Professor

Phone-(904)392-2001 Fax-(904)392-2027 Email-aesgreen@pine.circa.ufl.edu -
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University ICAAS Bryant Space dcience Lemner

of Flonda . Clean Combustion PO Box 112050 5
1853 Technology Laboratory Gainesville - FL 32611-2050
Tel: (352) 392-2001 Fax : (352) 3922027 'Email: aesgreen@ufl.edu
April 23, 1999
The Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Secretary. Department of Interior i
‘Washington, DC L
Dear Secrctary Babbitt:

You might remember the first question following your talk in Gainesville on Tuesday, April 20 at
the Forestry Association meeting. In essence I asked "Have you considered the pros and cons of an
altemative form of controlled burning (CB) that might be called controlled burning industrially (CBI)” ?
Specifically CBI would involve gathering up the understory biomass and chipping it for use as a renewable
supplementary fuel in a nearby fossil fuel burning plant or plant for biomass conversion to gaseous or
liquid fuels or chemicals. The organic carbon is replaced from a nearby source of treated mumcipal shidge.

SOME CB! PROS

(1) a greater reduction in the risk of gatastrophic fires and threats to nearby urban arcas
(2) avoidance of smoke generation from CBs that can reach health threatening levels

(3) reduction of the fire threat to wildlife

(4) reduction of net greenhouse gas emissions, since biomass is a greenhouse neutral fuel
(5) reduction of carbon monoxide emissions that indirectly damage the stratospheric ozone layer
(6) promotion of the development of biomass to energy technologies.

(7) reduction of our almost 60% dependence on imported liquid fuels

(8) helping USA’ s agricultural community work towards encrgy farming

(9) improving the accessibility of our forest lands to supplement our crowded public parks
(10) reducing the costs of maintaining a large wildfire control infrastructure

(11) reducing the disposal costs of municipal shudge

(12) providing challenges for USA’ s remaining “hands-on, can-do” engineers

SOME CBI CONS

(1) costs of versatile small scale biomass chipping, gathering and transportation systems :
(2) costs of adapting fossil fucl plants to accommodate small fractions of biomass. :
(3) loss of fire based seed releases (however, desirable seeds could be artificially assisted)

(4) reduced disinfection by fire (could be overcome by increased sunlight or sludge disinfectants)

There are probably other pros and cons that should be weighed after considening that natures way,
the wild fire, did not allow for current human populations. On balance, I believe that CBI using advanced
co-utilization technologies warrants serious consideration. I will be m Washington on May 18 and 19 1o
attend a meeting of the National Coal Council, an advisory council of the Secretary of Energy. If you wish,
I could, while there, brief you or your concerned staff further on CBL

Very sincerely yours,

Alex E. S. Green
Graduate Research Professor
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explores technology to get more power and less pollution from

its coal. By A. J. Minchener

within 20 years. More than 80 percent of the en-

ergy that is consumed in the European Union
countries comes from fossil fuels. Coal accounts for over
40 percent of the power, and that comes almost entirely
from conventional pulverized-fuel-fired boilers linked ro
a convenrional steam cycle. Such systems have modest
efficiencies and contribute to a large extent to the global
emissions of nitrogen oxides, sulphur oxide, carbon
dioxide, and parniculate matter.

The European Commission is supporting 2 wide range
of clean coal technology research and development ini-
tiatives, including those known as APAS (Activite de
Promotion, d'Accompagnement et de Suivi) and joule
(after the 19th-century British physicist James Joule).

APAS, a two-year multiple-partner program, was set up
to evaluate gasification processes using biomass, sewage
sludge, and other wastes as co-feedstocks with coal. For ex-
ample, Rheinbraun AG of Germany and the British Coal
Corp. of the United Kingdom have examined the use of
sewage sludge in combination with different types of coal.
Rheinbraun AG studied the use of sewage sludge and
loaded coke as co-feedstocks with dried brown coal in the
high-temperature Winkler gasification process. Various
tests were conducted in a demonstration plant that operates
on 30 metric tons per hour of dricd brown coal. The plant
works continuously on an industrial scale and has full final
gas oreaunent and waste Water pretreatment stages.

During 11 individual test campaigns, 2 total of 504
metric tons of scwage sludge and 32 metric tons of
loaded coke were co-gasified at feeding rates varying be-
tween 0.3 and 5 metric tons per hour. These tests ook
about 70 hours and were accompanied by a detailed

Eunovs WwiLL MEED TiEW power generation plants

A.J. Minchener is head of the Environment and [ndustry
Group at CRE Growup Ltd. in Cheltenham, England. He
served either as coordinator or on the sieering committee
Jor research projects described here.
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analysis program to monitor such aspects as operabilicy,
conversion etiiciency, syngas contarninants. solid residue
characterisucs. and emissions.

Emissions were well below the limits. For both sewage
sludge and loaded coke. conversion efficiency and svngas
yield were adequate. An increase in the benzene and
naphthalene concentrations in the crude gas was noted.
Thus, a2 commercial application would require additional
gas treatment ’

An applicauon was approved to operate the demonstra-
ton plant with a co-gasification rate of up to 15 metxic
tons per hour of waste materials. Wastes selected includ-
ed dewatered sewage sludges, loaded rotary hearth fur-
nace cokes, and processed packaging plasics. A number
of plant modiications were made to accommodate these

feedstocks. Recent trials have included the gasificaton of

800 metric rons of plastc wastes.

COMMERCIAL VIABILITY

Rbeinbraun concuded that co-gasificarion of sewage
sludge or loaded coke with dried brown coal offered sig-
nificant potential for disposing of these wastes without
impairing plant efficiency and emissioas. The commer-
cial viability was demonstrated by an assessment study
that included major aspects such as feed rate, total invest-
ment, and methanol price in order w esablish the ente-
ria for the use of sewage sludge in the high-temperarure
Winkler gastfication process.

In 2 complementary study at its Coal Research Estab-
lishment, Briash Coal Corp. examined the use of sewage
sludge as a partal feedstock with hard coal.

Preliminary testing with coal and pelletized sludge on an
atmospheric fluidized bed gasifier rig was followed by
more extensive trials on a pressurized wnit. This unit had a
thermal input of 2 MW and comprised a spouted bed gasi-
fier, cyclone. hot gas filoation unit, and fuel gas combastor.

Test programs mvolved adding sewage sludge up 1o 25
percent (dry weight basis), increasing the peak bed tem-
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LCHEMISTS IN MEDIEVAL Eu-
rope sought the philoso-
pher’s stone that they be-
lieved would enable them
to transtorm lead into gold.
~ h. Today, their desccndnnts in
ltaly and Germ:my are converting the car-
bon in oil-refining tar, plastic wastes, and
steel-furnace gas into a synthesis gas that
provides electricity, process steam, and valu-
able chemical feedstock.

The modern version of the fabled philoso-
pher’s stone is gasification, a process typically
used to convert high sulfur coals into a syn-
thesis gas. or svngas, that can be burned
cleanly. Basically. the coal is prepared and fed
nto a reactor, or gasifier. where it is partly
oxidized vith steath under pressure. By si-
multaneously reducing the presence of oxy-
gen in the gasifier, the carbon in the coal is
converted inro a gas that is 85 percent car-
bon monoxide and hydrogen, with smaller
portions of carbon dioxide and methane.

Sulfur is removed from the gasified coal
and is sold in its elemental form, or as sulfu-
ric acid. Inorganic materiaks such as ash and
metals drop out as slag, which is typically
used for construction materials.

When coal is gasified to generate electrici-
ty, it is typically consumed in an integrated
gasification combined cycle, or IGCC, con-
figuration, to improve the energy efficiency
of gasification plants, which are inherently
more expensive than conventional coal-fired power
plants. In the combined cycle, gas is burned in turbines
to produce electriciry, and exhaust is recovered to pro-
duce steam in a boiler that powers another turbine to
generate additional electricity. The plant may provide
process or heating steam as well.

While mechanical engineers work to make 1GCC
plants more economiical, they tout the environmental
advantages of burning syngas, a cleaner-burning fuel
than coal. The same ecological benefits underpin the
Italian and German plants, which convert waste materi-
als containing carbon into gas turbine fuel.

All of these plants rely on heavy-dury gas turbines that
the General Electric Co. in Schenectady, N.Y., has been
modifying for IGCC service since 1984, when the first
IGCC plant, the Cool Water Demonstration Project in
the Mojave Desert in California, came online.

“We've accumulated 320,000 hours of syngas-fueled
power generation worldwide since Cool Water,” said
Douglas Todd, a chemical engineer and manager of
process power plants at GE. “We joined Cool Water to
demonstrate how the advantages of combined cycle costs
could be applied to fuels other than natural gas. We be-
lieve that 30 percent of the world’s power plants to be
The integrated gasification combined cycle process was originally designed
to convert bigh sultur coal into more environmentally benign symthetic gas.

>

General Electric modified its gas turbines, such as this J001FA being installed at the
Wabash River project based in West Terre Haute, Ind., for IGCC service.

built in the next 10 years will be designed 1o consume
coal or oil. IGCC can make them cleaner md lower the
costs of the elecuicity they produce”

Other economics are spurring the development of
waste-fueled IGCC plants. “When we buikk Cool Water,
the IGCC technology generated electricity at 2 cost of
$2,000 per kilowar. Since then, we have got the cost of
IGCC-gencrated electricity down to less than $1,000 per

_kilowatt. Using waste fuels helps to reduce the cost of

electricity even further,” explained Todd.

This is particularly true for the wastes generated by oil
refining, such as perroleum coke. “Most of GE's orders
for IGCC turbines are for petroleum coke phnts, most
recently, under construction in France, Spain, and the
United States,” Todd said. “For example, thz Delaware
Star refinery in Delaware City, Del., was recendy con-
verted to gasify solid-waste petroleum coke 1o power
four GE 6FA gas turbines.”

General Eleciric’s experience is underscor=d by the first
World Gasificaton Survey conducted by SFA Pacific Inc.
of Mountain View, Calif., in 1999. This survey was sup-
ported by the US. Department of Energy ard member
compdnies of the Gasification Technologies Council in
Arlington, Va. The survey identified 160 commercial
gasification plants operating, being built, or planned in
28 -countries around the world.
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- TRASH AND BURN

Synthetic gases derived from industrial and municipal wastes
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fuel cogeneration plants in Europe.
By-Michael Valenti, Senior Editor
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perature from 980 to 1.000 and 1,020°C. and reducing
limestone addidon from a Ca:S of 2:1 1o 1.3:1 and I:1.

The feeding and handling properdes of the dried pel-
ledzed sewage sludge selected for study compared tavor-
ably to those of crushed coal. Co-firing sewage sludge
with coal for extended periods of dme. and with sewage
sludge additions of up to 23 percent (dry basis), did not
adversely affect the gasifier operability or process perfor-
monce, provided that the input ratio of carbon in the fuel
to oxygen in the fluidizing air remained constant. The
fuel gas calorific value was rypically 4.2 megajoules per
cubic meter (wet. net, purge-free basis) and fuel conver-
sion efficiency 78 percent (dry ash-free, mass basis). The
sulfur retention efficiency attained during co-gasifica-
tion, with limestone addition, was high, typically 92 per-
cent. This efficiency was attributable partly to the sultur
retention properties of sewage sludge.

Sustained operation without the agglomeration ot ash
was attained for all test conditions, including operation at
a bed temperature of 1,015°C, co-firing with 10 percenc

sewage sludge. There was no evidence of an increase in
the elutriation of fines or the formadon of tars as the co-
firing ratio of sewage sludge and coal was increased.

Compared to coal, sewage sludge has higher levels of
the more volatile heavy metals. and there were concerns
that they could harm downstream components. Howev-
er, most of the trace elements were partitioned into the
solid stream at the hot gas filtration stage.

BRITISH COAL STUDIES

To support the technical work, Bridsh Coal carried out
various techno-economic studies. Twwo biomass feed-

Toumhmmmwm.aﬁédmamummﬁe
This gasifier was used to examine the use of sewage siudge as a partial feedstock with hard coal.

stocks—sewage sludge and straw—and owo process tech-
nologies—oxygen-blown integrated gasiacation com-
bined cvcle (IGCC) and an air-blown gsidcadon com-~
bined cycle (ABGC)—were selected. A wer teed IGCC
process was used for sewage sludge and 1 & reed process
for straw. Planc sizes of 350 to 500 MW of ¢lectriciey
were dictated by the size of the large gas murdines used in
most commercial power plants. Biomass te=d rates wichin
a range of U-25 percent of the coal feed were modeled.
based on an analvsis of the likelyavailabi:des of straw and
sewage sludge within a reasonable radivs o7 2 plant.

Plant perfornmuances were predicted by CRE Group Led.
(formerly part of British Coal) using the Arachne process
flowsheet computer modeling package 12 in-house
package available for contract consultancy azplications).
Adding 23 percent straw 1o an IGCC plant was predicred
to reduce the low heat value efficiency by 1.2 percentage
points if Jock hoppers were used. But it should be possi-
ble to virtually eliminate this penaley i sn advanced
teeding system could be developed. Even using lock
hoppers, there should bz ne etficiency
penalty from feeding straw i the ABGC.
provided the gasifier bed temirerature does
not have to be reduced subszzsiadly tor the
low meling characreristcs o2 szaw ash.

Feeding 25 percent sewags sicdge to an
ABGC plant would increas= the low heat
value ethciency by 1.5 perceniaze points. but
reduce the high heat value :=Z2ncy by 1.9
percentage points. It cold gas czaning was re-
quired for removal of ammeria and heavy
nieuks, the LHV efficiency would mcerease by
0.7 percent instead. Adding 25 percent
sewage sludge to an IGCC phrt would have
very lirde effect on the LHV e2aency.

JOULE INITIATIVES

The Joule 3 co-gasification inidative was
designed to aid European industry to ad-
dress the technical issues for fuidized bed
co-gasification applications.

Part of the Joule project. a program to de-
velop and design coal-biomass systems com-
ponents, was undertaken by VTT Energy
and Carbona of Finland, Schumacher of
Germany, British Coal, Technical Universi-
ty of Delft in the Netherlands. and Nuovo
Pignone of Italy. The work investigatad the etfect of
mixed feedstock properties on co-gasification processes.
and resulted in improved hot gas filtradon operatdons, in-
creased overall carbon conversion, and rsduced emis-
sions. It was also confirmed that, with modiacations. it
was possible to fire rurbines on the gas gererared.

A separate part of the program, coal-biomass environ-
mental studies, undertaken by CRE Group and Imperial
College of the United Kingdom, and TPS Termiska
Processer AB and Kung] Tekniska Hogskoliz ot Sweden.
concentrated on the use of laboratory-scalz experimental
techniques to study the influences of szveral fuels on

studies.
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gasificacon behavior. The studies found that when coal
and biomass or wastes were co-gasified, the overall level
of tars gencrated was lower than for coal alone; the con-
centradon of hydrocarbons in the range of C; to C; was
increased, and product gas yields increased and char lev-
els decreased, with co-gasification chars being signifi-
cantly more reactive. In addition, the heightened char
reactivity resulted in increased conversion of NO and
NH 3 o N. 2. _

Technical and economic studies by the Energy Rescarch
Cenre of Ulster found that in nearly all cases, the gasifters
could operate on a range of coals and generate gas of sut-
ficient calorific value to be combusted in a gas turbine.

The straregic studies concluded that in markets where
natural gas is available, new coal plants will be unable to
compete directly until the gas price doubles. For coal-

fired plants, unless credit is given for lower levels of

emissions, pulverized fuel and pressurized fluidized bed
combustion technologies will remain the least expen-
sive options.

The Joule 2 project for the enhancement of the etfi-
ciency of coal-fired power generation systems was un-
dertaken by Siemens and the University of Essen in Ger-
many. and Babcock and Wilcox Espafiola in Spain. It
used the oxvygen-blown Puertollano IGCC power plant
in Spain, with good-quality coal feedstock as the base

A Gain 1n Spain

THE BENCHMARK IN EUROPE for IGCC is the 300 MWe
combined-cycie power plant at Puertotiano in Spain.
The process uses an oxygen-biown Prenfio entrained-
phase coal gasifier, followed by extensive coal gas
cleaning stages and low NO, combustion in the gas tur-
bine. Once fully operational, it is expected that the pro-
cess will have a net efficiency of 45 percent.

A three-year demonstration phase began in 1997 with
the first production of gas from coal occurring in De-
cember of the same year, Following this, an extensive
assessment was carried out and a series of plant modi-
ﬁczbommade.(;asubanopetamonmalgaswas.,
aduevedeatchlSSB.lhwever initial runs showed
Uleneedforanumberofoﬁnrmodiﬁcanons These
mcarriedmmmble-ﬁeesmadyoperahonm
" achieved in October 1998: By the end of the year, some

. 58 gasification runs had been done, 2mounting to a to-
taldzwlmwsdopm‘l’enwhﬂmemmg
syngas had been completed.-

i mmwmnmm,w
. power stations are currenl!ytheprefefred option for
. new capacity. Nmmms.eodwmwmnuemhavea
role to play in power generation in the future, The tech-
nology of choice will not be the conventional pulverized

- fuel plant; rather, it will be efther an advanced PF plant,
.with higher efficiency steam conditions and ultra-effec-
tive gas cleaning, or one of the new, advanced, clean
coal technologies that will offer integral poliutant control
phsopt:nlzedgasuthandsteancydesystans

-, _"____ ~r
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case. The project considered ways in which plant perfor-
mance could be improved, with pardcular emphasis on
efficiency and environmental impact.

Replacing the conventdonal wet gas cleaning sage with a
dry, high-temperature system increased the phnt ethcien-
cy of the base case by 0.8 percentage point 10 49 percent.
Increasing the clean gas temperature before the gas turbine

. combustion chamber from 350°C 1o 510°C enhanced the

net efficiency by another 0.9 percentage point.

Further studies examined the effect of increasing the
inlet temperature of the gas turbine. The gas rurbine was
modeled as a unit using the Aspen Plus power plant
process flowsheet modeling package. suitably railored.
available commercially from AspenTech ot Cambridge,
Mass. {t was assumied that the inlet temperature was
1,190°C, the compressor ratio was 17.0. air compressor
polytropic efhiciency was 91.5 percent. and the trbine
isentropic efhciency was 89.5 percent.

The influence of increasing the inlet tempenarure from
1,150° to 1,400°C was investigated over 3 range of com-
pressor pressure ratios. The studies indicated that raising
the inlet tempenrure to 1,400°C would lead o IGCC
net efficiencies (LHV) of 53.2 percent.

Studies confirmed that IGCC systems fired on a variery
of fuels can realize increased efficiency. reduced emis-
sions, and lower cost of electricity using proven technol-
ogy within exisong designs. Further developments in the
fields of hot gas cleaning, gas turbine technology, and
materials would have further posiave cifects.

In the Joule 3 project on advanced cyvcle technologies,
the University of Essen and four partners have investigated
measures to reduce costs, enhance efficiency. and provide
2 basis for an advanced design. The studies also included
co-gasification of coal and biomass in an entrained-flow
gasifier suitable for IGCCs.

The study concluded that, based on proven materials,
components, and processes, in the near werm. coal-fired
IGCC technology is competitve with a modern pulver-
ized coal steam power plant. It is expected thar with the
gas turbine inlet temperature operating at elevated tem-
perature, IGCC net plant efficiency (EHV) would be ap-
proximately 31.5 percent, compared to 2 modern pulver-
ized coal plant’s 45 percent. There are 2 mumber of other
IGCC developments in hand dhat could ultmarely increase
efficiency to Jevels approximarely 58 percent or more.

The study also investigated the use of coal/biomass
combinations for IGCC applications. Findings confirmed
thar as much as 10 percent biomass in an oxvgen-blown
entrained flow gasifier was technically feasible. Net elec-
trical efficiencies were lower as a consequence of the
higher internal energy consumption required for bio-
mass pre-treatment and process compressors. However,
by using an optumized and integrated process, and by
pressurization of the pyrolysis/gasificanon pre-trearment
stage, the overall decrease could be limited to 0.5 per-
cenage point LHV. o

This article is adapzed from a sechnical paper (98-GT-1563) presenved o1 the
1998 Internationai Gas Turbine & Acroengine Congress & Exhidition in
Stockholm, Sweden.
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The survey showed that in the 1990s, gasification capac-
ity fueled by peroleurm-based materials, including residual
oil. petroleum coke, and wrs, was approximately 60 per-
cent of coal-tucled capacity. However, the survey found
that refining industrv econornics. stricter environmental
regulations. and electricity deregulation thac enable od re-
Sineries to generate power and compete in open energy
markets would increase the use of petroleurn material gasi-
fication. The study forecast that after the current vear. pe-
troleum-based gasification capacity would grow almost
twice as fast as coal-based gasificadon capaciry.

TURNING TAR INTO SARDINIAN POWER

The survey’s findings are supported in the world’s
largest IGCC power plant, recently constructed by a
consortium including Snamprogerd S.p.A. of Milan and
GE Power Systems of Schenectady on the Falian island
of Sardinia. The 1GCC plant is Jocated at the Saras Oil
Refinery in Sarroch, the second largest European refin-
erv. The plant has been running on syngas since Au-
gust, and produces 331 megawatts of electricity, 285
metric tons of process steam for the refinery, as well as
20 million standard cubic feet a day of hydrogen feed-
stock. The Sardinian facility is owned by Sarlux S.cl., a
joint venture formed by Saras Raffienerie S.p.A. of Mi-
Ian and Enron Corp. of Houston.

The Sarlux IGCC plant gasifies the ur-hke tesidue pro-
duced by vacuum visbreaking at the Sarroch refinery.

&mwmh.hm.zﬁ&samdnm.mﬁngmm
scrap plastic to junked rasiroad ties, to produce electricity, steam, and chemical foedstock.

ENEL. This energy will be disuributed throughout Sar-
dinia’s elecrrical grid. Sarjux will also generate fresh warter

Vacuum visbreaking is 2 form of thermal cracking of pe-
troleum that dates back to the 1930s. Visbreaking in-
volves subjecting heavy crude oil 10 pressure and heat to
physically break its large molecules into smaller ones 1o
produce lighter fuels, such 2s gasoline and diesel fuel.
Originally, the visbreaking tar at Sarlux was incinerated
in boilers 1o make electricity for ENEL, the national Iral-
ian power company. By 1990, environmental regulations
prohibited the practice. IGCC was already an ecologi-
cally viable alternative, so GE and its Italian partners
worked to get the laws revised to allow refining compa-
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nies to sell power, and assisted legistation that would set a
competitive price for electricity generated by waste-
derived fuels.

The visbreaking tar is a thick liquid that is pumped 1o
the gasifier unit, which is licensed from Texaco Inc. in
‘White Plains. N.Y., and was originallv used in the Cool
‘Water program.

Oxvgen is added to the omner to pardv oxidize the
tar under pressure. This causes the carbon and the oil
in the tar to change to carbon monoxide rather than
carbon dioxide, and the hvdrogen present ro become
gaseous hvdrogen, rather than water. The plant then
separates the elementally pure bydrogen that Sarjux
uses to upgrade all its finished tuel products. such as
gasoline. The remaining svngas is sent to the trbines
10 make power. '

There are three GE 109E, single-shatt combined cvcle
systems built by GE and its subsidiary: Nuovo Pignone of
Florence. Each GE STAG (steam and gas) system consists
of a GE MSYWIE gas turbine. 3 GE 109E condensing
steam turbine. a double-end generator. and 2 hear recov-
ery steam gtncm(or.

The turbines are started up by disallste oil, are injected
with steam to control nitrogen oxide tormation. then are
switched over to syngas. Distllate oil also serves as the
backup fuel for the Sarlux rurbines.

“We designed the turbines ro handle syngas wuh 40
percent moisture, and= heating value one-sixth that of’
natural gas. The combustor design has
to handle six times the amount of syn-
gas compared 1o narural gas. This
means the fuel delivery system must
deliver the higher volume and be ex-
plosion-proot. due to the hydrogen
fuel,” said Todd. who added that these
proprietary modifications grew out of
GE’s Cool Water experience.

Each Sarlux rurbine produces up to
186 MW of elecrricity while meeung
Italian emission levels of 30 parts per
million for nitrogen oxides and sultur
oxides. GE adds the 40 percent mois-
ture to the fuel to reduce NOy forma-
ron. Noise levels must be less than 85
decibeks at the equipment. .

The Sarlux IGCC plant will gcnmtc
about four billion kilowatt-hours of elec-
tricity annually that will be sold to

WE GASIFY ANYTHING

In Spreewirz, Germany, north of Dresden, Sekundar-
rohstoff- Verwermungszentrum Schwarze Pumpe GmbH
operates an IGCC faciliry that converss an eclecdc mix of
450,000 metric tons of solid waste. and 50,0 metric wns
of liquid wastes, into electricity, steam, and methanol
teedstock. SVZ was founded in 1995 as an independent
subsidiary of Bertinwasser Holdings to operate the Spree-




sisted legistation that ¥ which was originally designed to gasify brown
lectricity generated | 1960s. The company has spent more than $250
far in an ongoing effort to modernize the plant
t is a thick liquid that is Qwider variery of solid and liquid wastes.
iich is licensed from Texy materials treated at Spreewitz include plastic
and was originally used ithod from junked railroad ties and telephone
age sludge, old tires, and household garbage.
:0 the gasifier to partly Oterials are ground up, pelletized, mixed with
This causes the carbon alenc into four solid-bed gasifiers made by a va-
e to carbon monoxide l"1;mufacxurt:rs. The reactors process up to 13
1 the hydrogen present s of waste hourly.
rather than water. The hd oxygen are injected into
entally pure hydrogen ths which are internally pres-
its finished fuel productas bar, and heated to 800 to
ining syngas is sent to th depending on the type of
he syngas that is generated is
E 109E, single-shatt comlf jnto a vessel where water
and its subsidiary. Nuovo Ixw gas before it is sent to the
3TAG (steam and gas) systq cycle power plant or the
7as turbine, a GE 109E cplant. Solid residues, basically
_ 1ble-end generator, and a kthe gasification process drop
[ - uenching zone of the reactor
tarted up by distillate oil. dslag. A rotating grate at the
ol nitrogen oxide formatiothe quench removes the shg.
mgas. Distillate oil also 500 tons per day of liquid
Sarux turbines. jmarily spent oils, tars, shur-
= turbines to handle syngil-water emulsions, are sent
nd=a heating value one-sidrainet flow gasifiers at the
-al gas. The combustorpumpe facility. The Brenstoff %
dle six times the amoFrieberg, Germany, original-  Eac
.ompared to naturalbd the Endrainer gasifier.
sans the fuel delivery syjves the liquid wastes over a natural gas-fired
liver the higher volume zem in each Endrainet reactor that raises the

osion-proof, due to theie within the reactor to the 1,600 to 1,800°C
el,” said Todd, who adde se high temperatures produce syngas and de-
oprietary modifications Srganic pollutants present. The hot syngas is
E's Cool Water experiencied in a water quencher and drawn off for use.
zach Sarlux turbine Pmd'g also prevents undesired chemical reactions
16 MW of electricity thteavy metals into vitrified slag form.

alian emission levels of 3t combined-cycle plant is built around an
illion for nitrogen oxide turbine provided by Thomassen under h-
ddes. GE adds the 40 pegGE. These turbines were adapted to burn syn-
re to the fuel to reduce Mones being used at the Sarlux plant.

on. Noise levels must be I gas rurbine produces 44.5 MW of electriciry
=cibels at the equipment. | (o the local grid. The MS6001B exhaust is
The Sarlux IGCC plant “{' a heat recovery steam generator to produce
yout four billion kilowatt-hGs sent to a turbine purchased from ABB Tur-
¢ -icity annually thac willlirembesg. The unit produces an additional 30
i y will be distributed throectricity and 240 metric tons per hour of
" id. Sarfux will also gt“mlc'}m for the waste tweatment plant. The gas tur-
: urns purge gas from the methanol plant, and
! GAS_'FY ANYTHING te oil as its backup and startup fuel.

! rmany, north of fo-‘SdC"-Lgust 2000, the SVZ turbine had accumulated
|

ngszentrum Schwarze Pum4,000 hours of operation burning syngas.
facility that converts an ecf Pumpe produces about 100,000 tons of lig-
| 35 of solid waste, and 50,0000 annually. SVZ adds water to the svngas to
} into electricity, steam, m‘:arbon—to—hydmgcn ratio of 2 to 1. Then, the
’ unded in 1995 as an ihcted by a catalytic process to produce crude
ser Holdings to operatfiat SVZ refines undl it is pure enough to be

h'year, the methanol plant at

chemical, which it sefls to processors of gasoline, paint, refrigerants, and wood preservatives.

sold. Among the applications for the methanol produced
at Schwarze Pumpe are gasoline additives. methylaring
agents in paint. ethanoic acid in wood preservatives and
disinfectants. refrigerants for cooling svstems, and sol-
vents for resins and waxes.

In late September, SVZ completed consmucton of an-
other gasification line at the Schwarze Pumpe plant.
based on a British Gas-Lurgi gasifier. The BGL gasifier
uses oxygen as 3 gasifying agent, improving the quality of
irs methanol compared to the air-blown gasifiers used
originally at Schwarze Pumpe.

H”&;b ' . ~y ~ o ' -
Schwarze Pumpe produces about 100,000 tons of the liquid

SVZ will send 30 tons of mixed solid waste and coal per
hour into the double airlock of the BGL gasifier. Steam
and oxygen are injected into the gasifier. heating the
mixture to 1.600°C while pressurizing it to 25 bar. Syn-
gas is drawn o, while molten solid residues are shock-
cooled by quench to form a vitrified. granular shag for
fater disposal.

Berlinwasser Holdings recently agreed to sell SVZ to
Global Energy Inc. of Cincinnati. The Ohio company
sponsors the development of gasificadon technology,
and has more than 4,000 MW of projects in develop-
ment, under construction, or in operagon in Europe
and the Americas.

FURNACE GAS FUELS TARANTO

Steel mills can be reconfigured as sources of waste-fueled
syngas because they already produce hydrocarbon gases
from their furnaces and coke ovens that can be burned as
tutbine fuel after some solid and liquid conaminants are
removed. This is being done at the [Iva Sistemi Energia
cogeneration project, which uses process gases generated
at the [lva steelworks in Taranto, [taly. 1o fuel rurbines
and produce 320 MW of electriciry for ENEL, and 150
metric tons per hour of process steam.

The Taranto phnt 15 the buckle on Itk steel bely, pro-
ducing nine million tons of steel plates and pipes. The plant
previously relied on two conventional coal-fired steam
plants to meet its steam and elecrrical requirements, but
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15 tar into syng:

The IGCC plant at the Saras ol refinery in S

their combined electrical efficiency was less than 37 per-
cent. Among the changes Ilva management instinated to
raise the Taranto plant’s ethciency was building 2 power sta-
tion, called the CET3, to recover furnace gases to fuel three
combined cycle units to produce steam and electriciny.

The CET3 power plant at Ilva/Taranto was buile by a
joint venture, including Ansaldo, based in Genoa, and GE-
Nuovo Pignone, headquartered in Florence. The power
plant is fed with blast furmace gas, oxygen steel-furnace gas
{also known as converter gas), and coke oven gas. All chree
hydrocarbon gases are chemically similar to syngas. but the
blast furnace and converter gas streams are taden with dust,
and the coke oven stream is laden with liquid hydrocar-
bons, which require the gas streams to be treated.

The two furnace gas streams are directed through two
electrostatic precipitators that remove the dust particles.
The coke-oven gas is sent through three electrostatic
precipitators that will rermnove tar particles. The gas
streamss are then mixed and sent through 2 final electro-
static precipitator before béing used as fuel.

Each combined cycle unit is built around an MS900IE
gas turbine manufactured by Nuovo Pignone, with each
turbine capable of generating 140 MW. These rurbines
were modified 1o burn low calorific value gases. such as
furnace recovery gases supplemented by natural gas, by
using the GE's syngas combustion system.

The 9Es at Taranto are single-shaft machines that burn
the syngas to simultancously drive a generator and a fuel
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to produce electricity, process sto: and hydrogen feedstock

gas centritugal compressor to pressurize the recovery
gases. Each wurbine is linked to 2 horizontal waste heat
boiler that produces steam at two pressure levels, 95 and
25 bar. The boiler reheats the low-pressure steam before
routng it back into a steam turbine that operates a sec-
ond electrical generator that has an ontput of 68 MW.
The high-pressure stream is used as process steam.

Both the gas rurbines and waste hear boilers at CET3 can
burn narural gas, recovery gas, or a mixture of both to pro-
vide fuel flexibility. The net elecmrical efficiency of CET3,
including the power absorbed by the gas compressor and
the steam cogenerated, ranges from 41.5 to 42 percent.

An additional benefic of IGCC power plants is their
abiliry to stay online due to their tuel flexability. GE has
developed co-firing capability that allows the power
plant to produce full electrical load on the backup fuel,
providing electric power availabilicy up to 93 percent.
According to Todd, this has helped make 1GCC more ac-
ceptable in its early developmental stages.

Todd noted that waste-fueled 1IGCC plants are being
built in countries other than lwaly and Germany. Asian
petrochemical plants are also bullish on waste-tueled
IGCC. GE is working with Exxon in Singapore to gasify
the residues from steam cracking operations at 2 major
olefins plant in the island nation. In addition to provid-
ing power and steamn, gasification will produce all the hy-
drogen feedstock the plant needs tor olefin processing
when it begins operating later this year. w




Carter, Dmﬁlas

rom: Anderson, Margot
sent: Monday, April 30, 2001 4:56 PM
To: Charles Smith (E-mail); 'kjersten_S._Drager@ovp.eop.gov'
Cce: Kelliher, Joseph; Carter, Douglas; DeHoratiis, Guido
Subject: chapter 5 + other NEP issues

Charlie and Kjersten,

Here are our answers on chapter 5. | told Charlie earlier that we will not have the chapter-5 fact check compiete until
Tuesday (along with fact check on chapter 7).

1 will now compile our responses to chapter 7 and send to you by the eng of the day.

Charlie - did you get an answer on the remaining graphic to chapter 1?

Kjersten and Charlie - we will also begin fact checking the remaining chapters you sent me (3 6, and 8). Won't like to be
able to compiete until Wednesday. Please let me know the status of the edits we sent you Friday on the intemational
chapter.

Margot

Assignments.doc
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FW: Updated Papers Page 1 ot'1

From: Stier, Jeffrey K - KN-DC
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2002 11:17 AM
To: Ball, Crystal A - KN-DC

Subject: FW: Updated Papers
Importance: High

—--Original Message—-—
From: Dinan, Linda - D-7
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2001 2:06 PM
To: Hickok, Steven G - D-7; Stier, Jeffrey K - KN-DC - -
Cc:  McElhaney, Judy - D-7
Subject: Updated Papers
Importance: High

Here are the amended papers, incorporating both Hickok and Stier edits.

<<Policy Options_Infrastructure.doc>> <<Policy Options_Fedi_Hydro.doc>>  <<Policy
Options_Conservation.doc>> <<Policy Options_Renewables.doc>>

<<Policy Options_DistGen.doc>> <<Policy Options_RTO.doc>>
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TED STRICKLAND HOUSE RURAL HEALTH CARE COALITION
67v DsTRICT, OHIO .
' OLDER AMERICANS CAUCUS
SO D CovmEncE HOUSE EDUCATION CAUCUS .
SUBCOMMITTEE DN HEALTH

CONGRESSIONAL STEEL CAUCUS

SUBCOMMTIEE ON ENERGY Eﬂngrzgg ﬂf th[ ‘iﬂm’tzﬂ %tﬂt[ﬂ CONGRESSIONAL MINING CAUCUS. |

SUBCOMMITTEE ON Fouse of Representatioes _ CONGRESSIONAL CORRECTIONAL
OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS © " DFFICERS CAUCUS
ADashington, B 205155506 FOUNDEA A1 CO.CrAR
May 15, 2001
The Honorable Richard Cheney
Vice President of the United States
The Old Executive Office Building

Washington, DC 20501

Dear Mr. Vice President:

1 am disturbed by early reparts that the Energy Task Force recommendations fall to -
recognize the need to include a path forward for assuring that this country is capahle of providing
a reliable and economic source of miclear fuel for commercial nuclear reactors. As you know,
nuclear power is the second largest supplier of electricity generation in the countyy.
Unfortunately, it is not unreasonable to expect that the U.S. could have an OPEC-like dependency
an foreign sources of nuclear fuel supplies in the near future. To prevent sych a situation, the
U.S. needs to deploy cost competitive uranium enrichment technology or we will rely on fomgu
supplies to meet nearly one quarter of our electricity needs.

, Thuehavebeenadva'seconsequencesmthemunnsmergyseumtyasamultofthe
pnvauzauon of the United States Enrichment Corpomuon (USEC) in July 1998. USECisthe
only domestic supplier of uranium enrichment services in the U.S. When it was privatized, USEC
opersted two gaseous diffusion plants located in Piketon, Ohio and Paducah, Kentucky.
However, last June, USEC made the decision to cease operations at the Piketon Gaseous
Diffusion Plant (GDP) ignoring the advice of the Departments of Energy and Treasury. The
targeted date for tuming the key to the “off position” is June 1, 2001.

A Department of Energy report issued on January 19, 2001 describes the need for the -

U.S. “to be able to reliably meet the continuing demand for approximately 11 million separative .- - - . --
_“work units (SWU) per.year.® However, the Paduceh plant can only produce approximately 4.5 = .

million SWU pex year in an economic manner. The belance of requirements comes from5.5 . .

million SWU derived from blended down weapons grade uranium imported from Russia under the *

U.S.-Russia HEU Agreement and some European supplies. It is evident that the operation of a

single enrichment plant in the country, coupled with a history of five interruptions in the delivery

of enriched uranium under the Highly Enriched Uranium Purchase Agreement with Russia, raises

questions about the vulnerability of the U.S. to a disruption in the supply of enriched uranium.

D.C. OFACE MauIN OFFICE WESTERN OFFICE CENTRAL OFRICE EASTERN OFRCE
336 Cannon House OFrcE BULDING 1236 Gavvia STREET 6 E. Locusy Syeger 200 Bnoaoway Avirmx - 254 PROWT STREET . -
Wagraparan, DC 20615 PORTRMIOUTH, OM 45662 WiLminGTON, OH 45177 Jacxeon. OH 26640 Maprerra, OH 45780
{202} 2255703 {740} 3636171 {357) 3924585 {740) I85-5193 {7401 776-0088
YouL FAEE IX SOUTHEAN Owi: : {7401 2866847
(8881 706-1833

PIMNTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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The Honorable Richard Cheney
May 15, 2001
Page Three

The need for a sectire, domestic uranium enrichment supply is underscored by the fact that
nuclear power is enjoying improved operating econamics and increased average efficiency of
reactors. Demand is Jikely to remain stable or grow, as approxirately 40% of the domestic
muclear reactors are currently seeking license renewals. During a hearing on nuclear power before
the Energy and Air Quality Subcommittee on March 27, 2001, there was discussion about
building the next generation nuclear reactors in the not-so-distant future. These next generation
reactors will require 8-10% U-235 enrichment, compared with the 4-5% levels required for the

—current generation of boiling water reactors. It is troubling that TISEC is closing the Piketon
ility which is the U.S. enrichment plant that is licenged to enrich uranium to 10% assa
when there is a trend toward higher assay fuel.

During the March 27, 2001 Energy and Air Quality Subcommittec hearing, testimony was
offered which stated:

“USEC utilized only about 29% of its nameplate GDP capacity in 2000, and over the next
year will supply & majority of its customers needs from Russian and U.S. HEU blending.”
(Testimony of John R_ Longenecker, former USEC official).

Mr. Longenecker farther states:

“USEC is finding it more profitable to operate as a trader of blended HEU rather than asa
pnmaxy producer. This approach appears to lead inevitably to USEC exiting the market

. 2s a primary producer. As a result, constructing replacement enrichment capacity in the
U.S. should be the key focus for the decade ahead.”

In addition, during a June 8, 2000 hearing before the Comamerce Subcommittee on Energy
and Power, testimany was submxtted stating that the fromt end of the nuclear fuel cycle is
endangered:

“Since 1998, expenditures for uranium exploration and mine development have declined
by 59%; three uranium processing facilities have closed during 1999 (two in Texas and ane in
Louisiana); employment in U.S. uranium exploration, mining, milling and process has decreased
by almost 30%. Last year, production at ConverDyn, the sole remaining uranium converter in the

U.S. was cut back by 25% and employment was reduced by over 12%.” (Testimony of Mr. James
Graham, President and CEO of ConverDyn).

If this nation’s energy policy is going to place a greater emphasis on miclear power, it
must do 5o in & comprehensive fashion. An energy policy that ignores the reliability of the front
end of the domestic nuclear fuel industry falls shost of assuring needed energy security in this
country. Turge you to carefully consider the needs of the entire muclear fuel cycle as you prepare

28163



© 95715701 16:06 FAX

The Honorable Richard Cheney
May 15, 2001
Page Four

10 issue your recommendations for a national energy strategy. I know you will agree that
Americans would find it unrwise and unaceeptable to depend on foreign saurces for the second
largest supplier of U.S. electricity generation, nuclear power.

Thank you for your attention to this imporstant matter,

Sincerely,

Jol Sk boud

Ted Strickland
Memmber of Congress

cc:  The Honorable Spencer Abraham
The Honoreble Bob Taft
The Honorsble Mike DeWine
The Haonorahle George Voinovich
The Honcrable W, 7. “Billy” Tauzin
The Honorable Tohn Dingell
The Honorable Joe Barton
The Honorable Rick Boucher
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May 17, 2001

Spencer Abraham, Secretary
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham,

We write today on behalf of the members of the American Institute of Architects
Kansas City Chapter, its Committee on the Environunent, and the Committees on the
Environment from the Boston, San Francisco. and New York chapters of the AIA. We
are alarmed by remarks made on April 30 by Vice President Dick Cheney regarding
the Bush Administration’s energy policy.

The vice president’s statement indicates a profound misunderstanding of the
potentials of the new high-performance architecture and the technologies available to
us today. In fact, the energy policy sketched out by the Vice President sets the stage
for the American economy to be left behind. Energy conservation and economic
efficiency are essential to U.S. competifiveness within the world marketplace.
Aggressive development of emerging technologies is a critical part of a forward-
thinking strategy. This implies a creative redesign of our built environment and our
use of energy

As architects, we are increasingly aware of the need to more responsibly design and
construct the built environment. We can and should do more with less---we are
already finding many ways to use fewer materials and less energy while improving
quality and efficiency.

At the policy level, we need a more batanced approach. Efforts toward conservation
and efficiency should be a higher priority. We know that even conservation measures
that are possibie today can make a big difference. Apparently even the administration
itself believes that energy conservation has immediate benefits. Three days after the
Vice President’s comments, President Bush recommended that steps be taken at all
federal facilities, especially those in California, 1o save energy this summer.

124 West 3th Street

Kansas City. Missourn 641(5
816/221-3485. FAX 816:221 653
www.aiakc.org
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Buildings account for nearly 40 percent of U.S. energy consumption. This can be dramatically
lowered while improving comfort and quality. As architects and business people; we want to
contribute to a built environment that fits the needs of our clients and their communities without
compromising the natural environment. We want to work with elected officials at all levels to ensure

that this goal is a reachable one.

Sincerely,
“WWM

Rick McDermott, AlA, president
AlA Kansas City

representing members of A1A Kansas City

cc:
Paul Goldberger, The New Yorker
Herbert Muschamp, The New York Times
Julie lovine, The New York Times

Verlyn Klinkenborg, The New York Times
Editors, Time

Editors, Newsweek

Editors, Business Week

Editors; Fortune

Bob Ivy, Architectural Record

Reed Kroloff, Architecture

Rick Hood/Arthur Brisbane, The Kansas City Star

Editors, The Boston Globe
Blair Kamin, Chicago Tribune
Nancy Levinson, Harvard Design Magazine

Christine Saum, Mayor’s Institute on City Design

Susan Szenasy, Metropolis
Kristina Kessler, Urban Land
Jay Walljasper, Utne Reader

Gordon Wright, Building Design & Construction

Alex Wilson, Environmental Building News

Robert E. Gould, FAIA, chair
AlA Kansas City Committee on the Environment

representing members of the AIA Kansas City
Committee on the Environment, the Boston Society of
Architects Committee on the Environment, the AIA San
Francisco Committee on the Environment, and the AIA
New York Chapter Committee on the Environment,
and the AlA Seattle Committee on the Environment

Kristen Douglass, Environmental Design & Construction

Katie Sosnowchik, Green@Work
AlA National COTE

John D. Anderson, AIA National President

Stephanie Stubbs, AIA Architect

Phil Simon, American Institute of Architects

28166



2001-012834 May 23 A 10:29 lndiana/Chambe':

Christopher P. LaMothe
President

May 18, 2001
The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, Sw
Washington, D.C. 20585

‘Dear Secretary Abraham:

The Indiana Chamber of Commerce, and our 4,500 members, is deeply concerned
with the energy future of Indiana and the United States. The crisis in California has raised
the electric power supply and demand profile in every state, including Indiana.

96% of Indiana’s electricity comes from coal. As a manufacturing state, Indiana
is energy intensive and the future of electric power is extremely critical for our state. The
last base load power plant in Indiana was built almost twenty years ago. We have gone
from an electric reserve of over 35% in 1985 to nearly single digits today with no base
load power plants in the planning stages. Our State Utility Forecast Group (SUFG) -
projects that by 2010, Indiana will need an additional 2250 Megawatts (MW) of power
and by 2016, an additional 5400 MW. That is over 1/3 of our current generating capacity
and a new base load power plant requires over ten years to construct.

Recognizing Indiana’s grave energy outlook, we believe that the Administration’s
energy agenda will be particularly vital to our energy future. With this in mind, we are
extending to you an invitation to come to Indiana anytime between June and August to
review the national energy policy and discuss the regional and state perspectives. We
commit to you all our resources to make your visit a successful one and will also
coordinate the attendance and participation of surrounding states.

If you should have any questions or would like to discuss this further, please do

not hesitate to contact Vince Griffin, director of environmental and energy policy, at 800-
824-6881 or David Holt, director of congressional affairs, at 800-824-6883.

Sincerely, E

Christopher P. LaMothe
President & CEO
cc: Indiana Congressional Delegation ‘

B 115 West Washington Street, Suite 8505 P.O. Box 44326 Indianapots, Indiana 46244-0926 voice: 317-264-3110 fax: 317-264-6855 wab: www.indkanachamber.com
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Memo Request

Date May 18, 2001

To The Honorable Spencer Abraham .
Secretary of Energy

From Dale Steffes
Houston Energy Chamber of Commerce
Tel 713 467 4732

Subject Request for meeting

This is 2 request for a brief meeting with you to share some of our efforts on energy.
I am a 28 year veteran energy analyst with a publicly documented track record.

I would like to discuss how we might be of service implementing the
recommendations of Chapter Eight of the National Energy Policy.

We have proposed a World Energy Ministers Assocation. This organization would
assist with many of that chapter's recommendations. We would like the United

States to be one of the founding country members.

I look forward to hearing from your office.

e,

Enclosures: Houston Energy Chamber of Commerce
World Energy Ministers Association

CC: Juanita and Robin, Fax 202 5386 8794
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TIM HUTZHINSON w. TON OFFICE: .

ARKANSAS 239 DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING
~ WASHINGTON, DC 20510
COMMITEES (202} 224-2353
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, - J.
AND FORESTRY Hrnited Btates DBenate
ARMED SERVICES hitp/thutchinson.senate.gov

HEALTH, EDUCATION. LABOR, WASHINGTON, DC 20510 E-mail; hutchi hutchi senate.gov

AND PENSIONS X

VETERANS' AFFAIRS

May 18, 2001

The Honorable George W. Bush

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear_Mr. Pr_esident:

I am writing to you to express my strong support of your proposed National Energy Policy
and to share with you a few thoughts on alleviating the econornic strain caused by energy shortages in
the western states.

While there is no doubt that a long-term solution is needed to provide for our nation’s
growing energy needs, and that increased and diversified production is the logical solution, I feel that
it is important that we consider a few short-term measures to alleviate the astronomical prices being
faced by consumers throughout our country. Such compassionate measures could diminish much of
the negative rhetoric that has been circulating since the plan was made public. Partial relief from
these high prices may also gamer the grass-roots public support necessary for congressional approval
of many of the long-term provisions of the plan.

Recently, 1 spoke with a constituent in Arkansas who proposed a one-year tax deduction for
electricity costs in the western states. Under this proposal, yearly electricity costs in excess of the
average total electricity costs for the past two years could be deducted from an individual’s income
taxes. While mindful of the potential cost of this proposal, I think the concept has merit for
specifically targeted areas where electricity costs have reached staggering levels that may force the
poor and elderly citizens to make difficult financial decisions that may have health risks associated
with them.

Please be assured of my continued commitment to working with the Administration and my
colleagues in the Senate to win passage of much needed legislation to promote a responsible national
energy policy. I thank you for you time and consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you in

the near future.
With kind regards,
Sincerely,
L
L ]
r ]
Tim Hutchinson
United States Senator
TH:mz
M 2527, FEDERAL BUILDING 101 NORTH WASHINGTON, SUITE 406 1 EAST CENTER, SUITE 212 ROOM 120, FEDERAL BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK, AR 72201 EL DORADO, AR 71730 FAYETTEVILLE, AR 72701 " JONESBORO. AR 72401
{501) 324-6336 {870} 863-6406 {501} 582-1935 (870) 935-5022
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ROGER F. WICKER 2001 013524 dune 1 PM 4 36 preTRIcT Qe

ST DISTRICT, MISSISSIPP SO0 W Mawy STREET. SLrTE 210

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE P.O Box 1482
LABOA.# n S -EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE Turero, MS 38802
FOREIGN OPERATIONS. EXPORT FINANCING AND " 1662) BA-5437
RELATED PROGRAMS SUBLOMMITTES
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELDPMENT SUBCOMMTTEE
206 CANNON BUILDING 8700 NORTewEST Dmive, SuTe 102

e ) of the |nited States iy
emaxt ropes nntller ¢ man house gox n grtss é Souteaven. M5 38671
Mernet DD ‘wawvw NDUBE GOV WIKKE! 'WEICOME htrm. (662) 342-3947

Rouse of Representatiocs
Dashmgton, PEC 20515 -
May 20. 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham

Secretary, United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham,

v As the Administration continues the discussion on new source review regulations, | hope
that the Tennessee Valley Authority will be invited to participate. 1 appreciate your consideration
of my request.

A suggestion in The National Energy Policy stated:

The NEPD Group recommends that the President direct the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency, in consultation with the Secretary
of Energy and other relevant agencies, to review New Source Review
regulations. including administrative interpretation and implementation, and
report to the President within 90 days on the impact of the regulations on
investment in new utility and refinery generation capacity energy efficiency.
and environmental protection.

The Tennessee Valley Authority, the nation’s largest public power company, can play both
a relevant and significant role in any discussion on new source review regulations. Therefore, I am
requesting that they be invited to participate in this conversation.

1 appreciate your devoted work as a member of the National Energy Policy Development
Group and look forward to your response to my request.
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Mnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

May 21, 2001

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

We have received copies of your proposal to deal with America’s long term energy needs.
Many of the proposals contained in the plan would affect laws within the jurisdiction of the
Environment and Public Works Committee. Any relevant legislation to implement those
proposals would therefore require Committee consideration prior to full Senate action. Before
any possible Committee action on such legislation, we would appreciate receiving further
information regarding the plan and its effects.

First, we request that you provide further details regarding any of the plan’s
recommendations that fall under the Committee’s jurisdiction. In particular, please provide
details, including criteria for agency consideration, regarding your recommendations:

A. To pursue multipollutant legislatioh to regulate power plant emissions.

B. To expand the Energy Star program. In particular, please describe the funding
recommendations necessary to support this expansion.

C. To promote combined heat and power through flexibility in environmental permitting. In
particular, what changes in permitting requirements are envisioned?

D. To take actions to remove constraints on the interstate transmission grid.

E. To direct the EPA to study opportunities to alter the reformulated gas program under the
Clean Air Act.

F. To direct the EPA and the Department of Energy to streamline the permitting process for

oil refineries.

G. To direct the EPA and the Department of Energy to adopt comprehensive regulations
regarding refineries and consider the cumulative impacts and benefits ofsuch regulations.
In particular, please state the legal authonties for the regulations.
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H. To direct the Attorney General to review existing enforcement actions under the New
Source Review provisions to ensure they are consistent with the Clean Air Act and its
regulations. In particular, please clarify how these actions may be inconsistent in view of
the extensive case law on the subject, including Wisconsin Electric Power Co. v. Reilly.
893 F.2d 901 (7™ Cir. 1990) and Alabama Power Co. v. Costle, 636 F.2d 323 (D.C. Cir.
1979). e

L To direct the Secretary of Interior to examine land status and lease stipulation
impediments to federal oil and gas leasing, and to modify those impediments where they
exist. In particular, please describe in detail contemplated modifications that relate to
fish, wildlife, plants and their habitat regardless of whether changes would require
legislative authorization.

J. To direct the Secretary of Interior to re-examine the federal legal and policy regime to
determine whether changes to that regime would be required to site energy facilities in
the coastal zone and on the Outer Continental Shelf.

In addition, for the purposes of Senate consideration of the relevant legislative elements
of that plan, we would appreciate technical and analytical assistance from the Energy
Information Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Council of Economic
Advisers, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Departments of State, Defense, Justice,
Treasury, Interior and Transportation, and other Federal agencies with expertise. We ask that
you direct the aforementioned agencies to provide us with answers to the following questions,
and that they should assume in responding that the proposed plan is enacted by the end of this
session of Congress:

I. What impact will the plan have on crude oil, natural gas, gasoline, diesel, and electricity
prices paid by wholesale and retail consumers in the next 2 years?

2. What impact will the plan have on crude oil, natural gas, gasoline, diesel, and electricity
prices paid by wholesale and retail consumers in the next 5 years?

3. How many barrels of crude oil, that would have otherwise been consumed under a
business as usual scenario (i.e. the Department of Energy’s Annual Energy Outlook), will
be displaced annually by 2006 due to the plan?

4. How many tons of critena (including PM-2.5) and hazardous air pollutants and
greenhouse gases will be emitted in each of the years 2002-2006 due to enactment of the
plan versus the amount of each pollutant or substance that would have been emitted if the
plan were not enacted?

S. What impact would the plan have on jobs and different sectors of the economy, including
small businesses?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

How would the plan impact general environmental quality, including air quality, and
ground and surface water resources, including ocean waters? :

How will the plan bring us closer to compliance with our Senate-ratified treaty
commitment of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels? When will that target
be reached? -

Please identify how, if at all, enactment would affect or implement relevant international
treaty commitments, particularly those affecting relations with Canada and Mexico,
including air and water quality.

What will be the increase in electricity generated from renewable resources by 2006 due
to the plan? Please estimate the projected clectricity generation capacity for each fuel in
that year, and increases in distributed generation.

What amount of additional spent nuclear fuel will have been generated by 2015 and by
2025, as a result of the plan’s nuclear power recommendations, beyond the 70,000 metric
ton storage capacity of the proposed Yucca Mountain repository?

What changes, if any, in rules, regulations or Federal law regarding the acquisition of
private property interests, including any plan to delegate Federal eminent domain powers
to quasi-public or other non-governmental entities, are necessary to implement the plan?

Please quantify the improvements in efficiency of electricity and motor fuel consumption
and production that the plan will stimulate for each of the next five years.

How many additional acres of Federal land, not currently in use or eligible for use for
resource extraction (oil, natural gas, etc.), would have been brought into energy resource
production by 20067 What specific Federal lands are likely to be affected? How many
acres of Federal lands that currently receive statutory or regulatory protection from
energy exploration will be opened to resource development and/or extraction?

What impact will the plan have on the ability to protect and recover-threatened and
endangered species, including aquatic species such as salmon?

How will the plan promote oil and gas drilling on public lands without harming fragile
ecosystems such as wetlands, tundra, deserts, and coasts?

How many new refineries and electricity generating power plants (greater than 100 MW)
would be built by 20067 What will the primary source of fuel be for those power plants?

How will the Department of Justice and the Federal Trade Commission and other
agencies protect consumers against price gouging?
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18. What statutes would have to be amended in order to implement the plan? In addition,
please specifically note each case where plan implementation would require any form of
expedited or modified Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, Endangered Species Act,
National Environmental Policy Act, or other Federal regulatory approvals or
authorizations. What regulatory mechanisms will be used for these expedited processes?

Thank you for your consideration of our request. We look forward toa lively debate on
the important matter of national energy policy. The facts and estimates provided n your
response will ensure that Congress’ dehiberations will be well-informed. It would be helpful if
the agencies’ responses included details on any additional assumptions made in answering these
questions. To expedite Committee and Senate consideration of these matters, we would
appreciate a response no later than June 7, 2001. Please contact us if you have comments or
questions about our request.

Sincerely,

@ﬂm%Lﬂ«hfﬂ;Em-~
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e 72250
) . . Cutler J. Cleveland
Boston University

Professor and Director
Center for Energy and voice: 617.353.3083
Environmental Studies fax: 617.35@:,&5986' -
G Y cmail cutler@bu.cdu
675 o th Avenue web: www.bu.cdu/cees

Boston, Massachusetts 02215

Secretary of Housing and Urban Affairs Mel Martinez
Department of Housing and Urban Development
451"7th St., SW

Washington, DC 20410

Iviay 21, 2001

Dear Secretary of Housing and Urban Affairs Mel Martinez,

Enclosed is an open letter to the American public about the nation's energy future. The letter is
from Scientists for a Sustainable Energy Future, a group of natural and social scientists who
study the connections among energy, the environment, and society, and who are concerned with
the direction of the nation's energy policy. The letter has more than 270 signatories, including
members of the National Academy of Sciences and many of the nation's foremost experts on
these subjects.

1 urge you to read this letter and to consider its positions carefully as we move forward in the
debate about the nation’s energy policy.

Thank-you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

lulrGttod

Cutler J. Cleveland
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Scientists for a Sustainable Energy Future’

An Open Letter to the American People

May 18, 2001 L
Dear Fellow Citizens,

‘We are natural and social scientists who study the connections among energy, the environment,
and society. We write to you out of grave concern with the turn the nation’s energy policy has
taken. Decisions taken today about the supply and use of energy have far reaching implications
for our economic prosperity and for the health of our environment. Since the first “energy crisis”
almost thirty years ago, a large body of research in the nation’s universities, national

laboratories, think tanks, and private sector has produced large advances in our understanding of
energy issues. We would like to share some of this information with you because the current
direction of the nation’s energy policy is inconsistent with much of this work.

Conventional forms of energy have grabbed the policy spotlight in recent months, but this
emphasis is misplaced, and, ultimately, counterproductive. We produce slightly less than half of
the oil we consume; by 2020 we will produce just 35 percent. Can a policy to encourage
domestic oil extraction reduce dependence on imported oil and maintain the price of gasoline and
home heating oil at reasonable levels? The simple answer is no, because the domestic oil
resource base is depleted to the extent that large investments in drilling cannot generate a
commensurate increase in oil supply. Extraction and proven reserves of oil have dropped
considerably since their peaks in 1970 despite a massive drilling campaign in the late 1970s and
early 1980s. Because domestic oil sources are more costly than overseas alternatives, incentives
to encourage exploration and development will hurt the economy in the same way they did 20
years ago when the o1} price shocks produced record rates of drilling. A large diversion of
capital investment and profits to the oil industry ensued, but oil extraction continued to decline,
as it has to this day. There is every reason to believe that the same scenario will play out if
political decisions are made to promote domestic extraction.

Opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil exploration will not improve our energy
security, nor will it have any impact on the price of gasoline. The economicaily recoverable
amount of oil in the Refuge is just 152 days of supply for the nation. More importantly, if we
started drilling in the Refuge today, the Department of Energy projects that by 2020 it could
supply 1.4 million barrels per day. By then world oil production will be in the range of 100 -~
million barrels per day. The Refuge would amount to about 1 percent of global oil supply, and
thus have a trivial influence on the ability of oil exporters to influence prices.

Nuclear power faces formidable obstacles. Experience of the last several decades has shown that
electricity from nuclear power plants is an expensive form of power when all public and private

* hutpi/fwww.bu edu/cees/openiettey htmi. Contact: Cutler J. Cleveland, Professor and Director, Center for Energy
and Environmental Studies, Boston University, 675 Commonwealth Avenue, Boston, MA, 02215. 617.353.3083.
cutler@bu.edu.
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and renewable technologies We also must lead the effort to help less fortunate nations find and

fund the path of development that improves their quality of life with minimal de-stabilization of
the Earth’s climate. A

There has been a lot of talk in Washington about the need for renewables and conservation, but
action seriously lags behind the rhetoric. The budget submitted to Congress last-month calls for
a large cut in funding for these technologies while proposing greater incentives for conventional
fuels. This would speed us in the direction opposite from one that would improve our energy
security, reduce pollution, help stabilize the Earth’s climate, and maximize our economic
flexibility. We urge you to join us in the campaign for a sensible and sustainable energy future.
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James B. Cummings
Gretchen C. Daily
Herman E. Daly
Roger Dargaville
Brynhildur Davidsdottir
Graham A. Davis
"Margaret B. Davis
Thomas Detwyler
Raymond De Young
Neelkanth G. Dhere
John G. Douglass
Myma Dubroff
Murray Dutfin

*Paul R. Ehrlich
Salah EJ Serafy
Randy Ellingson
Jacque (Jody)
Richard W. England
Donald J. Epp
Howard Epstein
Paul Epstein
Ronald C. Faas
Timothy J. Fahey
Brian Farhi

Suzanne Ferrerme
Kurt Finsterbusch
Jon Foley

Louise Fortmann
Rosanne W. Fortner
David R. Foster
Laurie Fowler
Douglas I. Foy

Mark Fried!

Andrew J. Friediand
Dennis Galvan
Jacqueline Geoghegan
Brian Gibson

James W. Gillett
Helen W. Gjessing
Thomas N. Gladwin
Peter H. Glaick
Joseph Graziano
Charles H. Greene
Gary D. Grossman
Hugh Gusterson
Brent M. Haddad
Charles Hall

Winnie Hallwachs
Philip C. Hanawalt
Bruce Hannon
Jonathan M. Haris
John Harte

Steven B. Hawthome

Florida Solar Energy Center

Stanford University
University of Maryland

Ecoystem Dynamics and the Atmosphere

Boston University

Colorado School of Mines

University of Minnesota

University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point

University of Michigan

University of Central Florida
Washington State University
Florida Solar Energy Center

Stanford University

Energy and Environmental Consultant
Solar Energy Research Scientist

Emel  Clark University

University of New Hampshire, Dutham

Pennsyvania State University

University of Virginia
Harvard Medical School

Washington State University

Comell University

Florida Solar Energy Center

The National Renewable Energy Laboratory

University of Maryland

University of Wisconsin-Madison

University of Califomia, Berkeley
The Ohio State University

Harvard University
University of Georgia

The Conservation Law Foundatio:

Boston University
Dartmouth College
University of Florida
Clark University
University of Toronto
Comell University

University of the Virgin islands

University of Michigan

Pacific institute for Studies in Develop

Columblia University
Comell University
University of Georgia

ment, Environment, and Security

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

University of Califomia, Santa Cruz

SUNY-Environmental Science and Forestry

University of Pennsylvania

Stanford University
University of lilinois
Tufts University

University of Berkelsy, Califomia
University of North Dakota
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Allison Macfariane
Jean MacGregor
Janet Mann

Jack Manno

Barbara L. Martin
Leo Marx

Gli Masters

Nancy Irwin Maxwell
Dennis McCarthy
Brent H. McCown
Gary McCracken

J. Marc McGinnes
Jon McGowan

Janst Mcilvaine
Margaret McKean
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J.R. McNelll

David Menicucci
Kathieen A. Miller
James K. Mitchell
Scott C. Mohr

Bill Moore

Alan Mountjoy-Venning
Patricia Muir
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Adit Najam

Lisa Naughton
Richard B. Norgaard
Susan O'Hara
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Ray Oglesby

David Orr

Leonard Ortolano
Richard S. Ostfeld
Brandon Owens
David Ozonoff
Danny S. Parker
Mike Pasqualetti
Anthony Patt
Bemard C. Patten
Rob Penney

John H. Perking
Thomas Perreault
Noel Perrin

Jeanne E. Peters
John E. Petersen
Anna Peterson
Michelle D. Peterson

Robert Giimore Pontius, Jr.

Theodore M. Porter
Rich Prill

Stephen A. Prosterman
H. Ronald Pulliam

Massachusstts institute of Technology
The Evergreen State College

Georgetown University
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Stanford University
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University of Tennessee, Knoxville
University of Wisconsin-Madison
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Florida Solar Energy Center

Duke University

The Pennsyivania State University
Georgetown University

Sandia National Laboratory

National Center for Atmospheric Ressarch
Rutgers University

Boston University

Journalist

The Washington State University
Oregon State University

University of California

Boston University

University of Wisconsin
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Comell University

Oberiin Coliege

Staford University

Boston University School of Public Health
Florida Solar Energy Center

Arizona State University
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Syracuse University
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Oberlin College

University of Florida
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Clark University
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.  Quimn Gillespie

& Associues 110

May 21, 2001

Mr. Kyle McSlarrow

Chief of Staff

United States Department of Energy
‘Washington, DC

Kyle,

T would like to request a meeting for our client Enron and you for this
‘Wednesday, May 23, 2001. The purpose of the meeting is to discuss the President’s
National Energy Policy report and potential legislative activities in Congress.

In addition to myself, Rick Shapiro, Senior Vice President of Government Affairs,
Houston and Linda Robertson, Vice President of Government Affairs, Washington, will
be attending the meeting.

1 will follow up with your assistant later today to see if a meeting is possible for
Wednesday. In the interim, please feel free to contact me on 202-457-1110 if you should
have any questions.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this request.

ccrely,

Dav1d R Lugar

1133 Connecticut Avenue NW « Fifth Floor ¢ Washington, DC 20036 ¢ (202) 457-1120 ¢ (202) 457-1130 fax
www quinngillespie.com
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National Republican Senatorial Committee

=T 2001-012909 May 24 A 7:49

MITCH BAINWOL
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

May 22, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave, SW - -
Washington, DC 20585

_bear S;;ence:

On July 24-25, 2001, the Senatorial Trust will convene in Washington, D.C., for its
national summer meeting. As you know, this exciusive group is comprised of business and
community leaders throughout the country that play an integral role in supporting our Party.

1 hope you will accept my invitation to participate in a panel discussion on America’s
energy policy on Wednesday, July 25, 2001. The specific details are as follows:

Wednesday, July 25, 2001

The Reserve Officers Association

1 Constitution Avenue, NE, 5* Floor
8:30 am. to 9:30 a.m.

Your participation would significantly contribute to the meeting’s success. Our members
would be enlightened to hear from you, and [ hope you will consider joining us.

Please have a member of your staff contact Fraley Marshall in Special Events at the
NRSC at 202-478-4432 to confirm your participation.

Sincerely yours,

A

Senator Bill Frist, M.D.
Chairman, NRSC

RONALD REAGAN REPUBLICAN CENTER
425 SECOND STREET, N.E. ¢ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002 « (202) 675-6000

PAID FOR AND AUTHORIZED BY THE NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
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NATIONAL
COMMUNITY
ACTION FOUNDATION

David A. Bradley

Frecutive Director

May 22, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Attn: Mr. Kyle McSlarrow

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We applaud the President’s initiative in proposing an active national cnergy policy. We are very
pleased at the National Energy Policy Development Group’s affirmation of the importance of significant
expansion of Low-Income Weatherization. This sends a strong signal to low-income families and communities
regarding the importance the President attaches to their needs, their concerns, and long-term solutions to their
problems.

However, as you may be aware, that initiative is already in real trouble on Capitol Hill. Our
organization works on behalf of the local Community Action Agencies who deliver most of the Weatherization
services and a large share of LIHEAP assistance. We are encountering bi-partisan resistance to any real shift in
past Department of Energy funding priorities. ’

* We would like the work closely with your team 1o keep the momentum up as we approach the first test
for your proposal in the early June meetings of the Appropriations subcommittees. [ would appreciate the
opportunity to strategize with whomever you have put in charge of making those proposals happen as soon as
possible.

We have some other ideas on longer range initiatives that could provide significant help 10 moderate-
income, as well as low-income, consumers by next winter - ideas involving policy rather than spending. We

would also welcome a chance to establish an ongoing dialogue in search of common solutions to our shared
concerns regarding low-income families. '

Sincegaly,
4;/ y A
David Bradley 62

810 First Street. NUE. Sute 530 P20 B4 2-208 2 INTERNET avava neanors
Washinaton, DO 20002 ) Fax <2025 5422095
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The Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

May 17, 2001

Mr. Boris V. Yatskevich T
Minister of Natural Resources

of the Russian Federation
Moscow, Russia

Dear Minister Yatskevich:

I am pleased to share with you the National Energy Policy Report of the National Energy
Policy Development Group, chaired by Vice President Cheney, with recommendations to
President Bush. Under President Bush's leadership, this comprehensive review of United
States energy policy will serve as the point of departure for United States engagement on
energy policy at home and abroad. We believe it represents a realistic assessment of the-
current state of U.S. energy policy and a framework for sustainable growth and
development.

In the report, we recognize that U.S. national energy security depends on sufficient
energy supplies at prices that support U.S. and global economic growth. Government
energy policies that emphasize primary reliance on market forces have led to major
energy security gains over the past two decades. Improvements in exploration and
production technology, as well as the trend toward opening new areas around the globe
for exploration and development, have yielded tangible and important dividends.

We recognize that as a leading producer and consumer nation, the United States cannot
look at energy security in isolation from the rest of the world. In a global energy
marketplace, U.S. national energy and economic security is directly linked to the
adequate provision of energy supplies not only to our shores, but also to those of our
trading partners. We place a high priority on strengthening our alliances and deepening
our dialogue with major energy producers around the world and would like to work with
you to ensure greater diversity in world energy production.

The United States supports a practical, market-based approach that encourages the
adoption of more efficient technologies including natural gas, clean coal, nuclear, and
renewable-energy technologies. Encouraging greater diversity of energy production, and
as appropriate, transport facilities, within and among geographic regions is a worthwhile
goal with obvious benefits to all market participants.
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Let me close by reaffirming the commitment of the Bush Administration to the
environment. The U.S. is a world leader in the development of clean energy
technologies, and we are confident that we can encourage energy resource development
while continuing to protect and enhance our environment.

I look forward to working with you to implement this Report as I believe it will benefit
the citizens of all our nations.

Sincerely,

eq R

Spencer Abraham

Enclosure
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HARRY REID
NEVADA

Mnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2803

May 23, 2001

President George W. Bush

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We are writing in regard to the recently released report by the National Energy Policy
Development Group, "National Energy Policy”. As you know, this report encourages an increase
in the use of nuclear power. Despite tremendous effort, however, our nation still has not
developed a sound science and policy program to deal with the existing waste. Although the
report recommends using the "best science to provide a deep geologic repository for nuclear
waste,” no nation, including the United States, has found a suitable geologic repository to safely

isolate the waste.

As you know, we are deeply concerned about this issue, because the only site being
considered for a proposed repository is at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. This site would be located
approximately 90 miles from Las Vegas, the largest city in Nevada and one of the fastest growing
cities in the United States. In addition to being home to more than 1.3 million Nevadans, Las
Vegas and its neighboring communities draw more than 30 million visitors each year. Nevada
communities rely on the water resources below Yucca Mountain for drinking water, livestock
production, and other agriculture activities. Radiation contamination of this groundwater or the
surrounding environment would create an unacceptable human health risk and would threaten the
tourism and recreation-based economy, which provides jobs and important tax revenue to Nevada
and 1ts communities.

We are concerned that the report’s recommendation for more nuclear power production
will lead to additional pressure to move forward on Yucca Mountain, despite the known scientific
and public policy shortcomings. Because of these concemns, we cannot support:

(1)  the relicensing of existing nuclear power plants or the licensing of new nuclear
power plants; or

(2) the reauthorization of the Price-Anderson Act, a controversial Department of
Energy and nuclear power industry liability program.

The continued prosperity of our nation depends upon an evolution in the way our nation
produces and uses energy. We cannot support, however, any initiatives that increase the
possibility that Yucca Mountain will become the repository for the nation’s nuclear waste, We

E-Mail: senstor_reid@reid.senate.gov
Web: http/reid.senate.gov

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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are willing to work with you to address these problems and make this energy report a document
that all Americans can support.

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns and look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

REID HN ENSIGN
U.S. Senator ‘ .S. Senator

GIBBONS
Member of Congress
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THE REAL ESTATE ROUNDTABLE > S887163

The Real Estate Roundtable

May 23, 2001

President George W. Bush

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20500

Re: National Energy Policy
Dear Mr. President:

1 am writing on behalf of The Real Estate Roundtable to express our
industry’s gratitude and support for your omgoing cfforts to cstablish and
implement a forward-thioking national energy policy. The strength of the
commercial and residential real estate sector of the economy — representing morc
than 25% our nation’s GDP — and our ability to accommodate the peeds of
America’s familics and businesses depends oo a reliable, cost effective and
environmentally sustainable supply of energy.

The Real Estate Roundtable is the organization where the leaders of the
nation’s top public and privately held real estate ownership, development, lending
and management firms work together with leaders of major national real estate
trade associations to jointly address key national policy issucs relating to real
cstate and the overall econmomy. Collectively, Roundtable members hold
portfolios containing over 2.5 billion squarc feet of developed property valued at
more than $250 billion. Participating trade associations represent more than 1
million people iavolved in virtually every aspect of the real estate business.

In our view you, Vice President Chepey and the National Encrgy Policy
Development Group have correctly built your policy prescriptions on 2 practical
and realistic diagnosis of the current energy challenges that face the country. At
the same time, you rightly ask the country to aspire to yet greater achicvements in
developing the technology and expertise necessary to advance the state of the arnt
in the exploration, development, production and the efficient use of energy.

We applaud the Report's mclusion of a discussion regarding ways that
improved energy efficiency in buildings can help advance the nation’s energy
goals. We agree with the Report’s conclusion that “there are significant
opportunities to improve the energy efficiency of buildings and homes through
technologics and better practices.” While the Report correctly points out real and
perceived barriers to energy efficiency improvements in buildings, you should be
aware that private sector leadership from within our industry, and an ongoing
partnership with DOE and EPA, are pointing the way to practices and invcstments
that can help overcome these obstacles.

<~ ———

NO.322 pea2
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President George W. Bush
May 23, 2001
Page 2

An important public-private collaboration highlightcd in the Report 1s the mghly
successful energy star family of programs housed at the EPA and the Department of Energy.
Our industry helped launch the Energy Star Building Label program and today over three-
quarters of the largest office real estate investment trusts participate in the Energy Star
Building Program. EPA has estimated that if all commercial buildings took the straight
forward voluntary measures recommended by that program, the nation would save $130
billion in cnergy costs in just 15 years while also reducing air pollutants and emissions
associated with the production of the energy. T '

We look forward to working with you, Secretary Abraham and Administrator
" Whitman to build on this existing partnership and recommit our industry to an ambitious
industry-wide energy efficiency campaign. We also Jook forward to helping recommend and
advance highly targeted and cost-effective incentives (through tax and other policy changes)
1o cncourage a new generation of hiph-performance commercial and residential buildings.
Finally, we believe therc are opportunities to work with DOE, EPA, The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission and Congress to remove barriers to the increased use of on-site
generation technologies.

In short, we believe your Report points the country in the right drection and that, in
concent with the substantial expertise already established at DOE and EPA, our industry
stands ready to help in this effort.

rely, ;
ercy D. DeBoer

President and Chief Operating Officer

JDD/k

cc: The Hon, Richard B. Chene
The Hon. Christine Todd Whitman
The Hon. Spencer Abraham




xeration 2ULBULBLY4 P. 002

nri 1 eueral

s e LUV TN S TO -

»

pe
American 1220 L Street, Northwest Reg Cavaney
Petroleum Washington, D.C. 200054070 President & CEQ
Institute 202-682-8100
May 23, 2001 -

The Honorable

Spencer Abraham

Secretary

U. S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
‘Washingion, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As you prepare to repoert 1o Congress on the status of crude oil and gasoline invenionies and the
effects of fuel price volatility, I want to share with you information we recently provided to all
Members of Congress regarding the steps the U.S. oil and natural gas industry's 1.4 million
employees continue to take to provide American consumers with reliable, affordable fuels.
Despite their efforts, a number of factors continue to cause fluctoations in the price of gasoline
and other fuels made from crude oil and natural gas. These factors include, but are not limited to,
unscheduled refinery or transportation problems, seasonal gasoline specification changes, global
crude oil price fluctuations, and unforeseen changes in gasoline demand.

Over the past year, refiners have worked at record levels to produce all fuels. As of May 18:

. Year-to-date total inputs into the nation's 152 refineries have increased 2.9 percent from
the same period last year;

. Refineries nationwide have run at 91.6 percent of capacity year-to-date, over 2
percentage points higher than during the same period last year;

. In the most recent week, capacity utilization measured 95.2 percent, over 3 percentage
points higher than at this time last year and the highest Jevel so far in 200];

) Crude oi} inventories arc more than 21 million barrels above year-apo levels at 326
million barrels:

° . Y ear-to-date production of distillate fuels (heating o] and dicsel fuel) has risen 4.4
percent from the same period last year; and

. Y ear-to-date production of residual fuel (used in elecinicity generation) has risen 24.1

percent from the same period last year.

During the weck of May 18, production of gasoline reached a time-of-year record for the sixth
week in a row as refiners continved to maximize production in advance of the summer driving
season. Inventories of gasoline rose 1.2 million barrels for the week and remained abont one
percent above last year's level. The transition from winter grade 1o summer grade RFG, requiring
the near emptying of storage tanks 1o handie the more stringent specifications of the summer
blend, has affected inventories in the past. In the most recent week, nationwide RFG inventorics
were 8 percent below this time last year. Low inventories, coupled with a year-to-date demand
increase of 2 4 percent (throngh April) and an output decline of almost 1 percent have contributed
to the recent gasoline price volatility. :

An equal cppartunity empoycr
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The Honorable Spencer Abraham
May 24, 2001
Page Two

The “balkanization” of the fuel market brought about through regulatory compliance greatly
reduces refining and supply flexibility. Reduced flexibility means that relatively minor
disruptions and downtime for spaimenance can have a2 much more disruptive impact oo the
market. Given this reduced flexibility, we still remain vulnerable to price spikes.

Our industry will continue to do its nirnost to serve its customers and satisfy the expected
continued high demand for gasoline this summer in all regions of the country. We are also urging
consumers to find ways 10 use gasoline more wisely and efficiently. Through our website
(www.api.org) and other means, we have suggested different ways 1o achieve this. We strongly
believe that conservation is a ‘today’ response. We all can do our past by using encrgy wisely.
This provides us time for the longer-term solutions to kick in. Our industry is a leader in

“voluntarily developing 21* century technologies that save energy in producing the fuels needed 10
grow the American economy. We're doing our part. For instance, for every dollar of gross
domestic product, we use nearly 53 percent less petroleum and natural gas than we did in the
early 1970s.

Nonetheless, we recognize that until 2 national epergy strategy is implemented that addresses the
long term adequacy of supply and our energy infrastructure, we will continue to operate with such
1hin capacity margins that periodic episodes of volatility in prices are likely to cominue, As part
of our efforts to help consumers betier understand the current energy sitvation, we have recently
inaygurated a 2001 Summer Driving Season site on our Internet site. You may be interested to
leamn that it provides several links to your department’s website.

DOE is also working to improve communications. It has worked closely with the National
Association of State Energy Officials to irnprove information dissemination and coordination of
activities in periods such as the Heating Oil sifuation in 2000.

We also stand ready 1o work with you and the Administration on international maiters that
directly affected our encrgy security. We are pleased that President has directed you and the
Secretaries of State and Comuperce 10 continue supporting American energy firms competing in
markets abroad and sectora) trade initiatives to expand investment and trade in energy-rclated
goods and services. We would encovrage the Department of Energy to be directly involved in the
President’s directive 10 the Secretasies of State, Treasury and Commerce to conduct a
comprehensive review of sanctions and their effect on our energy security. We believe that U.S.
unijlateral economic sanctions work to the detrimnents of our energy security and trade. Finding a
suitable mechanism for encouraging global supply growth and U.S. participation in thar growth
without sacrificing foreign policy goals is perhaps the greatest challenge faced by the U.S. in
developing its new national energy policy.

We stand ready to help contribute to a national energy plan that recognizes our nation’s continued
growing demand for all forms of energy, while ensuring the quality of the environment. If you
have any questions, please contact me. Thank you.

Singc’cly,

)

l Red Cavaney
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Ideal Electric Holding Company

Michael M. Vucelic 330 Eost First Strost
President and Chief Executive Officer Mensfiold, Chio 44802
(419) 522-3611

May 23, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Your excellent article in the Wall Street Journal on Friday, January 18, 2001, brought to my attention
your main concern with the reduction of our dependance on the foreign supply of oil and gas. It
should also include the security of the remaining domestic manufacturers of electric generators,
motors and other equipment required by the new National Energy Plan proposed by Vice-President
Dick Cheney and announced last week in Minneapolis, MN by President George W. Bush.

Decline in demand for the past decade has greatly reduced our domestic capability to manufacture
products that would support this National Energy Plan. The recent increased demand is presently
supplied mostly by the foreign electric generator and motor companies. Domestically, beside giant
GE, there are only a limited number of surviving manufacturers of those products, including our two
small independent operations. From United Technology Carrier Corporation in 1986, we have
acquired in a management buyout Ideal Electric Company founded 1903 in Mansfield, Ohio and two
years ago we acquired Electric Machinery Company, Inc. founded in 1891 in Minneapolis, Minnesota
from Dresser Rand of Haliburton Company. We have 500 employees with USWA Local 8530 in
Ohio and TUE Local 1140 in Minnesota representing the hourly employees. Our electric generators
up to 120 MW are used with the diesel engines, gas, as well as steam turbines in the co-generation
and hydroelectric projects. Our electric motors up to 150,000 HP are used for gas pipeline and
petrochemical compressors and other industrial applications. Enclosed are some products brochures
illustrating applications of our products. We export more than one third of our electric generators
and motors and have received in 1994 Ohio Governors “E” award for excellence in export.

At present, both of our operations are in a difficult financial situation with our commercial lenders

- due to the aggressive penetration in our domestic market of the large foreign companies. Some
government limited financial guaranties would greatly improve the survival of our two strategically
important domestic independent electric generator and motor manufacturing operations. The U.S.
Department of Energy should seriously consider to urgently establish, under the new National Energy
Plan, a limited financial guarantee program, similar to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Business
and Industry rural communities or the Small Business Administration programs.
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The Honorable Spencer Abraham
May 23, 2001
Page 2

One of our two operations, Electric Machinery Company Inc., would immediately benefit from having
a U.S. Department of Energy limited guarantee of the $13.0 million line of credit with the National
City Bank in Cleveland, Ohio. Ideal Electric Company’s $12.0 million line of credit with the
Huntington National Bank in Columbus, Ohio has been recently refinanced with Bank One in
Cincinnati, Ohio with the personal guaranties of owners/managers.

I would appreciate an opportunity to meet with you or your appropriate associates to discuss
possibilities for such U.S. Department of Energy limited financial guarantee program.

Sincerely,

-~ 1
lah
Enclosures

cc: Mr. Dick Cheney, The Vice-President of the United States
Mr. George Voinovich, United States Senator - Ohio
Mr. Michael DeWine, United States Senator - Ohio
Mr. Paul David Wellstone, United States Senator - Minnesota
Mr. Mark Dayton, United States Senator - Minnesota
Mr. Michael G. Oxley, United States Representative - Ohio
Mr. Martin O. Sabo, United States Representative - Minnesota
Mr. Leo Gerard, President, USWA, AFL-CIO-CLC
Mr. Edward L. Fire, President, IUE - CWQ
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AMERICAN PORTLAND CEMENT ALLIANCE

1225 EYE STREET, N.W. ¢ SUITE 300 * WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
- TELEPHONE (202) 408-9494 . FACSIMILE (202) 408-0877
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May 24, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary, Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20202

Plea&e find enclosed a copy of energy principles endorsed by an ad-
hoc group of energy consumers, as distinct from energy producers,
consisting of: American Chemistry Council, American Forest and Paper
Association, American Iron and Steel Institute, American Portland
Cement Alliance, Electricity Consumers Research Council, Gypsum
Association, and Process Gas Consumers Group.

They were shared with the White House earlier this month. If you
have any questions or would like to discuss them further, I am certain
that representatives of the respective groups would be happy to meet
with you at your convenience.

Attachments: Energy Consumer Issues
Letter to Kirk Blalock
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ENERGY CONSUMERS ISSUES
May 3, 2001

+ Encourage the use of diverse types of fuel: oil, gas, coal, nuclear, renewable
and alternative energy (such as: solar, wind, geothermal, tires, waste, ‘and

hydropower).

e Promote the development of robust electricity and natural gas markets to
mitigate market power abuse by directing DOJ, FTC, SEC, and FERC to
modify, identify, and remedy anti-competitive behavior.

o Expedite and broaden access to federal lands for exploratxon and production
of gas, 0il, coal and geothermal energy.

¢ Streamline the regulatory process at FERC, BLM, DOI, EPA, and DOC to
encourage expeditious natural gas pipeline certification and construction
commensurate with health and environmental protection.

¢ Maintain ability of end users to connect directly to interstate natural gas
pipelines on a non-discriminatory basis.

e Maintain Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) provisions that
address the purchase and sale of power between utilities and qualified
facilities.

¢« Empower FERC with the ability to require all transmission facilities within a
region to participate in a Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) to
prevent undue discrimination, remedy market power, or as a generic
condition to mergers or grants of market pricing authority. Such RTOs
should be independent organizations that are of appropriate scope and
configuration to mitigate dominance by individual participants.

¢ Minimize or eliminate environmental permitting hurdles including the New
Source Review program for all affected facilities.

o For interstate electricity transmission facilities, empower FERC with
authority over siting and direct FERC to establish a streamlined permitting
process. Additionally, allow unrestricted sales to the grid.

* Encourage increased energy efficiency and technology through competitive
market forces and appropriate incentives.

These principles are endorsed by the following organizations: American
Chemistry Council, American Forest and Paper Association, American Iron and
Steel Institute, American Portland Cement Alliance, Electricity Consumers
Resource Council (ELCON), Gypsum Association, and Process Gas Consumers
Group.
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NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR &2

May 24, 2001 2001-013026 May 24 p 6:19

Hon. Spencer Abraham
U.S. Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C.

Dear Secretary Abraham:

Sam and L so enjoved seeing you again last week. We very much value our
friendship with you, and we are so proud of the extraordinary role you are
now playing in securing and shaping America’s scientific, national security
and economic future. If you need anvthing from either of us at any time,

please do not hesitate for a moment to call. We stand ready to help you any
way we can.

Spence, we have known since April 6 that you will not be able to join us at
the White House and address the dozens of women state lawmakers and
more than 100 Native American governors, presidents, chairpersons and
other top elected leaders participating in NFWL’s Networking Day this year.
And we were just informed that you won’t be able to join us at the National
Press Club for our June 1 luncheon.

We are working with your Intergovernmental team to set up a briefing on the
Administration’s energy plan for legislators and tribal leaders on May 31 at
DOE. We would still love to have you join us any time from May 31 to
Sunday June 3. We can reconstruct our agenda around yours on very short
notice. Spence, I think it is so important that top officials of the new
Administration interface with and get their message heard by as manv
women state legislators and tribal leaders as possible at this key juncture.

Also, if your staff could distribute to your staff, your White House Liaison
John McCutcheon and his Special Assistant Josh Hutchison, and as many
DOE officials as you consider wise the attached invitation to our reception
on Friday evening, June 1, we will do all we can to make them feel welcome
and help them meet key leaders there.

WOMEN LEGISLATORS THE POWER TO MAXE A DIFFERENCE
910 16™ STREET, NW, SUITE100 O WASHINGTON, DC 20006 © 202-337-3565 © FAX 202-337-3566
The Foundsbhon qualifics as & tax-cxemnpt organization under 501 -<-3 of the Internal Revenve Code, Tax ID number $2-1430735

WoOMEN LEGISLATORS, INC.

001/0¢C
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NAT]Q_NAL FouNDATION FOR é’g WOMEN LEG]SLATORS INc.

1 tdes dud

Among those present during our conference are Jicarilla Apache
Chairwoman Claudia Mumz. As vou no doubt know, the Jicanllas own one
of the world’s largest supplies of natural gas. This is the caliber of leader
interested in hearing DOE s message and sharing theirs.

Spence, please know that Sam and I think of you every day, and we both
wish vou the very best of good fortune in your new leadership role. We
look forward to helping you this way and every othcr way we can in the

months and years ahead.

Sincerely,

Robin Read
President & CEO

WOMEN LEGISLATORS THE POWER TO MAKE A DIFFERENCE
91016™ STREET, NW,SUTTE 100 © WASHINGTON,DC 20006 O 101-337-3365 @ FAX 201-137-3566
The Foundstion qualifies o3 a lax-cxcmpt orgurizaiion under 501-¢-3 of the Inlernal Revenue Code, Tax ID pumber 52-1430735
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NaTionaL FOUNDATION FOR g WOMEN LEGISLATORS. INC.

National Foundation for Women Legislators
National Congress of American Indians
Women’s Business Network and
Campaigns & Elections Magazine

Invite you to attend

The Women and Tribal Leaders’
" Reception

An Extraordinary Networking Opportunity among . . .

Bush Administration officials and staff
Congressional staff
Women state lawmakers
Elected Native American leaders
Campaign experts and political consultants

6:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Fnday, June 1, 2001
The Ballroom
Washington Marrnott
1221 22" Street N.W.

872-1500 (hotel)
337-3565 (NFWL offices)

If you are definitely attending, call us at NFWL and let us know.
Last-minute RSVPs are welcome.

WOMEN LEGISLATORY THE POWER TO MAXE A DIFFERENCE
910 16" STREET, NW, SUITEJ00 O WASHINGTON,DC 20006 © 202-337-3865 © FAX 102-137-3566
The Foundstion quafifics &s 8 tax-exempt organization tnder 50) -3 of the Intanal Revenve Code, Tax D number 52-1480785
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Western

lnterconnection
Coordination
Forum

615 Arapeen Drive, Suite 210 @ Salt Lake City, Utah 84108 www. wicf.org

May 25, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy

Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We have written to you previously about the importance of legislation to create a
mandatory system of electric reliability rules. We commend the National Energy Policy
Development Group for recognizing the need for enforceable reliability standards. As
the National Energy Policy observes, there is broad agreement that reliability standards
should be enforced by a self-regulating organization subject to Federal Energy -
Regulatory Commission (FERC) oversight.

We are particularly encouraged that the National Energy Policy Development
Group has acknowledged the importance of legislative action on reliability, through its ,
recommendation that you, working with FERC, develop legislation providing for the !
enforcement of reliability rules by an industry self-regulating organization overseen by
FERC. As you know, these are the fundamental principles embodied in the consensus
reliability legislative proposal developed under the auspices of the North American
Electric Reliability Council (NERC).

As you move forward to implement this portion of the National Energy Policy, we
urge you to adopt the NERC consensus language as your model. In so doing, the
Administration can take advantage of the lengthy process of negotiation and
compromise that produced this legislative proposal, which has achieved bipartisan :
support, and is included in the comprehensive energy legislation introduced in the !
Senate by Senator Murkowski (S. 388) and Senator Bingaman (S. 597). This language
also has been introduced in the House with bipartisan support as a stand-alone
measure (H.R. 312).

Of particular importance to those of us in the West, the NERC consensus i
language provides appropriate delegation and deference to interconnection-wide

28199



The Honorable Spencer Abraham
May 25, 2001
Page 2

reliability entities (proposed new Federal Power Act section 218(h)). This language
recognizes that unique regional needs must be addressed, and offers an agreed-upon
means to enable continued cooperation and coordination on reliability matters within the
Western interconnection. We aiso feel strongly that the provisions confirming the role of
regional advisory bodies (proposed new Federal Power Act section 218 (n)) provide a
necessary mechanism to enable the states within a region to offer their informed advice
on matters such as governance, reliability standards and associated fees.

Timely Congressional action on reliability legislation is an urgent priority. The
NERC consensus reliability language offers to the Administration a workable solution
that is ready for prompt consideration and enactment by Congress. As a result of the : ;
inclusive process through which it was developed, the NERC consensus language
addresses the myriad of needs that must be considered in the context of reliability
legislation. Efforts to significantly modify or abbreviate this language risk disrupting the
current broad support for the NERC reliability tanguage and could substantially delay i
action on reliability legislation. We strongly urge you to utilize this proposal as the basis : i
for going forward in response to the recommendations contained in the National Energy
Policy.

We look forward to working with you in the important effort to enact needed
reliability legislation at the earliest possible time.

Sincerely,

QKWLM¢%ﬁ

Ronald D. Nunnally
Chair, WICF

28200



L5t 7

2001-013519 6/1 P 4:36

AN

L

Florida House of Representatives

Jerry Paul
Deputy Majority Whip
Representative, District 71

%456 Tamiami Trail. Suite B-14 03 g,zx?\;;ari"os’" y

Pori Chariotie. FL 33980-2136 Mav 25. 2001 2 South Monroe Stree
(941) 764-1100 ST Tallahassee. FL 32399-1300
(800) 729-1101 {850) 488-0060

The Honorable Spencer Abraham

Secretary

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., S.W. ,
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Enclosed 1s an article appearing in the Charlotie Sun Herald in Port Charlotte, Florida
relating to our energy policy.

As a member of our Southern State’s Energy Board, I was pleased to provide input to

* Vice President Cheney’s Energy Task Force. As a former power plant engineer, nuclear
engineer, and State Legislator | cannot overstate the extent to which I am pleased with the
responsible, accurate and comprehensive recommendations of the Task Force Report.

I would welcome an opportunity to assist you in any way on issues relating to our
nation’s energy policy.

Please call on me any time.
Respectfully,
District 71

Enclosure

IP3jh

Commintees: Unilities and Telecommunications « Elder and Long-Term Carc « Criminal Justice Appropniations ¢ Claims
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By GREG MARTIN
Staff Writer

President” George Bush's
administration contends that ’
nuclear power should be. E

included among the soluuons
to address the nation’s “'ener-
gy crisis” — and Florida
should be no exception,
according to state Rep. Jemy
Paul, R-Pon Charlotte.
However, Florida Power
and Light officials said in 2
recen! annual report thal
Florida doesn’t face an ener-
gy crsis. FPL plans 1o
inCrease its gen:raung capac-~
ity by 33 percent over the
next 10 years, ““using.environ-
meatally friendly natural-gas

technology.”
% according 10 °

-the report.
Rep. Paul,
however,
cited the fact
that nuclear

wer  has
g?oven 10 be
“the safest
and cheap-
est” source of electrical
power, compared 1o coal, gas
and oif-fired plants.

“We've got to make sure
Florida does not get trapped
in a California scenano,” Paul
said. "If we don't havz the
capacity then our clcctnc
rates wiil go up.

*Really, the touchstone in
all of this, the primary goal,
has got 10 be to keep the cost
of electrical power as low as
possible”™ -
Paul. a3 member of the
state’s House Committee on
Utilities - and
Telecommunications,  was
appointed this year by House |
Speaker Tom Feeney 10 the
Southerr  States  Energy .
Boarg. Flonda Sen. Jom Lee,

Piease see PAUL, page 8

The Crystal River nuclear
' power plant is one of
three nuciear power gen-
erating stations i Florlda.

\GE ONE

Yhe Sun /Wednesday, May 23, 2001

* PAUL

From page 1

R-Brandon, is the state’s other
representative on the board.

Paul was reached in Miami
Tuesday where he was attend-
ing a two-day mecting of the
SSE board 10 discuss the hur-
dles to nuclear power projects
in the Southcastern United
States.

Paul said he hopes to use
his educational background to
oversee  the cxpansion of
nuclear power in Flonda. The
Pont Charlotte attorney carned
degrees in manine engincenng
3t the Merchant Marine
Academy in Mainc in 1985,
and in nuclcar enginecnng o
the University of Flonda 1n
1991.

“We're talking about the
states’ role in oversceing our
nuclear industry,” Pa: ¥ said.

One of the biggest issues
for the stale is the storage of
spent fuel rods, Paul said.

Ia Florida, those hazardous
matersls have beun indefinitc-
Jy siored in pools on the sites
of FPL's three mclear power
gencraling station.i.

Those stations include: two
reactors at Turke) . Point near
Homestead, two reactors at St.
Lucie and one reactor at
Crystal River.

Board members from other
states also discussed their con-
cems, including how to dis-
pose of radioaciive wasies
from nuclear wcapons facili-
ties, Paul said. Flerida current-

ly has no such facilities.

Pau} argues that nuclear’

malerials are paturally found
in the ground and could be

“stored therc. One factor that

has held the industry back has
been the federal government’s
reluctance to establish a
nationai nuciear waste storage
facility, Pau) said.

Former President Jimmy
Carter closed two faciliies
that reprocessed spent fuel
rods so they could be fissioned
a second timne, Paul said. .

“He forced every state to
basically store its own waste,”
Paul said. “That cost us all a
lot.”

Some 20 ycars ago,

Congiess vowed 10 establish a
nuclear storage facility by the
year 2000 at Yucca Mountain,
Utah. However, that facility is
currently 10 years behind
schedule, according to Paul.

Paul said Florida cumrently
produces  about 40,000
megawatls of power, with 20
percent derived from nuclear
power.

The state has a “deficit of
about 13,000 megawatts” due
to growth projections and
increased use of compuies
technology, he said.

To avoid a crisis hike
California’s, Florida needs to
diversify its power sources,
Paul said. California not only
depended heavily on natural
gas, but it also was blocked by
“extremist groups™ from build-
ing new power plants fos the
past 10 years, Paul said.

. However, Paul emphasized

that Fiorida needs 1o first pro-
mole energy conservation and
alternative sources such as
wind, solar and “biomass”
fuels.

After nuclear power, the
next cheapest is coal. But coal
pollutes the air with sulfur
dioxide, Paul noted. Natural
gas is clecaner, but Florida
would require pipelines to get
the gas, he added.

“There is no free lunch,” he
said. “Jtis costing us a lot. And
there is an environmental toll.”

However, FPL, in an annual
report filed with the Public
Service Comnission in April,
projected a 20-percent gener-
ating reserve masgin for this
surnmer, assuring its cus-
tomers that there would be a
sufficient supply of electricity.

Also, FPL’s report outlines
its 10-year plan to increase
capacity by 33 percent using
natural gas.

A pipchne has also been
recently permitted to run from
Texas through the Gulf of
Mexico to Port Manatee. The
pipeline will then cross the
state 10 Font Pierce with a spur
to the south.

“Unlike California, Florida
customers cnjoy an adequate
supply of electncity,” said FPL
President Paul Evanson. "Our
expansion program reflects
our comnmutmeént o maintain
sufficient  reserves  while
remaining one of the cleanest
utilitics in the country.”

You can e-mail Greg Martin
at gmartin@sun-herald com
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FEDERAL MINISTRY OF POWER AND STEEL

FOURTH FLOOR, NEW FEDERAL SECRETARIAT COMPLEX, ANNEX I,
SHEHU SHAGARI WAY, ABUJA.

OFFICE OF THE HONDURABLE MINISTER
P.M.B. 278,

1o FMPES/4242/5.1/T/147 ' e

30th May, 2001

REF.

-

Honourable Spencer Abraham,
The Secretary of Energy,
Department of Energy
Washington D.C.

U.S. A

RE: NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY REPORT OF THE NATIONAL
ENERGY POLICY DEVELOPMENT GROUP

'Hﬁs is to acknowledge, with thanks, the receipt of the U.S.A National
Energy Policy sent through the Embassy of the United States of America in
Nigeria.

2. I have read the document and noted with pleasure the steps your
country intends to take to ensure an economic, reliable and adequate power
supply to its citizens. I am pleased to read your Chapter Seven which deals
with America’s Energy Infrastructure, particularly the restructuring of the
electricity industry. Nigenia is presently restructuring the power sector, and
we hope to set up the Nigerian Electricity Regulatory Commission (NERC)
by the end of this year and I believe we have a lot to learn from your
country’s experiences in this area.

3.. I thank you once again for the documents, and look forward to
meeting you as we strengthen our relationship through the Nigeria/USA
Energy Consultative Group. ‘

—

\
Dr. Olusegun Agagu
Honourable Minister of Power & Steel
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American
Superconductor
REVOLUTIONIZING THE WAY THE WORLD USES ELECTRICITY™
Gregory . Yurek
Chawman of the Boasd
Presudent and CEQ
May 31, 2001

Hon. Spencer Abraham, Secretary
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

I was very pleased to have the opportunity to meet you at the Competitive Enterprise
Institute's dinner on May 24 and to hear your remarks focusing on the need to upgrade
the nation's power grid. 1 would like to congratulate you and the other members of Vice
President Cheney's Task Force upon the issuance of the Report of the National Energy
Policy Development Group. This document clearly illuminates the energy challenges our
nation faces. There can be no serious disagreement with the report's three basic
conclusions: we must increase our nation's available energy supplies and generation
capacity; we must find ways to use energy more efficiently; and, as you emphasized in
your CEI remarks, we must significantly strengthen the nation's delivery infrastructure.

As the CEO of American Superconductor Corporation, the world's leading company in
developing and commercializing high temperature superconductor (HTS) wires, [ was
pleased to find prominent reference to the role that superconductor technologies can play
in meeting our nation's power capacity and reliability challenges. The report calls for
superconductivity to receive priority attention as a research topic in the context of a call
for a new, more fully integrated national grid. Let me emphasize that superconductor-
based technology can advance the goal of creating a new national grid, not just in the
distant future, but in the very near term. [ would like to highlight four specific comments
and recommendations related to the Administration's recent report. These are as follows:

NEPDG Report: The Task Force appropriately emphasized the need to fortify our electric
power delivery infrastructure.

» American Superconductor Comment: The Department's transmission reliability study

should explore dynamic stability issues fully, and identify the near-term potential to
use advanced, active power technologies such as SMES (superconducting magnetic
energy storage) to improve wide-area grid stability. Active power technologies based
on superconductivity are commercially proven. Deployed on a grid in a distributed
pattern, so-called distributed SMES systems (D-SMES) can have an immediate, large
and beneficial impact on the operation of the nation's grid this Summer by effectively

increasing the transmission capacity of the existing network, with no snmg or
environmental permitting process required.

1

Two Technology Drive  Westborough MA 01581-1727 ph 508.836.4200 fx 508.870.1871 gyurek@amsuper.com
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NEPDG Report: The Task Force articulated the concept and highlighted the economic
and competitive value of an integrated "national grid,” and directed the Department to
complete a study of this concept by December 2001.

e American Superconductor Comment: The Department should advance this concept
by immediately undertaking a study of the benefits and costs of a national system of
direct current (DC) superconducting links overlaying the existing, conventional
alternating current (AC) grid. HTS wire will soon be available in commercial
quantities and an initial segment of this network can be constructed in a short period
to validate the concept. This project also would spur private investment in expanding
the superconducting grid in the same way the Government’s role in ARPANET

_initiated take-off of the Internet by private capital. This initial project would also

- drive further development of the nation’s superconducting industrial infrastructure

and yield collateral benefits to our military, particularly in deployment of

superconducting electric propulsion systems on Navy vessels.

NEPDG Report: The Task Force emphasized the importance of 1 unprovmg our nation's
energy efficiency.

¢ American Superconductor Comment: The Department should propose tax or other
incentives for the adoption of high-efficiency superconducting generators and motors
that can significantly improve the efficiency of electric power production and
consumption. Since large, industrial motors account for about 30% of U.S. electricity
demand, a 2% gain in efficiency can yield major savings in national electricity use.
The adoption of such incentives can help to ensure that these promising technologies
are brought to full commercialization in the near term, within two to three years.

NEPDG Report: The Task Force emphasized the need for mandatory reliability

standards, and also highlighted the growing importance of power quality to meet the
needs of the digital age.

s American Superconductor Comment: The Department should work with the Congress
to develop legislation in this session that will enforce specific "level of service” and
reliability standards which in turn will provide a needed incentive for grid operators
and users to employ advanced reliability technologies. Furthermore, the Department
should analyze the benefits of developing and implementing power quality standards
to provide added incentive for utilities, equipment manufacturers and end users to
find cost-effective solutions for this important problem.

As I mentioned at our brief meeting on May 24, I would like to request the opportunity to
meet with you and members of your staff to explore these recommendations in greater
detail. I will contact your office within the next week to arrange such a meeting.

With this report, the Bush Administration has established reliance on market forces as the
comerstone of its energy policy. Yet there are many concrete reforms government must

2
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implement to promote the vision of a more fully competitive, technologically advanced
electric power industry. Responsibility for implementing reforms and establishing
incentives lies at various levels of government: with the Bush Administration, the
Congress, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, state utility commissions and
other bodies. I look forward to presenting our recommendations and discussing these
issues with you in greater detail. ' _

Let me conclude by congratulating you again for the excellent work of the Task Force,
and by repeating my invitation to you to participate in the dedication of the Detroit
Edison HTS cable demonstration project that will take place later this year. Finally, as
the Department moves forward and pursues the important tasks set forth in the President's
report, I hope you and your staff will feel free to call on our company at any time for
supplemental advice and perspective related to the subjects covered in this letter.

With all best wishes,

Gregory J.
President and CEO

3
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HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH

1630 Cotmeciiunt Ave. N.W . 1800
Wasluneton, DC 20009

Telephone. (202) 612-132)
Tacsunile: (202) 612-4332
L-mailhrwds wlyw org

Welnne hitp fiwww drw org

May 30. 2001

The Honorable Richard Cheney
Vice President of the Uimited States
The White House

Washingron. DC 20501

Dear Mr. Vice President:

P - lluman Riphts Watch is scriously concerned about the implications the
Marow ran Administration's reeently releascd cnergy strategy may have for the protection of
human rights in energy producing nations.

DIVISION DIk Appropriately, the report of the Nattonal Fnergy Policy Development Group
e, analyzcs the impact of encrgy development on the environment. Remarkably. the
amerise report’s 170 pages and 105 recommendstions do not once acknowledge the

o impact energy development may have on human nghts. On the contrary, the
Lurors gud v report suggests making energy security an even grealer pnonity in 11.S. relalions
e 1:";:;” Ateins with some of the worst violators of human rights around the world, while

proposing no stratcgy to keep necessary oil investment from perpctuating
dictatorships or fucling conflicts, as it has in countrics such as Angola. Nigeria.
Sudan and Tray.

Jopatoas T anto
anare

‘The omission of human rights considcrations from a global U.S. cnerpy
= stratcgy might have been understandable a few decades ago. Today. given the
T repression and violence that has so long been evident in so many energy-

producing nations — in some cases aggravaled by oil and gas discoveries - the

e v omission is troubling. We hope the President will take steps to
P correet it. ‘The world nceds to hear that when it comes to advancing human rights

Ance I Deskas

the United States will not pive oil and pas producing countrics a pass.

Tet me summarize our specific areas of concem, as well as our
Yoisaga bose: rccommendations.

b ! Mt v
Sawei E Morymta

Misuse of Oil Revenues

Varhetiee Fowel)

o hmeras The misuse of energy revenues by abusive governments is a problem thal
plagucs this industry plobally. Undemaocratic and abusive governments have little
incentive 1o usc the wealth that energy development gencrates 1o become more
democratic, transparent, or accountable. Rather, the wealth created by energy
reserves yields an enomous neentive 1o consohidate power and drain public
tunds for pcrsonal gain.

For this reason, we commend the energy stralegy for recognizing the need
for “more transparent, accountable, and responsible use of oil resources™ in
Alrica. We are troubled, however, thal this statement in the report applics only to

BRUSSELS IIONC KONC LONDON  LOSANCELES MOSCOW NEWYORK  WASIONCTON
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Africa. and only in the context of enhancing “the sccurity and stability of investment.™ ‘This
approach suggcsts that corruption is not an issuc in other parts of the world. and ignores the
detrimental impact it also can have on human rights and democratic development — something
for which there is ample evidence i the State Depariment’s own annual Human Rights Report.

‘The autocracy of Azerbaijan. for cxamplc, which is positively featured 1n the cnergy
reporl, is among the hive most corrupl nations in the world, according to Transparency
International. The Azerbaijant leadership has manlained ils grip on power — and control over
energy revenues — by stifling dissent and ngging elections. Kavakhstan, also highlighted in the
rcpo;'f- is another prime cxamplc of the connections between encrgy development. comuption
and political repression. On Junce 12, 2000, the United States Department of Justice wrote to
Swiss Authorities requesting inlormation regarding the "alleged use ol 138, banks 1o Junnel
(unds belonging (o cerfain oil companies through Swiss bank accounts and shetl com panies in
Switzerland and the British Virgin Islands for ultimate transfer to present and former high-
ranking officials of Kazakhstan.” At the of tinc these allcged transactions. President Nursultan
Nazarbayev was consolidating his authoritanian control over Kazakhstan's political and economic
lile, undennining lreedom ol speech, assembly, and association, and granting himsel lijetime
powers and immuntly from prosecution.

‘The question is not whether encrgy companics should do business in these countrics. but
whether their engagement yields repression or progress for ordinary citizens. At the least, basic
standards ol transparency and respect for human nights should be an important condition for any
financing for cncrgy development that the U.S. goverment approves or supports through the
U.S. Export-Import Bank. the Overscas Private Invesment Corporation, the World Bank or
rcgional development banks. The cnergy stratcgy should also insist that the U.S. Forcign Corrupt
Practices Act be rigorously enforced. Tt should support audits of opague oil-rich states by the
International Monelary Fund. Tt should urge govermments lo make their revenues, budgels and
cxpenditures publicly known. And it should cndorse the use of human rights impact asscssments
for future cnorgy projocts.

Corporate Responsibility

It is regrettable that so many of the world's cnergy reserves are found in repressive
socictics. ‘That is all the morc reason to insist that corporations adhere to the highest human
rights stundards when doing business in such societies. Yel the energy stralegy does not
acknowledge this. Indeed, it even neglects lo mention existing 1S, iniiatives to promote
corporatc responsibility in the energy scetor. including the Voluntary Principles on Sceurity and
Iluman Rights, which thc povernments of the U.S. and UK. developed last year along with
several multinational energy and mining companies and non-governmental organizations.

Does the Administration rematn commitled to these principles? Will it promote their
obscrvance by U.S. campanics in arcas of new cnergy development. such as Lquatorial Guinca
and the Caspian rcgion? Will it make Export-lmport Bank and OPIC financing contingent on
adherence 10 such standards, so public funds do not subsidize complicity in human nghts abuses?
Will it insist that public security forces guarding company employees and energy infrastructure
respect human rights while providing protection? Will it encourage other nations to insist on

28208
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similar standards for their encrpy companics, so that responsible U.S. finms arc not undercut by
laggards clscwhere? If the answer to these questions is yes. the Administration should make that
clear. Otherwise, it risks sending a signal that corporate complicily in human rights violabons s
an acceplable consequence of aceelerated energy produclion.

- -

Sanctions

Human Rights Watch does not behieve that economic sanctions are alwayvs the
appropriate response {0 human rights violations around the world, and we do not object 1o a
review that cvaluates the likely cffectivencss of current ULS. sanctions in achicving their goals.
we would. however. object to an approach that requires the United States to weigh profit against
principle cach time it decides whelher to sanchion egregious violators ol human nights.

When the Administration proposcs giving preater weight to cncrgy sccurity in a
comprchensive review of all U.S. sanctions, docs that mean it will give Iess weight 1o human
rights in deciding policy toward countries such as Sudan, where energy revenues help an abusive
regime 1o remain in power, or Burma, where {orced labor is used on a massive scale to build the
infrastructure for foreign invesiment? The energy report is not explicit on this point, but it olTers
no rcassurance. Absent clarification. we fear that is the conclusion others - including these
regimes thamsclves - may draw. As currently drafted, a stratepy desipned to reduce UK.
dependence on foreign oil instead nisks increasing 1.8, deference (o foreign despots.

Such an approach would bc wrong, particularly with respect to cnergy producing nations,
beeause encrgy revenucs (unlike broader trade revenucs) typically accrue dircetly 1o
governments - and because some nations have committed scrious human rights violations to
protect energy infrastructure or o suppress criticism of energy companies. Tronically, 1t would
not even take the long-term interests ol energy investors fully into account. For oil and gas
cxtraction and transportation projects usually entail larpe initial capital expenditures, requiring
companics to make a multi-ycar commitment to realize returns on their investment. QOver the
long term, human nghts violations oflen make societies less stable, exposing energy companies
10 controversy, their employees 1o violence, and their sharcholders 1o risk.

We hope that the initial reconuncendations of the stratcpy and the administration's final
policics will be revised to accommuodate these concerns. Consumption in the ULS. should not be
sahisfied af the expense of sullering abroad. Issues of good govermnance, corporate responsibility.
and human nghts should be a comerstone ol any global energy stralegy.

Sinccrcly.
s/

Kenneth Roth
Exceutive Dircctor
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TUFTS UNIVERSITY

Office of the President

May 30, 2001

President George W. Bush

The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Washington, DC 20500
Dear President Bush:

One of the most salient issues on our campuses today is forging responsible citizenship in
an increasingly global community. It is clear to us as college and university presidents
that meeting American economic interests within this context demands a comprehensive
and long-term view of energy policy.

Having the highest per capita-energy consumption of any major nation of the world is an
indicator of waste, not productivity. Simply extracting more fossil fuels from the earth
and burning them in power plants and automobiles not only continues our inefficient use
of resources, but it jeopardizes our national, economic and environmental security.
Unstable regions of the world provide more than half of our oil and our national security
is put at risk when we must defend these supplies. Our economy is threatened by spikin
fuel prices and our deteriorating balance of payments. Our health, local air quality and ’
;he gll(;‘l:a: climate system are seriously compromised by an excessive over-reliance on
ossil fuels.

Outside of the United States, significant changes in energy patterns have been initiated
with positive outcomes for public health, the environment and the economy. Britain has
converted from its reliance on coal to the use of cleaner natural gas. The world leader in
the fastest growing source of electricity, wind technology (formerly dominated by the
U.S.), is now Denmark, producing 13% of its electricity this way. Germany and Spain
now equal or exceed U.S. wind production. Energy efficient appliances and vehicles have
decreased the per capita demand for fossil fuels in Europe and Japan to nearly half of our

owl.

America created the super efficient gas turbines now dormmnating the electricity market '
but has fallen behind other nations in fuel cell technology for autos and buildings hyb;id-
c{ectric vehicle design, solar energy and efficient appliances. Instead of defendin’g‘
nineteenth century industries using 1950s coal and oil based technologies, we have an

Medford, Massachusetts 02155
(617) 627-3300

FAX: (617) 627-3555

EMAIL: president@tufts.edu
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President George W. Bush
May 30, 2001
Page 2

opportunity to lead the world into the twenty-first century with new technologies
developed in the United States. This requires that we shift away from, not toward,

traditional uses of coal and oil.

Energy and environment are valued at our educational institutions as frameworks for a
wealth of learning opportunities. These are not simply academic subjects. We are also
motivated by a desire to reduce energy costs, increase energy reliability for our
campuses, hospitals and research laboratories, and to minimize impacts on the
environment. When we use business models such as life cycle costing, our decision-
making strongly favors energy conservation, increased efficiency, distributed generation
and a growing use of renewable energy.

Both large and small U.S. companies share with our colleges and universities a
recognition of the strategic value of embracing new thinking about energy. Innovations
from our university laboratories and those of leading corporations are increasingly
focused on processes and products that reduce energy use and minimize impacts to the
environment. Change is certainly possible with a clear vision and commitment to the
future. But government leadership is needed to promote renewable and other innovative
energy supply technologies, to develop policies for using fossil fuels more efficiently and
responsibly and to employ conservation measures now, so that we can leave a sustainable

legacy to future generations.

As leaders of academic institutions, we are constantly challenged to conserve the old and
valuable while at the same time nurturing the innovative. We believe that the time is
right for a transformation to a truly innovative energy policy. Among our facuity,
students and staff, we have the intellectual resources, the enthusiasm and the experience
to help craft an approach to energy and environment issues that is based on excellent
science and technology and on sound economic and policy principles. We stand ready to
commit our intellectual resources to assist government under your leadership in
developing solutions to some of the most critical challenges our students and our nation

will face this century.

Sincerely,

. -5
o7 J
e Y
Lo ard 4
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. ’I L4
~ John DiBiaggio

President
Tufts University
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Richard J. Cook, President,
Allegheny College, Meadville, PA

Toni Murdock, President,
Antioch University Seattle, Seattle, WA
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Ball State University, Muncie, IN

David H. Swinton, President
Benedict College, Columbia, SC

Larry D. Shinn, President
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Sister Patrice Werner, OP, President
Caldwell College, Caldwell, NJ

Davxd Baltimore, President
California Institute of Technology, Pasedena, CA
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Kathieen Schatzberg, President
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John E. Bassett, President
Clark University, Worcester, MA
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William D. Adams, President
Colby College, Waterville, ME

Steven Katona, President
College of the Atlantic, Bar Harbor, ME
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Cumberland County College, Vineland, NJ
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John F. Kennedy University, Orinda, CA
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Nan Keobane, President
Duke University, Durham, NC

William M. Chace, President
Emory University, Atlanta, GA

Thomas E.J. Dewitt, President

Lasell College, Newton, MA

Margaret A. McKenna, President
Lesley University, Cambridge, MA
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stter Theresa Mary Martin, President
Felician College, Lodi, NJ

Louis Vaccaro, President
Georgian Court College, Lakewood, NJ

Craig Dean Willis, President
Lock Haven Univ. of PA
Lock Haven, PA
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Patncxa P. Commier, President
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Gregory S. Prince, President
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Susan A. Cole, President
Montclair State University
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Daniel M. Asquino, President
Mount Wachusett Comm. Coll.

Gardner, MA
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Bradley M. Gottfried, President
Sussex County Comm. College, Newton, NJ

Nancy S. Dye, President,
Oberlin Cellege, Oberlin, OH
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Rider University, Lawrenceville, NJ
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, President
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Ross S. Whalcy, Pres:dcnt Emeritus
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Daniel S. Cheever, Jr., President
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R. Barbara Gitenstein, President
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Rose Tseng, Chancelior
University of Hawai'l at Hilo, Hilo, HI
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

June 1, 2001

The Honorable Ted Strickland
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Strickland:

Thank you for your letter to the Vice President of May 15, 2001, regarding the report by
the National Energy Policy Development Group (NEPDG). I bave taken the liberty of
forwarding your letter to the NEPDG and the Department of Energy for review. We look

forward to working with you and your colleagues on responsible energy policies in the weeks
and months ahead.

' Again, thank you for your letter. IfI can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Nancy P. Dom
Assistant to the Vice President for Legislative Affairs

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

June 4, 2001

Secretary Spencer Abraham

United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter from Representative Ted
Strickland regarding the National Energy Policy Development Group’s
Report.

Thank you for your consideration.

S/@% A
Nancy P. Dom

Assistant to the Vice President for
Legislative Affairs
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TUFTS UNIVERSITY

Tufts Institute of the Environment

- -

Department of Energy June 4, 2001

Secretary Spencer Abraham
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham,

In an unusual collective action, the presidents of 41 colleges and universities have sent a
letter on national energy policy to President George W. Bush. Citing the need for “a
comprehensive and long-term view of energy,” the presidents call for making energy
conservation a higher priority, while underscoring their concern for this country's
“excessive over-reliance on fossil fuels” and its reluctance to embrace and develop
energy-saving technology.

The full text of the letter, list of signatories and press release are enclosed. We encourage
you to consider carefully the message from the college and university presidents. If you
wish additional information, please feel free to call us at the Tufts Institute for the
Environment 617.627.3645.

Sincerely,

Sl K. P v

William R. Moomaw, Ph.D., Director

(an 6 g T

Ann B. Rappaport, Ph: rng Committee

AL Fanmeond Co\i

Sarah Hammond Creighton, Project Manager

Medford, Massachusetts 02155
(617) 627-3645 - Fax: (617) 6276645
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TUFTS UNIVERSITY
Tufts Institute of the Environment
Contact:
Ann Rappaport
Tufts Climate Initiative o
508-653-7044
arappapo @gis.net

Sarah Hammond Creighton

Tufts Institute of the Environment
617-627-5517
sarah.creighton@tufts.edn
http://www.mfts.edn/ﬁe/td/

Education Leaders Write President Bush on Energy Policy
University Presidents Ask Administration to Reconsider Fossil-Fuel Strategy

Medford/Somervilie, MA - The presidents of 42 colleges and universities today weighed in on the pational
energy debate by writing to President Bush, urging the president to
re-think his administration’s energy initiatives.

Citing the need for “a comprehensive and long-term view of energy,” the presidents called for making

energy consewzflion a higher priority, while underscoring their concern for this country's “excessive over-
reliance on fossil fuels” and its reluctance to embrace and develop energy-saving technology.

The letter comes one week a.ﬁer the Bush Administration unveiled its energy plan, featuring a new focus on
energy production and a review or modification of federal restrictions that stand in the way of oil and gas
leasing across public lands.

John DiBiaggio, president of Tufts University and an environmental leader among educators, initiated the
letter. It has been signed by presidents of colleges and universities across the country, including: David
Baltimore, president of the California Institute of Technology; Diana Chapman Walsh, president of
Wellesley College; Nan Keohane, president of Duke University; Nancy S. Dye, president of Oberlin;
William Chace, president of Emory University; William D. Adams, president of Colby College; and 'Joan
Leitzel, president of the University of New Hampshire. '

They cited the United States’ excessive consumption of energy. “Having the highest per- capita energy
consumption of any major nation of the world is an indicator of waste, not productivity,” they stated in the
letter. “Simply extracting more fossil fuels from the earth and burning them in power plants and
automobiles not only continues our inefficient use of resources, but it jeopardizes our national, economic
and environmental security.” '

In their correspondence, the presidents indicated that national security is put at risk because the U.S. is so
dependent on unstable regions of the world that provide more than half of its oil. “Qur economy i; '
threatened by spiking fuel prices and our detertorating balance of payments. Our health, local air quality and
the global climate system are seriously compromised by an excessive over-reliance on f'ossil fuels,” they
wrote. '

Other nations are assuming leadership roles in advancing energy patterns having benefits for public health

the environment and the econc?my. "Britain has converted from its reliance on coal to the use of cleaner
natural gas. The world leader in the fastest growing source of electricity, wind technology--formerly

Medford, Massachusetts 02155

(617) 627-3645
. Fax: (6172m 19



dominated by the U.S.-is now Denmark, producing 13 percent of its electricity this way. Germany and
Spain now equal or exceed U.S. wind production. Energy efficient appliances and vehicles have decreased
the per-capita demand for fossil fuels in Europe and Japan to nearly half of our own,” the presidents’ letter

stated.

While praising the U.S. for its development of the super-efficient gas urbines now dominating the
electricity market, the presidents charged that the United States “has fallen behind other-nations” in fuel-cell
technology for autos and buildings, hybrid-electric vehicle design, solar energy and efficient appliances.

“Instead of defending 19* century industries using 1950s coal and oil-based technologies, we have an
opportunity to lead the world into the twenty-first century with new technologies deveioped in the United
States. This requires that we shift away from, not toward, waditional uses.of coal and oil,” they urged.

Many of the signers of the letter to President Bush have initiated programs aimed at energy conservation
and-protecting the environment at their own institutions. Three years ago, Tufts University launched the
Tufts Clirnate Initiative involving a series of steps designed to meet or beat the emission siandards set by
the landmark Kyoto Protocol on global warming. For instance, one dormitory now features energy upgrades
and showers heated by solar power; another dorm features solar energy panels that generate electricity. All
of these measures reduce energy costs to the university.

Oberlin College has a new environmental studies center that incorporales energy efficiency, solar
electricity, low-impact materials and waste-water recycling. Meanwhile, Wellesley College, Clark
University and others have a co-generation facility that captures waste heal.

The university and college presidents concluded their letter to President Bush by calling for a
transformation to a truly innovative energy pelicy.

"We stand ready to commit our intellectual resources to assist government under your leadership in
developing solutions to some of the most critical challenges our students and our nation will face this

century,” they said.

R
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e The NCSL policy also calls for “coal gasification to be seriously considered as an
alternative to the use of coal in a conventional manner”.

e The NCSL policy states that “no federal policy having implications for land
development or management should be adopted without accommodating the laws and

policies of affected states™.

Nuclear Energy

NCSL conditionally supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that nuclear energy
be a component of a national energy policy assuming that various concerns can be
resolved. »

e NCSL's National Energy Policy states, "Assuming concerns regarding plant safety,
and the transportation, storage and disposal of nuclear waste can be resolved, nuclear
power may be an option of a national energy plan. A federal government program for
the long-term treatment and disposal of high-level radioactive waste, funded by the
generators of the waste, should be pursued with the highest priority given to
eliminating generation and transportation of waste and to the safety and technical
suitability of storage or disposal sites. Such a program should be developed in full
consultation with all of the affected states. The nuclear power plant licensing process
for future plant construction must be improved to ensure both public input and timely
decisions, and federally standardized nuclear power plant designs should be
established. '

e However, NCSL’s National Energy Policy calls for the establishment of a federal
government program for the long-term treatment and disposal of high-level
radioactive waste, funded by the generators of the waste. Priority should be given to
eliminating generation and transportation waste and to the safety and technical
suitability of storage or disposal sites. Such a program should be developed in full
consultation with all of the affected states.

e In addition, NCSL’s National Energy Policy supports the recommendation that
nuclear decommissioning funds should not be taxed. The NCSL Policy urges “the tax
code be updated to ensure that existing decommissioning funds are treated in the
manner intended by the tax laws and to reflect new business conditions”.

Renewable Energy

NCSL conditionally supports the FY 2002 budget amendment for the USDOE's Energy
Supply account that would provide $39.2 million in increased support for research and
development of renewable energy resources. However, the overall decreases in the
USDOE proposed budget are unacceptable given the pressing need to resolve national
energy concems.

o NCSL's National Energy Policy urges "the federal government to institute a long-
range, stable Renewable Energy Development Program which identifies and supports
development of renewable energy sources from research and development through
demonstration projects and commercialization in a cooperative effort among industry,
higher education, and national laboratories."”

e In addition, NCSL's policy also encourages "federal development of alternative
technologies that improve renewable energy efficiencies, cut costs, and assist in
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integrating renewable energy into existing energy systems. The U.S. should strive to
excel in the use, manufacturing and marketing of renewable energy resources and

technologies”.

NCSL also supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the
Administrator of the USEPA to develop a new renewable energy partnership program to
help companies more easily buy renewable energy , as well as receive recognition for the
environmental benefits of their purchase, and help consumers by promoting consumer
choice programs that increase their knowledge about the environmental benefits of

purchasing renewable energy.

NCSL supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President direct the

Secretaries- of Commerce, State and Energy explore collaborative international basic

research and development in energy alternative and energy efficient technologies and

explore innovative programs to support the global adoption of these technologies.

¢ In particular NCSL policy recognizes a need for “‘a translation and distribution system
for international technical and marketing papers on renewable energy.”

In addition, NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct
the Secretary of the Treasury to work with Congress on legislation to extend and expand
tax credits for electricity produced using wind or biomass.

o NCSL commends the President for extending the present 1.7 cents per kilowatt hour
tax credit for electricity produced from wind and biomass; expands eligible biomass
sources to include forest-related sources, agnicultural sources, and certain urban
sources; and allows a credit for electricity produced from biomass co-fired with coal.

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the

Secretary of Treasury to work with Congress on legislation to provide a new 15 percent

tax credit for residential solar energy property, up to a maximum credit of $2,000.

o NCSL also urges the administration to support and continue the previous
administration's "Million Solar Roofs" initiative that to date has exceeded
expectations of ultimately installing one million solar roofs in the U.S.

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the
Secretaries of the Interior and Energy to work with Congress on legislation to increase
funding for research into alternative and renewable energy resources, including wind,
solar, geothermal, and biomass. However, NCSL believes general funds should be
appropriated for this purpose.

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that research and development

efforts be focused on integrating current programs regarding hydrogen, fuel cells, and

distributed energy.

e NCSL urges the federal government to propose increased funding for these types of
technologies that hold promise for our nation's future energy needs.
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Energy Infrastructure & Electric Transmission Infrastructure

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the
Secretary of Energy to work with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to
improve the reliability of the interstate transmission system and to develop legislation
providing for enforcement by a self-regulated organization subject to FERC oversight.
NCSL believes any federal efforts to relieve transmission constraint problems at the inter-
state level will ultimately help states and regions as they address their individual
intrastate transmission constraint concerns.

o However, NCSL strongly opposes any expansion of FERC authonty to include
intrastate transmission jurisdiction. o |

It also opposes the exercise of federal eminent domain in addressing transmission
constraint problems, especially in areas that are clearly intrastate in nature. Such
action on the part of FERC would be a direct preemption of state authority.

NCSL strongly opposes the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the
Secretary of Energy, in consultation with appropriate federal agencies and state and local
government officials, to develop legislation to grant authority to obtain rights-of-way for
electricity transmission lines, with the goal of creating a reliable national transmission
grid. Although NCSL understands the need to improve and increase the electricity
transmission infrastructure to reduce constraints and improve reliability of the system,
states have jurisdictional authority over retail, intrastate transmission lines. There are
sound reasons for this authority being placed at the state level, namely to afford citizens
the ability to participate in the determination of the numbers and locations of
transmission lines. NCSL understands that the infrastructure needs to be bolstered, but it
believes states are already addressing that challenge individually and regionally. The
federal government should allow states to continue to work together to solve their energy
COncerns.
e Any expansion of federal authority that would remove intrastate retail transmission
jurisdiction from states would be a direct preemption of state authority and would be
vigorously opposed by NCSL.

Natural Gas Pipeline Infrastructure

‘The NEPD Group's recommendation argues that because similar authority already exists
for natural gas pipelines in recognition of their role in interstate commerce, that the
federal government should be authorized to obtain the same authority over the electric
transmission grid. NCSL disagrees with this argument. FERC has had eminent domain
authonty to site the construction of natural gas pipelines for decades, yet presently, there
is a pressing need to increase and improve the natural gas pipeline infrastructure. If
FERC has not met the needs of the natural gas pipeline system with eminent domain
authonty, NCSL questions why the federal government is proposing to provide the FERC
with the same authority over the electric transmission gnd?

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President support
legislation to improve the safety of natural gas pipelines, protect the environment,
strengthen emergency preparedness and inspections and bolster enforcement.
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o NCSL supports federal efforts to improve the safety of the natural gas pipeline
system, however, states should have the right to set more sm’ngent‘ requirements on
pipelines and the federal govemnment should support a more prominent role for
states in regulating pipeline safety in partnership with the federal government.

Northeast Heating Oil Reserve

NCSL supports the President’s budget proposal to provide $8 million to maintain the
two-million-barrel Northeast Heating Oil Reserve. NCSL's National Energy Policy urges
the federal government to examine the feasibility of and where feasible promote state-
wide or regional minimum storage level requirements for heating oil for states dependent

on this fuel.

We thank you for this opportunity to share with you our support and concerns regarding
various elements of the administratiofr¥ Nalional Energy Policy recominendations:-As
we stated, our comments directly reflect the principles of NCSL's National Energy policy
and its Energy Regionalism policy. We remain available to work with you and your
administration on energy concemns. As indicated above, we are the only state and local
organization of elected officials with a comprehensive national energy policy which
enables us to work with you immediately. NCSL is committed to bipartisan cooperation
in finding the best public policy solutions for our nation. We hope our views are useful
and we look forward to continuing this dialogue in the future. Please do not hesitate to
contact Eileen Doherty of our Washington, D.C. office at (202) 624-8687 or

eileen.doherty(@ncsl.org if you have questions or concemns.

Sincerely,

ﬂh
Jim Costa Steve Saland
California State Senate New York State Senate
President, NCSL President-elect, NCSL

Clifton Below

New Hampshire State Senate
Chair, NCSL Energy and Transportation Committee

Cc:  Vice President Dick Cheney
Secretary Spencer Abraham
Mr. Ruben Barrales
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE of STATE LECISLATURES

The Forum for America’s Ideas

- —

AF1 ENERGY AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

NATIONAL ENERGY =
{Joint Policy with AFl Environment Committee)

The National Conference of State Legislatures urges the federal government to
develop, implement and maintain an expansive, integrated, environmentally-

sensitive and cost-effective national energy policy.

The primary goals of a national energy policy should be to develop a
comprehensive energy conservation strategy, provide for the most efficient use
of energy, to promote reliable sources of domestic energy supplies and to
develop and promote the use of alternative, renewable energy sources. A
national energy policy should ensure adequate supplies of affordably priced
energy. A national energy policy should ensure the use of energy in an efficient
and environmentally-sound manner so that the needs of our citizens, economy
and national security interests are met. Energy independence must be a goal of
the United States. A balanced mix of energy sources is essential to the security
and the future economic growth of the United States. It is also imperative that a
national energy policy account for the effect of the use of each fuel source on the

environment.

Principles

Those principles which NCSL believes ought to guide the development and

implementation of a national energy policy include:
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Promotion of the most efficient and economical use of all energy
resources.

Promotion of energy conservation and efficiency and the development and
use of alternative and renewable energy supplies. _
Promotion and provision of incentives for the development and optimal
use of all energy resources and new facility infrastructure.

Assurance that various domestic energy sources are continually
developed, maintained and stored to prevent supply emergencies and to
preserve the nation’s energy independence.

Consideration and assessment of environmental costs and benefits for all
energy resources, fuels and technologies in rendering legislative,
regulatory and market decisions regarding energy production and use.
Provision of an affordable energy supply for all citizens.

Examine the feasibility of and where feasible promote state-wide or
regional minimum storage level requirements for heating oil for states
dependent on this fuel.

Specification and balancing of clear lines of local, state and federal
regulatory authority.

Development of both short - and long-term strategies to provide adequate
energy supplies, efficient utilization of those supplies and optimum cost
effectiveness.

Promotion of the education of school-age children regarding energy
resources, consumption and production and regarding environmental
protection, safety and risks in energy production.

Assurance of expanded energy research and development and
broadening of the citizenry’s access to energy-related information.
Assurance of participation of state and local officials in the development
and implementation of a national energy plan and strategy.

Avoidance of mandates, particularly unfunded mandates, upon state and
local governments in developing a national energy policy.

Avoidance of pre-emptive federal laws.
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Implementation

NCSL believes development of a national energy strategy should have at least

these six components:

(1) an assessment and forecast of our nation’s energy future and its impacts;

(2) an evaluation and ranking of short and long-term energy optionsaVaiIable to
the nation;

(3) an evaluation of possible energy futures which provide greater benefits to our
citizens; 7

(4) development of recommendations for energy options and energy futures that
the nation should pursue, with the establishment of national targets or goals;

(5) evaluation and recommendation of impiementation mechanisms including,
but not limited to, incentives, technical assistance, educational programs,
regulatory standards or guidelines to achieve the targets or goals; and

(6) coordination of federal and state components, responsibilities, and authority.

NCSL believes that a national energy policy should consider energy sources
based on the following criteria first: lowest cost, cost benefit analysis, revenue
loss, cost to consumers, reliability and environmental or other impacts. Energy
policy altemnatives that would improve our energy security without imposing
signiﬁéant new costs, while balancing the need for environmental protection,
should be implemented. NCSL strongly supports a coordinated effort between
state and federal govemment in producing a national energy policy. In the
development of a national energy policy, the federal govemment should consult
closely with state legislatures, devise mechanisms to bring stateilegislatures into
the energy decision-making process as full participants on a continuing basis,
and ensure the inclusion of representatives of the legislative branch of state
govemment in all state-federal working groups dealing with energy policy .

Conservation and Energy Efficiency

Increased energy efficiency can decrease U.S. reliance on imported oil, reduce
the environmental impacts of fossil fuels, reduce the long-term operating costs of
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U.S. industries thus improving their competitiveness, slow the depletion of our” -
finite fossil fuels and extend the time we have to make the transition to new and

innovative energy technologies.

NCSL supports a national energy policy that promotes energy efﬁc_ie,ncy-in a

variety of ways including both setting and strengthening policies as technologies

improve while recognizing the significance of economic costs on various

segments of the population including rural areas:

e Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards for automobiles and light duty

) trucl:s, including sport utility vehicles and minivans; ‘

» energy efficiency provisions in model building codes (including lighting
efficiency standards and weatherization); ‘

e "Whole-building" and life cycle costing approaches to construction and
retrofitting that integrate energy efficiency technologies and practices;

¢ home appliance and heating and cooling unit efficiency standards;

e waste recycling and reduction standards for industrial manufacturing;

o standards for conservation in electrical production and supply including
cogeneration,

e use of alternative energy; and

e a national transportation policy that emphasizes various modes of
transportation, including passenger rail and transit, and promotes energy

efficiency.

Government Support for Energy Efficient Products and Industries

NCSL su‘pports incentives for consumers to purchase energy efficient products.
The federal government should continue to establish incentives for energy
efficient fleet procurement industries and manufacturers of energy efficient
products. The federal government should continue to encourage the use of
innovative financing technologies to increase energy efficiency in buildings such
as performance contracting and long-term leasing and purchase agreements for
energy efficient products.
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Government's Participatory Role

Federal and state governments’ leadership role in the purchase and use of new
energy efficient technologies and products should be expanded, and all
government-owned buildings should make use of economical energy

conservation programs, demonstrating state of the art efficiencies whenever

possible.

Renewable Energy _
Renewable energy sources include, but are not limited to, geothermal,
h);(-:lropo;/er, biomass, wind, photovoltaics and solar. NCSL believes that
recognizing this spectrum of resources, the federal government shouid institute a
long-range, stable Renewable Energy Development Program which identifies
and supports development of renewable energy sources from research and
development through demonstration projects and commercialization in a

cooperative effort among industry, higher education, and national laboratories.

Federal restructuring legislation should not preempt state authority to provide

incentives for the purchase of renewable energy.

Energy Emergency Preparedness

The federal government should support and enhance energy emergency
preparedness in order to reduce the potential impact of petroleum supply
disruptions. Initial efforts should focus on strategies to reduce the nation's
dependence on foreign oil to avoid future emergencies. Such programs must
give consideration to existing state laws and programs, and state and local
officials should be included in the federal planning process.

The national energy emergency preparedness program shall include the
following principles: voluntary conservation is preferred to mandatory measures
wherever possible; any mandatory response should be phased in, beginning with

the least stringent measures, with gasoline rationing reserved for only the most
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severe shortage; and to minimize undue hardships on states and regions heavily
dependent on motor vehicle transportation, rationing allotments and allocation

plans should be based on state and regional needs and strategies rather than on
national averages. Priority shall be given to home heating needs including home

heating oil and propane, provided homes are adequately insulated. _

To ensure that the country has sufficient, affordable supplies of energy, NCSL
believes changes need to be made at the national ievel to encourage the more
efficient use of energy to reduce U.S. reliance on foreign oil. Federal
in\_/_estmc;nts in energy efficiency research and technology have and will continue
to ensure that less energy is consumed without a loss in comfort or productivity.
Also, federal investments in new energy technologies such as fuel cells and

| hybrid generators can create technology and manufacturing jobs. Both énergy
efﬁcienéy and research in developing alternative energy technologies shouid
figure significantly in a national energy policy.

Crude Qil

The federal government should promote the environmentally-sound production of
domestic energy resources in coordination with the conservation and efficient

use of energy resources, and the management of energy imports.

The federal government should promote and encourage domestic production of
crude oil in an environmentally sound manner to supply United States consumers
with a secure source of petroleum, and provide a stabilizing influence to the
world price of crude oil. Since domestic production is declining rapidly, the
efficient use and conservation of these resources must be encouraged. Also, the
extraction and transportation of crude oil must be done only with full safeguards
for the protection of the environment. In this regard, the federal government
should consider incentives for domestic exploration, maintenance of stripper
wells, but excluding other extractions, and technological research for methods of
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enhanced oil and gas recovery that are environmentally safe and in accordance

with state policy.

The federal govemment should ensure that energy resources are utilized in a
manner that recovers the most energy value possible while assuring full
protection of the environment. Similarly, it should be the strategy of the United
States to alleviate oil dependency by funding research and development to
perfect alternative fuels, particularly for transportation.. The federal government
should also increase research and development in the area of new energy
ge_r'\eratiﬁg technologies like fuel cells and hybrid engines. Enhanced oil and gas
recovery from known reserves should be promoted in an environmentally sound

manner.

The federal government should manage United States imports by diversifying
import suppliers, pursuing a Pan American Energy Alliance with Western
Hemisphere producing nations, and expanding a dialogue with suppliers

worldwide.

Coal

Coal is America’s leading fossil fuel in reserve. Coal holds the promise of long-
term energy security for this nation. Resources of coal can be properly utilized
only if we develop technologies to burn coal more cleanly, and efficiently.
Because coal consumption produces carbon dioxide, mercury and other
emissions, energy conservation and energy efficiency must be emphasized.

it should be the goal of the United States to provide continued support for the
Clean Coal Technology Program, in partnership with the private sector. Research
and technology development in clean coal usage should include work in pre-
combustion, combustion, post-combustion, and coal conversion areas with
desulfurization efforts a top priority. The United States should jointly address
transboundary environmental problems with Canada and Mexico. NCSL. supports
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the acid rain program of the Clean Air Act of 1990 that phases -in reductions in

emissions from coal buming power plants.

Since gas generated from coal can be distributed through existing pipeline
systems, and since the delivery of coal in a conventional form will require
extensive capital investment in plant conversion and rail transportation, coal

gasification should be seriously considered as an alternative to the use of coal in

a conventional manner.

Mined lands should be reclaimed concurren'tly and restored to an
environmentally appropriate condition. The effects on local infrastructure needs
and the costs of prime farmland protection and land reclamation should be
considered in the development of a national coal program. Financing of activities
under the abandoned mine reclamation fund should be accelerated, and a
federal commitment to reclamation should be strengthened. No federal policy
having implications for land development or management should be adopted
without accommodating the laws and policies of affected states.

Natural Gas

Efficient natural gas turbines can be utilized in many areas with fewer
environmental concerns. Natural gas can be developed with very low worker

mortality compared to other energy activities.

The United States should encourage domestic production of natljral gas in an
environmentally sound manner.

Currently, the Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) regulates the inspections of gas
pipelines in the U.S. NCSL believes safety is not being maintained sufficiently
given recent explosions in two states. The federal government should adopt
legislation that authorizes states to assume a more prominent role in the

regulation of pipeline safety. In this way, states in partnership with the federal
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government, will enhance the safety of pipelines and the protection of residents

by decreasing the risk of pipeline accidents.

Nuclear |
Assuming Concems regarding plant safety, and the transportation, storage and

disposal of nuclear waste can be resolved, nuclear power may be an option of a

national energy plan.

A federal government program for the long-term treatment and disposal of high-
Ie\;;al radi_oactive waste, funded by the generators of the waste, should be
pursued with the highest priority given to eliminating generation and
transportation of waste and to the safety and technical suitability of storage or
disposal sites. Such a program should be developed in full consultation with all of
the affected states. The nuclear power plant licensing process for future plant
construction must be improved to ensure both public input and timely decisions,

and federally standardized nuclear power plant designs should be established.

It is essential that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission provide strong,
centralized, and

consistent administration to improve management of the agency, expedite policy
formulation, and help bring about needed reforms in licensing and regulation,
consistent with the NRC's primary responsibility of ensuring public health and
safety. Meaningful and effective state participation is necessary in public safety
planning and transportation of commercial nuclear waste. 4

States must continue to have the right to monitor operating conditions at nuclear
power plants, waste storage and disposal facilities, and to exercise regulatory

authority where consistent with federal law.

Federal funding should be provided for research in the areas of waste
management technologies, nuclear fusion, and plant retrofit and life extension.
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Tax Treatment of Decommissioning Funds

State electric industry restructuring initiatives and the emergence of competition
in generation supply have two potentially adverse major impacts on
decommissioning funds — loss of tax deductibility and taxation of the funds
transferred in nuclear plant sale transactions. The tax code should be updated to
ensure that existing funds are treated in the manner intended by the tax laws and

to reflect new business conditions.

Electricity

The federal government should promote energy efficiency and conservation to
lower the demand for electricity. The development of sources of electric energy
that are sufficient to meet national needs, secure from external threat, reliable in
availability and delivery, safe relative to people and the environment, and efficient
for use in homes, businesses, industries, and as an alternative vehicular fuel,
should be pursued after aggressive efficiency and conservation programs are

implemented.

The electricity sector today is marked by tremendous regional diversity, -
especially with regard to capacity. Fuel usage also varies widely. Implementation
of federal legislation that fails to recognize this diversity inevitably penalizes one
region or another. NCSL policy on electric industry restructuring is addressed in
separate NCSL policies.

Regulatory Authority

State regulatory bodies are close to consumers, utilities, industries, and
concemned for state environmental and economic well being. State regulatory
bodies are in the best position to evaluate consumer needs, questions relative to
fuel choice, economic development implications, and system reliability.

10
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NCSL strongly supports and urges the continuation of the state legislative
oversight for the approval and siting of all major energy conversion facilities,
subject to minimum federal standards established only after the fullest
consultation with state governments, both executive and legislative branch.
State authority over the siting of energy facilities should not be preempted by

federal electric restructuring law or any other law.

Research and Development o _

The cornerstone of a national energy policy should include a broad research and
development component. The federal government has already committed |
substantial research funds for clean coal, nuclear research, basic science and
related efforts. These research and development efforts ought to be continued.
These efforts, however, should be supplemented with increased incentives and
federal funding for research and development projects emphasizing emerging
technologies, including, but not limited to, renewable resources, energy
conservation, efficient use of energy, alternative fuels, oil and gas recovery,
superconductivity, and fuel cell technology. This enhanced long-term research
and development capacity should also be designed to encourage private sector
participation with federal and state representatives.

Renewable Energy R&D Market Support

Part of the renewable energy resource development program, and critical to its
success, is federal development of alternative technologies that improve
renewable energy efficiencies, cut costs, and assist in integratiﬁg renewable
energy into existing energy systems. Also needed is a translation and
distribution system for intemational technical and marketing papers on renewable
energy. The U.S. should strive excel in the use, manufacturing and marketing of
renewable energy resources and technologies.

Education and Information

Iitis essential that the nation, including its elementary and secondary school-age

children, be made fully aware of energy use and costs, production processes,

1
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_ altemative energy resources and the impact energy usage has on our
environment. NCSL recommends that public and private sector education efforts
be initiated, expanded and appropriately funded. These efforts should emphasize
that significant economic and environmental benefits can be achieved through
increased efficiency and conservation. Also, the federal government should
promote both energy conservation education and fund research into conservation
technologies. Federal funding of energy conservation programs, including grants

to states, should be enhanced.

The federal government and the states should encourage education in schools
about the importance of energy efficiency and conservation.

NCSL believes an essential step in formulating a balanced energy policy is to
develop the necessary data and employ analytical methods and models to
assess the efficiency, productivity costs and risks of the various energy choices
available to the nation. NCSL recommends the development of this analytic
base by the Department of Energy, with assistance from the Departments of
Defense, Treasury and State, and the Office of Management and Budget, in
conjunction with the states.

Transportation

National transportation strategies must include public policy initiatives directed at
broadening the efficient use of our energy resources. NCSL believes these
policy initiatives should include, but not necessarily be limited to, incentives and
adequate funding for mass transit, high speed rail, magnetic levitation and other
emerging transportation technologies; fuel economy standards; and other market
incentives for improving the energy efficiency of automobiles and light trucks; and

federal, state, and local procurement policies favoring efficient vehicles. Public-
private partnerships should be encouraged.

12
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AF1 ENERGY AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

ENERGY REGIONALISM

The United States has enjoyed low energy and gasoline prices. However, over the past
year-and-a-half, increases in gasoline prices, home heating oil, natural gas prices and
electricity prices, especially in the West, have all contributed to the uncertainty and
instability of the country’s economy. This instability has led to increased federal efforts
to impose preemptive remedies on the states in an attempt to address the nation's

energy and economic concems.

Given the energy concems for the nation and those shared by many individual states,
NCSL believes that state legislatures should work together, regionally or otherwise, to
solve their individual and collective energy supply concerns. Therefore, NCSL believes
that:

o States should have the option and authority of being represented in Regional
Transmission Organizatiohs (RTOs) on a voluntary basis. State participation in an
RTO should not supersede nor alter state juﬁsdiction. unless agreed to by the state;

e State-created regional mechanisms like interstate compacts and regional reliability
boards designed to address transmission reliability and other regional energy issues
should be facilitated by Congress;

o States should collaborate to resolve problems related to the interconnectedness of
the energy grid and the en\./ironmental impact of generating electricity;

» Energy facility siting should remain under state jurisdiction devoid of federal

mandates and preemption;
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Electric facility siting authority should remain under state authority. The federal
government should not exercise its power of eminent domain in its pursuit of
constructing energy facilities or related purposes;
U.S. Department of Energy and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency should
work in partnership with states: - |
1) in developing and implementing state and federal energy policy planning
processes; and _
2) in deploying new energy efficiency and other demand-side options, as well as
_deploying new and conventional supply-side technologies;
Given the national implications of state energy concerns, the federal government
should provide sufficient funding to states as they develop energy policies on an
individual or regional basis; and
The federal government should exercise its authority, especially when requested by
states, to assist them as they attempt to solve their energy problems.
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ELECTRIC INDUSTRY RESTRUCTURING

A number of states already allow retail consumers to choose among competing
electricity providers. Every other state is considering some type of reform to its
electric industry, and Congress is also considering action to overhaul existing
laws governing the structure of the electric industry. While there are a few
aspects of restructuring that would best be served by a national or regional focus,
NCSL believes that the majority of issues associated with restructuring should be

within the purview of the states.

Any action taken by Congress to restructure the electric industry should enable
states to restructure without imposing a mandate on states to do so and without
establishing a date certain for competition.

e NCSL considers federal preemption of state regulation of the electric

* industry to be wholly inappropriate and unacceptable and opposes federal
standards to govern state electric utility regulation or retail ratemaking by
state commissions. State jurisdiction should not be eroded.

e Any action taken by Congress to restructure the electric industry should
grandfather any state actions to establish retail competition, without
setting temporary limits on grandfathering actions.

o State and local authority, which facilitates regional or statewide
aggregation, must not be precluded.

o State and local governments must maintain their authority goveming
rights-of-ways, franchises, zoning and revenues.
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Federal Restructuring Process:

» Appropriate state officials should be fully consulted regarding the

development of federal policy regulating the electric industry.
Federal electric industry restructuring should be in a manner consistent
with state electric industry regulation. -
The roles of state regulators and FERC regarding transmission of
electricity require careful collaboration of all affected entities so that
policies are not at cross-purposes. Federal "authority over wholesale

pricing and new access must harmonize with state authority over retail

pricing, planning and siting.

The Public Utility Holding Company Act (PUHCA):

State authority must not be eroded nor should any state authority be
transferred to FERC if PUCHA is unconditionally repealed, conditionally
repealed or if the SEC authority under PUCHA is expanded.

The Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act (PURPA):

NCSL urges that changes in or to PURPA guarantee that it is within the
individual state public utility commission's purview to determine the
specific methodology employed for calculating "avoided cost.” Considering
the state-specific conditions of power generation capability, the
determination of -competitive pricés for purchased power from PURPA-
qualified qualified facilites (QF's) must remain a state right and
responsibility. The purchase price for QF power must be based on the
utility's service needs as determined in ratemaking proceedings before the
state or local regulatory authority. New QF purchase requirements under
PURPA should terminate where customers have retail choice of
generation suppliers.

Existing state law and state regulatory authority should not be negatively
affected by PURPA repeal.
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Public Benefits/Environment:

States should maintain the authority to require public benefits programs on
a nondiscriminatory basis, including those that support reliable and
universal service, energy efficiency, renewable technologies, research and
development, and low-income asSistanc:e. Existing federally sponsored
public benefits programs should be maintained in a restructured market.

Electric industry restructuring should be consistent with any federal
environmental laws, including the Clean Air Act.

In- regards to fuel usage, the electricity sector is characterized by
tremendous diversity, regionally, and state-to-state. Factors relating to fuel
usage include energy efficiency, economic competitiveness,
environmental impacts and technological adaptability. Implementation of
Federal legislation that fails to recognize market mechanisms inevitably
pénalizes one region or state or another. Mandate programs, which have
led to energy market distortions in the past, are counter to the concept of
restructuring, which encourages the efficiencies of market competition.
States are in the best position to evaluate market force considerations.
Congressional legistation should not limit, through the use of mandates or
otherwise, state flexibility in addressing market mechanisms in electric
restructuring plans.

o NCSL believes that non-traditional energy production should be
encouraged. The federal government must maintain and increase its
commitment to cost effective energy conservation and efficiency while
maintaining adequate and reliable energy. Power providers, equipment
and appliance manufacturers, and consumers should be given legislative

and regulatory incentives to promote these goals.
Consumer Protection and Education:

e The safety, reliability, quality, and sustainability of services should be

maintained or improved.
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All consumers should have access to adequate, safe, reliable, -and
efficient energy services at fair and reasonable prices, as a result of
competition.

States should retain the authority, with the assistance of the federal
government as needed, to protect consumers from _anticompetitive
behavior, undue discrimination, poor service, market power abuses, and
unfair service practices.

States should maintain the authority to establish or require comprehensive
consumer education and outreach programs to minimize public confusion
an-d provide information so consumers are able to make informed choices

and participate effectively in a restructured market.

Stranded Costs:

States should continue to have clear authority to determine costs that are
stranded or made unrecoverable by retail competition and to provide for

the recovery of those costs, if at all, as the state deems necessary or

appropriate.

Public Power/Rural Power:

The U.S. Department of the Treasury should promptly take administrative
action to permanently preserve the tax-exempt status of existing debt
associated with the transmission systems of public power utilities that
choose to participate in Independent System Operators.

Any federal legisiation should maintain or improve the ability of rural
consumers of electricity to obtain adequate, affordable and reliable
service.

States should maintain authority in regards to the treatment of rural
electric cooperatives and public power districts in a competitive

environment.
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Taxes:

No provision in any federal electric industry restructuring should result in

the loss of state and local tax revenue.

Power Marketing Administrations:

The National Conference of State Legislatures supports cost-based
pricing and other cument federal power marketing policies that have
governed the sale of electric power from federal hydro projects for
~ decades. NCSL believes the federal hydropower program has served the
nation and American consumers well and urges Congress and the

Administration to preserve those policies in the interest of millions of urban

and rural consumers who rely on that power.
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AFl ENERGY AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF ELECTRIC INDUSTRY RESTRUCTURING
(Joint Policy with AFI Environment Committee)

The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) believes that deregulation
of electricity production should not result in an increase in air poliution. NCSL
supports provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA) that require achievement of
scientifically-based air quality standards and prohibit significant deterioration.
Congress also enacted provisions to limit pollution sources in one state from
causing an adverse impact on air quality in neighboring states. Any legislation
authorizing electric utility deregulation should respect these CAA provisions and

Congress should also:

Work on a cooperative basis with state and local officials on electric industry
restructuring to ensure the concemns of all interested parties are addressed;
Continue to monitor emissions from electricity producers before and after
completion of electric industry restructuring to determine whether emissions
cause or contribute to ambient air quality exceedances beyond state and federal
permitted levels; Encourage electricity producers to invest in clean emission
reduction technologies to reduce air pollution; Assure that federal agencies
respect and support states’ efforts to address interstate air quality issues through
interstate cooperation such as visibility transport commissions or the Ozone
Transport Assessment Group; Assure that, in addition to addressing emissions
from the electric utility industry and to the maximum extent feasible, states and
EPA address emissions from federal sources affecting interstate transport of
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pollutants; Preserve the existing role of states as the primary policy makers for -
environmental and electric industry regulation; and

Assure that state authority to develop and implement restructuring plans is not

preempted.

- -

On a proactive basis, the federal govemment should work with the states to
prevent any increase in interstate and international transportation of air pollution
that may result from increased electricity generation. However, in the event that
there is such an increase in the transportation of air pollution, then the federal

government should work with the states to:
Ensure that the source of such increased air pollutants takes measures to

reverse any increase in emissions; and

Use existing Clean Air Act authorities to protect states and air quality control
regions adversely affected by interstate and intemational transboundary
migration of air poliution.
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2001-017221 7/18/01 3:45pm

Miroslav GREGR
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Industry and Trade
of the Czech Republic

Prague, 7. June, 2001
o No: 25964/01/1120/1000

Dear Mr. Secretary,

I was pleased to receive the report on the “National Energy Policy” developed
by the “National Energy Policy Development Group” chaired by Vice President
Cheney. Allow me to thank you for it. I will study it very attentively.

I am of the opinion that the whole advanced world feels one common theme in
the energy field — safety of energy supplies for prices that would promote local as well
as global economié growth. We discuss this theme with our partners in the European
Union countries within a discussion on the European Energy Policy called “Green
Paper — Towards a European Strategy for the Security of Energy Supply”. It is evident
that you identify the main energy problem in the same way in your National Energy
Policy. I am very pleased that you support a diversification of the energy resources,
including the nuclear energy. I would like to point out especially to this energy
resource as I see a possibility of a development of more efficient technologies based
on nuclear energy as very prospective, namely also in view of the environmental

protection.
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FROM DUNCAN, FEINBERC 202 467 5379 MOX) 6. & 01 12:00/8T. 11:99/N0. 4260040600 * ¢

. June 4, 2001
The Honorable Spencer Abmbam

Secresary

US. Department of Encrgy »
1000 indspendepoe Avenue, NW .=
Washington, DC 20051

Dear Secretary Abraham:

As nstional essociation representatives for the State Energy Program (SEP), the Weatherization
Assistance Program (WAP), and the Low Income Homs Energy Assistance ngrun {LTHEAP), we belisve
that the National Energy Policy Report is a good starting point in addressing the nation’s energy needs. At
the same time, we strongly oppose the recommendation that “zike President suppors legislation to aliow

_funds dedicated for the Weatherization and Siate Energy Progrems to be transferred lo LIREAP if the
Deparonent of Energy deems it appropriate.” if this recommendation to transfer funds is pursucd by the
Adminigtration, the passage of this legislation could devastate the very state programs designed to provide
energy efficiency and affordability services for low-income familics, small business, industry, schools,
hospitals, and the energy consumer regardless of income.

The SEP plays an esscatial role in implementing energy programs at the state and local tsvel for al)
sectors of the economy. The WAP delivers energy efficiency services to low income households to help

reduce their energy bills in the fiture. Both programs work in close cooperation witb LTHEAP in helping 1o
target assistance to those famities most in need.

The movement of funds from SEP and WAP would ssversly fimit the states’ gbilities to implement
sound encrgy policies and deliver these much needed energy programs. We agree with the NEPD Group that
koy components for encrgy affordability in low-inoome houscholds are lower prices and sdequate funding.
We do not belicve that cutting key elements of the state/federal energy efficiency partnership, like SEP and
WAP, will cnhance affordability and address local energy needs.

We spplsud the NEPD Group's effort to support both WAP end LIHEAP through guaranteed
funding, aithough we beliove that the levels of funding referenced in the Report fall shast of the needs faced
by low-income familics throughout the nation. We want to work with the Adminictration and Congress on
developing a responsible energy policy, including many of the key elements affecting ststes snd Jow income
Americans. .

The national associations representing the states on energy matters look forward 10 working with you
and your staff during the coming years to develop and implemest a comprehensive energy strategy. Please

fec! free to call upon us if we can provide you with any assistance as we move forward in our effons to
addreas the energy neods of all Americans. ‘

Stncerely,
) % .
¢@@l’ Fras L Bokef 75&%/ugg%%
Mark Wolfe Frank Bishop Timothy R. Warfield
Executive Director Executive Director Executive Director
Nstional Energy Assistance National Associarion of Nations} Aseocistion for
Directors’ Assoctation State Energy Officials Community Services Programs
2/g °beg ‘MdBO:y  (0-E-unp ‘gles vz 202 !

C kg n
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Jim Costa
Stuse Sendatar
California
June 6’ 2001 Pressdent, NCSL
The Honorable Gcorge W. BUSh xl))i:::o?o;.((:udxznrr Service Bureaw
President of the United States Towa
The White HOUSC Ssaff Chasr. NCSL
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW o Willism T. Pound
Washing(on, D-C. 20500 Executire Dirvecsor
Déar President Bush:

On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures, (NCSL) we would like to
take this opportunity to comment on your National Energy Policy proposal. Our
comments are derived from our own comprehensive policy revised and readopted last
year without opposition. A broad group of state legislators who are leaders in their state
energy, transportation and environment committees developed NCSL's National Energy
Policy. Because our effort involved state legislators from across the country and from
both political parties, we believe our policy is a truly balanced call for increased domestic
production, as well as support for significant increases in energy efficiency, conservation,
renewable energy and increased fuel efficiency.

In addition to our updated National Energy Policy, NCSL recently adopted an Energy
Regionalism Policy that supports a federal partnership with states working together
regionally or otherwise to solve our energy problems. NCSL also has current policies on
Alternative Fuels and Alternatively Fueled Vehicles, Electric Industry Restructuring and
its Environmental Impacts and other related policies. Copies of the named policies are
enclosed.

As you will see, we support the majority of the recommendations contained in the Report
of the National Energy Policy Development Group. However, we believe it is
unfortunate that NCSL has not been identified to participate in the same fashion as the
National Govemnors’ Association in energy discussions with the administration. We hope
that you will reconsider this recommendation especially in light of the fact that NCSL is
the only state and local organization of elected officials with a comprehensive national
energy policy that allows us to comment on this proposal in depth. As you know, state
legislatures play an important and often primary role in developing and adopting a
myriad of energy, environmental and economic policies. We are hopeful that these
initial comments will commence a collaborative effort between your administration,
Congress, and NCSL in addressing national energy policy needs.

Our position on a variety of the recommendations contained in the National Energy
Policy Development (NEPD) Group's report are as follows:

Denver Washington

1560 Broadway. Suire 700 444 Norsh Capisol Street, NW, Suire 515 Website www.nesl.org
Denver, Colorado 80202 Washington, D.C. 20001 :

Phone 303.830.2200 Fax 303.863.8003 Phone 202.624.5400 Fax 202.737.1069 rs T

- .
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Energy Education

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the
Secretary of Energy to explore options such as legislation to create public education
awareness programs about energy that would be long-term in nature and funded and
managed by the respective energy industries. While NCSL supports private sector
education efforts proposed in these programs, we also believe that publicly funded
programs should be emphasized as well to ensure a balanced presentation of all energy
options and their impact on the environment.
e We urge you to consider the creation of a state block grant program this year to
promote energy education.

LIHEAP

NCSL strongly supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President take
steps to mitigate impacts of high energy costs on low-income consumers by
strengthening the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) by making
$1.7 billion available annually. Given the breadth of energy sector price increases, a less
stable economy and increasing unemployment rate, it is essential to provide additional
assistance to citizens struggling to afford their rising energy bills.

e NCSL also urges the administration to request supplemental funding for FY 2001 for
LIHEAP.

e NCSL supports a higher FY 2002 appropriation for LIHEAP, perhaps as high as $3.4
billion as proposed in S.352 and H.R. 683, to address needs caused by price hikes.

e NCSL supports the NEPD Group's suggestion to increase LIHEAP funding, but we
believe general funds should be used as needed and increased LIHEAP funding
should not be at the expense of energy efficiency or renewable energy R&D
programs.

Weatherization

NCSL strongly supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President increase
funding for the Weatherization Assistance Program by $1.2 billion over ten years. Over
the past five to ten years, utility companies have reduced the provision of these services
which has greatly increased the need for additional federal and state assistance. NCSL
believes this funding increase will help ease the burden of high energy costs for many
Americans. Increased funding for this program should not be at the expense of R&D
programs for energy efficiency or renewable energy.

NCSL opposes the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President support legislation
to allow funds dedicated for the Weatherization and State Energy Programs be transferred
to LIHEAP if the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) deems it appropriate. NCSL
believes that considering the rising energy costs across all sectors, it is vitally important
for the President and Congress to fully fund all energy efficiency and energy relief
programs. If LIHEAP requires additional funding, the President and Congress should
work together to increase its funding levels, not shortchange other energy assistance
programs by siphoning funds from them to be transferred to LIHEAP. Also, NCSL
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believes the states should determine the most appropriate disbursement levels of funds for
the programs listed above.

Federal Efforts to Work with States on Enerqy Concerns

NCSL conditionally supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President
recognize unique regional energy concerns by working with state organizations to
address these problems NCSL strongly supports a coordinated effort between state and
federal government in producing a national energy policy. .

e However, NCSL is extremely concerned that the recommendation identifies only the
National Governors' Association and regional governor associations (p.2-12) as
potential partners in the state/federal energy dialogue with the administration. We
believe that by excluding NCSL and other state and local groups, the President and
the nation will risk losing valuable input and collaboration from state legislatures and
localities on issues vitally important to them and their constituencies. NCSL and its
Tembers are eager to work with the President and Congress on energy concemns
facing this country and we offer our full cooperation in developing legislation and
other initiatives.

Multi-Pollutant Legislation

NCSL supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President direct the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to propose multi-pollutant legislation. The
legislation would establish a flexible, market-based program to significantly reduce and
cap emission of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and mercury from electric power
generators. In addition, it is stated that the cap program would involve appropriate
measures to address local concems.
o NCSL agrees that the USEPA should consult with localities, however, states also
should be included in that consultation.
e State laws governing power plant emissions should not be preempted or impacted by
the proposed legislation.
o States should be authorized to implement stricter emission laws if they prefer.
® The President needs to indicate the level of the caps, when the program would take
effect and how long the program would be in effect to provide a clear signal to the
" energy industry as well as environmental regulators.

Inter-agency Task Force on Permitting Energy-Related Facilities

NCSL supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President issue an
Executive Order to rationalize permitting for energy production in an environmentally
sound manner by establishing an inter-agency task force. This task force would ensure
that federal agencies set up appropriate mechanisms to coordinate federal, state, tribal and
local permitting activity in particular regions where increased activity is expected.

o NCSL applauds the President’s commitment to work with states on permitting issues.
However, no federal permitting law should preempt or impact state laws governing
energy facility permitting.

® NCSL offers to assist the task force in its efforts and looks forward to participation in
this process.
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Energy Efficiency and the Energy Star Program

NCSL strongly supports aggressive federal promotion of energy conservation and
efficiency. NCSL policy states that the “federal government must maintain and increase
its commitment to cost effective energy conservation and efficiency while maintaining

adequate and reliable supplies.” B

NCSL strongly supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President direct

the Secretary of Energy to promote greater energy efficiency through:

1. Expanding the Energy Star program beyond office buxldmgs to include schools,
retail buildings, health care facilities, and homes;

2. Extending the Energy Star labeling program to additional products, appliances,

-- and-service; and

3. Strengthening the USDOE public education programs relating to energy
efficiency.

e As with any expansion, extension or strengthening of a program, however, there is an
increased need for funding. NCSL urges the President to propose additional federal
funds for the Energy Star program to meet the growing need for greater energy
efficiency in this country.

NCSL also strongly supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President

direct the Secretary of Energy to improve the energy efficiency of appliances through:
1. Supporting the appliance standards program for covered products, setting higher

standards where technologically feasible and economically justified; and
2. Expanding the scope of the appliance standards program, setting standards for
additional appliances where technologically feasible and economically justified.

o NCSL would like to understand what the definition of “economically justified” is in
relation to improved energy efficiency. If too narrow a definition is chosen, the long-
term benefits of energy efficiency could be sacrificed to a relatively insignificant
increase in short-term expense.

e NCSL urges the administration to further expand the mccntlves for the purchase of
Energy Star products by offering increased tax credits and rebates to individuals,
private and public consumers.

¢ Also, NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendations to increase appliance
energy efficiency standards.

e For consistency’s sake however, we urge the withdrawal of the administration's
issuance of a less stringent standard for air conditioner energy efficiency levels. This
retreat from requiring greater energy efficiency in an appliance that is used
extensively, especially in some of the areas hardest hit by electricity increases
recently, seems counterproductive to trying to relieve the energy constraint and
supply problems across the country.

Combined Heat and Power Projects

NCSL supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President direct the
Secretary of Treasury to work with Congress to encourage increased energy efficiency
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through combined heat and power projects (CHP) by shortening the depreciation life for

CHP projects or providing investment tax credits.

e NCSL’s own National Energy Policy urges the federal government to support
“research and development projects emphasizing emerging technologies™. We
betieve CHP, which greatly increases the efficiency of energy consumed by a facility,
represents a technology with tremendous potential for energy conservation.

However, the investment tax credits must be substantial enough to spur-investment in

the technology.

Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards

NCSL conditionally supports the NEPD Group's recommendation that the President
direct the Secretary of Transportation to review and provide recommendations on
establishing CAFE standards with due consideration of the National Academy of
Sciences Study to be released in July 2001.

e In accordance with its own National Energy Policy, NCSL urges the President to

““strengthen and improve CAFE standards for all automobiles and light duty trucks,
including sport utility vehicles and minivans, while recognizing the significance of
economic costs on various segments of the population including rural areas.”

o NCSL would oppose any effort to weaken or reduce CAFE standards resulting from
such review of the National Academy of Sciences Study especially given rising
gasoline prices and the administration's expressed goal of reducing U.S. dependence
on foreign oil.

Fuel Efficient Vehicles

NCSL supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President direct the
Secretary of Treasury to work with Congress on legislation to increase energy efficiency
with a tax credit for fuel-efficient vehicles. With the escalation of gasoline prices across
the country, a tax credit that encourages the purchase of new hybrid fuel cell vehicles and
other fuel-efficient vehicles will provide additional incentives for consumers to purchase
vehicles that use less gasoline and save money in the long-run.
e NCSL also recommends that similar tax credits be extended to the purchase of more
fuel efficient vehicles other than hybrids.

Technological Advances in Transportation

NCSL supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President direct all
agencies to use technological advances to better protect our environment including:
1. Continued federal investment in Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and
encouragement for private sector investment in ITS applications;
2. Administrative support for the USDOT’s fuel-cell powered transit bus program as
proposed in TEA-21; and
3. Administrative support for the Clean Buses program established in TEA-21.
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Increasing Domestic Energy Supply

NCSL supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the President direct the
Secretaries of Energy and the Interior to promote enhanced o1l and gas recovery from
existing wells through new technology. A basic tenet of NCSL’s National Energy Policy
is the “promotion of reliable sources of domestic energy supplies”. The policy also
establishes that “energy independence must be a goal of the United States”. Enhanced oil
and gas recovery could be one tool used to reduce dependence on non-domestic sources.
e NCSL also supports the recommendation to improve oil and gas exploration
technology through continued partnerships with public and private entities. We
would urge that state legislatures be included in those partnerships.

Comprehensive National Electric Restructuring Legislation

NCSL believes that the majority of issues associated with electric industry restructuring
should be within the purview of the states and that any federal legislation should help
enable state restructuring without imposing federal mandates. Only half of the fifty states
have restructured their electric industry thus far. In addition, in light of the energy
problems in California directly resuiting from their electric restructuring law, some states
have opted to withdraw their restructuring laws or delay them for a number of years.
NCSL firmly believes that in light of these developments, the federal government should
not impose a “‘one-size-fits-all”” approach to electricity delivery. However, if a national
electric restructuring plan is pursued, NCSL has a number of concems that are addressed
in our policy on Electric Industry Restructuring and testimony on the subject.
¢ In addition, NCSL strongly supports the NEPD Group’s recommendation that the
President encourage FERC to use its existing authority to promote competition and
encourage investment in transmission facilities — provided it is at the wholesale level
only.
o States have jurisdiction over retail level transmission facilities and should not be
preempted by this provision or any other federal law.

Increasing Electric Generation while Protecting the Environment

NCSL policy states that “the federal government should work with the states to prevent
any increase in interstate and international transportation of air pollutlon that may resuit
from increased electricity generation.”

NCSL supports the recommendation that the President direct the USDOE to continue to
develop advanced clean coal technology by:
1. Investing $2 billion over 10 years to fund research in clean coal technologies;
2. Supporting a permanent extension of the existing research and development tax
credit; and
3. Directing the federal agencies to explore regulatory approaches that will
encourage advancements in environmental technology.
e NCSL’s National Energy Policy calls for “research and technology development in
clean coal usage including pre-combustion, combustion, post-combustion, and coal
conversion areas with desulfurization efforts a top priority”.
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A sufficient assurance of economically available energy, namely energy
generated in a safe way, efficiently and friendly towards the environment, represents
our common task for the benefit of the citizens of our two countries. I will be

honoured to cooperate with you in this field.

Sincerely -

/44

Mr. Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington DC 20 585
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MAGUIRE OIL COMPANY

TELEPHONE 214/741-5137 RENAISSANCE TOWER FAX 214/658-8005
1201 ELM STREEY, SUITE 4000
DALLAS, TEXAS 75270-2103

CARY M. MAGUIRE, PRESIDENT ' June 8. 2001 4. R. MOBLEY, VICE PRESIDENT
A. BLAINE MAGUIRE, VICE PRESIDENT ’ V. D. FLOURNOY, ASST. VICE PRESIDENT

C.T. JACKSON, VICE PRESIDENT

Honorable E. Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy
Department of Energy
Washington, D. C. 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

It was nice meeting you at the NPC Reception in Washington earlier this week. Thought your
comments before the National Petroleum Council Meeting were excellent. In your remarks you mentioned
that no one wants to have a refinery or transmission line in their back yard and yet that is necessary and
important for developing a meaningful National Energy Policy.

That same day there was the attached article in USA Today “Energy plan intrudes on land”. That
article, of course, points out the difficulty of government condemning land and raises the issue of what is
fair compensation. The Constitution of course requires government to compensate when they take and that
can be a very difficult process many times as pointed out in the P.S.

Suggestion: If we are willing to have tax credits or grants for solar expenditures, why don’t we
also include in your Energy Plan some grants or tax credits for those communities that are willing to have
the refineries and transmission lines that the country needs? In other words, there may be a lot of
communities that would like to have such grants and they can use those funds to help their local schools
and other purposes, whereas, richer communities might be more reluctant to give up their land. Rather than
going the prolonged litigation route, why wouldn’t it be a good idea to have an incentive program like this
to accomplish your desired goal?

Yours very truly,
»ﬂE%;ZZL,‘
Cary M. Maguire
CMM:jp
Enclosure

P.S. Eight years ago, the City of Houston gave us a permit to drill a well. We spent $200,000+ on
roadwork, building location, moving in a rig then they re-neged on the permit. So a similar “taking” issue
arose. As a matter of principal, we have spent over $1 million so far over an eight-year period trying to get
paid something on this “taking” issue. If the bureaucracy wants to take the land but not pay for it, it creates
the type of problem the above suggestion might solve.

cc + enclosure: Vice President Cheney
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Y  MICHIGAN ELECTRIC AND GAS ASSOCIATION
R 1616 Michigan National Tower + Lansing. MI 48933 + (517) 484-7730 * Fax (517) 484-5020

www.gomega.org
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June 11, 2001

Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary — Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave. SW
Washington DC 20585

Copy via Fax to: (202) 586-4403

Re: Michigan Electric and Gas Association

Dear Secretary Abraham:

| am writing to invite you or a suitable DOE representative to speak on national
energy policy at the annual Fall Conference of the Michigan Electric and Gas
Association. The conference runs from Sunday, September 23 through Tuesday,
September 25, with the program presentations on Monday and early Tuesday.
The conference will be held at Treetops Resort in Gaylord, Michigan and MEGA
would pay expenses for travel, accommodations and other items as required.

MEGA is a trade organization of privately owned public utilities providing electric
and gas service in Michigan and other states. MEGA was originally organized as
a trade group for the “smaller” private utilities in terms of Michigan service area
and customer counts. Member companies include AEP, Alpena Power,
Wisconsin Electric, Wisconsin Public Service, Xcel Energy (formerly Northern
States), Upper Peninsula Power, Edison Sault Electric, UtiliCorp United (MGU),
Aurora Gas, Citizens Gas and Peninsular Gas. The larger Michigan private
utilities, Detroit Edison, Consumers Energy, SEMCO and Michigan Consolidated
Gas, participate in MEGA committees and the annual conference. In fact, the
conference also typically includes representatives of the rural electric
cooperatives, municipal utilities, pipelines, transmission entities, suppliers and
state regulators. You would be addressing a cross section of the utility business
participants in Michigan, including high-level executives, technical people and
regulatory staff. The program tends to focus on the broader regulatory and policy
issues at hand. You may be aware that Michigan is in the process of
implementing both electric and gas restructuring pursuant to regulatory and

statutory frameworks.
Alpena Power Company Edison Sault Electric Company
American Electric Power Michigan Gas Utilives Upper Peninsula Power Company
Aurora Gas Company Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin Wisconsin Electnc Power Company
Citizens Gas Fuel Company Peninsular Gas Company ’ Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
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The timing of our conference is set to allow a “look back™ at Summer 2001 and
perhaps some settlement of national directives and priorities. All of us working in
the industry are extremely interested in the new policy initiatives from
Washington and would welcome the opportunity to interact with you and
exchange information. | recall you spent many years in the Lansing area before
moving to national politics and hope that you would welcome an opportunity to
return to Michigan for the conference. Please feel free to contact this office with
any questions about the conference, the format and the arrangements. We have
flexibility to accommodate your scheduie in the planning but an early response
would be greatly appreciated.

Thanks for your attention to this request and best wishes for continued success
in your crucial role in national energy policy. :

Sincerely,

A QL

James A. Ault

President

Michigan Electric and Gas Association
Phone: (517) 484-7730

Fax: (517) 484-5060

c: MEGA Board Members
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Graham T. Allison

Director

HARVARD UNIVERSITY
JOHN E KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT

Robert and Renée Belfer Center for Science and Internartional Affairs

79 John F. Kennedy Streer
Cambridge. MA 02138
tel: 617-496-6099/6098 * fax: 617-495-1905

- -

June 11, 2001
Dear Colleague,

Energy policy has become a hot topic with President Bush’s proposal of a “long-
“term, Comprehensive” energy policy, Califorma’s rolling blackouts, and increasing prices
at the gas pump. Vice President Cheney’s National Energy Policy report proposes ways
of increasing efficiency and diversifying supply, naming energy security a “‘priority of
U.S. trade and foreign policy.” Announcing his new policy, President Bush said. “*Over-
dependence on any one source of energy, especially a foreign source, leaves us
vulnerable to price shocks, supply interruptions, and in the worst case, blackmail.”

Harvard’s Caspian Studies Program conducts an ongoing study of energy policy
and the development of Caspian basin energy resources, the largest untapped source of
oil and gas reserves discovered since the North Sea. The Bush Administration, like its
predecessor, has recognized the importance of Caspian energy and engaged in diplomatic
efforts to develop export routes. The National Energy Policy advocates continuing and
expanding these efforts, specifically recommending that the Administration “'support the
Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline as it demonstrates its commercial viability,” “establish
the commercial conditions that will allow oil companies operating in Kazakhstan the
option of exporting their oil via the BTC pipeline,” pursue other policies to develop gas
transport systems, and create a stable business climate in the region. Recent changes in
the U.S. Senate make prospects for increasing production by drilling inside the U.S. less
likely, forcing greater attention on regions outside the U.S. such as the Caspian. Caspian
resource development could also advance other goals of U.S. policy, promoting economic
growth, independence, and stability in Central Asia and the Caucasus.

Drawing on the Program’s ongotng research, my colleague Emily Van Buskirk
and | prepared a case on U.S. policy on Caspian energy development and exports for a
Kennedy School course I teach with Ambassador Robert Blackwill. Using the case, our
sixty students examined central questions including: What is the most effective way to
promote the development of Caspian energy resources? What is the proper role of
government in large-scale capital projects? Where does the Caspian Basin rank in the
hierarchy of U.S. national interests?

Our course attempts to introduce students to a dozen central issues on the

American foreign policy agenda. Each week we enter a topic through the window of an
operational assignment a student could actually have if she were working at the National

E-maijl: graham_allison@harvard.edu
W Home Page: ksgwww.harvard.edu/besia
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Security Council. A mini-case like the one attached requires students to write a strategic
options memo for the president identifying alternatives, pros and cons, and making a
recommendation. Students’ responses are then the subject of one class, followed by a
second class where we widen the lens to the broader topic, in this case U.S. energy policy
and the Caspian.

This case provoked a lively debate. Moreover, one week after their presentations.
students had the opportunity to discuss the case and current U.S. Caspian policy with
Ambassador Elizabeth Jones, Senior Advisor for Caspian Basin Energy Diplomacy
(recently nominated to become Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs) while
the Ambassador was visiting the Kennedy School for a day of Caspian Studies Program
events. A summary of her presentation at the School, “U.S. Caspian Energy Diplomacy:
What Has Changed?” is available on our web site, www.ksg.harvard.edu/bcsia/sdi.
Ambassador Jones took great interest in the case, calling it both “realistic™ and
“difficult.” :

With hopes that you will find i1 both useful and enjoyable, we attach this case. it
starts with the real world today, accelerates developments to a fork in the road, and
requires students to analyze and recommend. Specifically, in this hypothetical, the oil
companies have completed their detailed engineering study of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
pipeline route, and concluded that the price for construction will be $3 billion. Pledges
from the companies and investors raise $2.5 billion, leaving the project $500 million
short on the financing. Given U.S. government affirmations about the Baku-Tbilisi-
Ceyhan pipeline as a U.S. priority, the companies seek assistance from the U.S.
government. The question is: what to do?

If you know the answer, send us a note. For purposes of comparison you may be

interested in the students’ answers, as well as our illustrative paradigm. For Caspian related
studies, let me refer you again to our web site.

Yours Sincerely,

AN T o

Graham T. Allison
Chair, Caspian Studies Program
Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs

2V 81 HIF X AR RRRY

- 28260



HARVARD UNIVERSITY
JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT
Caspian Studies Program

FE—

—c—
m—
—
—

- U.S. PoLicy ON CASPIAN ENERGY DEVELOPMENT AND EXPORTS
Mini-Case and lllustrative Paradigm

Graham Allison and Emily Van Buskirk

Perm o
varoslavi, V';:;’::z‘\d Jekaterinburg
Moscow  * Kazan’ .
* . Chelvabinsk X
[ Minsk RUSSIAN e w
. N
s FEDERATION samers
o \ . \'orpnszh Saralov. Astana'
*Klev Baraé
UKRAINE ‘naiw oo
LDOVA we \'olgogr::d Atyrad KAZAKHSTAN
higigau Donets’k 2 {Atyrau) :
QSOv v
rIA Ode [ %-\mi <]
thares) v sl N
Y ssrrinank
Blick Sea Chwchaya -
'bl Ay l\ri_i‘: KY
jstanb, * et
“‘" ku
) * *Dus
L]
K. - Tabriz 1K1
. P Mosu ’
i ¢ Nicosia ¥ A 2 Mashhad”
. Karkik e
3 Tehran
o cv?ﬂugj_( e Ps IRAQ Kabul,
Beirut 1 * Esfahan AFGHANISTAN §
Tel Aviv-Yafo Baghdad d i .
Alcxandria_,ISRACLBat, o ot IRAN Kandahar,
Cal'_ro.* JORDAN Al Basrah ] Quetta
LAl [zah KU *shiraz T

May 2001

28261




MICHAEL BILIIAKIS FLORIOA

JOf BAATON, TEXAS

FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN

QUFF STEARNS. FLORIDA

PAULE GRLMOA. Or0

JAMES C GAEENWOOOD. PENNSYLVANIA
CHATSTOPHER COX. CALIFORNIA
NATHAN DEAL. GEORGU

STEVE LARGENT. OKLAMOMA
RICHARD BURR. NORTH CARDLINA
ED WMITFEELD, KENTUCKY

JOHN B. SHADEGG. ARTZOMNA
CHARLES “CMIP™ PICKENING, MISSISSPPY

TOM DAVLS. VIRGINLA

ED BRYAMT, TENNESSEC

ROBEAT | EMALICH, Jn . MARYLAND
STEVE BUYER, INDIANA

GEORGE RADANOVICH, CALIFORNIA
CHARLES F BASS. NEW MAMPSHIRE
JOSEMY R, PITTS, FENNSYLVANIA
SAARY BONO, CALIFORNIA

GREG WALDEN. DREGON

ONE MUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS

U.S. Bouse of Repregentatives

Conunittee on Energy and Commerce
TWHashington, BE 20515-6115

W.J. “BILLY” TAUZIN, LOUISIANA,

CHAIRMAN

June 11, 2001

JOMN D DINGELL. MICIMIGAN
HENRY A WAXMAN, CALEONNIA
EDWARD J MARKEY. MASSACNUSETTS
RALPH M MALL TEXAS

RICK BOUCHER. VRGINIA
EDOLPMUS TOWNS. NEW YOAK
FRANK PALLONE. Jn . NEW JERSEY
SHERROD BROWN, Ored

BART GORDON, TENNESSEE
PEVER DEUTSCH. FLORIDA

BOBSY L. AUSH ILLINODIS

ANMA G ESHO0. CALFORMA
BARY STUPAK. MICHIGAN

ELIOT L ENGEL NEW YORK

TOM SAWYEA. OO

ALBERY R WYWN, MARYLAND
GENE GREEN, TEXAS

DAVIDV MAAVENTAND, STAFF DIRECTOR

LEE TERRY. NEBRASKA

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585 2001-014228 Jun 12 p 31 1

I ariv writing to confirm the invitation for you 1o testify before the Subcommitiee on Energy and Air Quality
on Wednesday, June 13, 2001, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123 Rayburn House Office Building. The heanng will focus on the
National Energy Policy report of the National Energy Policy Development Group. This is one in a series of hearings
on national energy policy.

Dear Secretary Abraham:

According to the Energy Information Administration, over the next 20 years, growth in U.S. energy
consumption will increasingly outpace energy production. if production continues to grow at the rate of the last 10
years. In May of this year, the Vice President submitted to the President a National Energy Policy report on the
causes of, and ways to meet, our Nation’s increasing demand for energy. The report identified five goals: modemize
conservation, modernize energy infrastructure, increase energy supplies, accelerate environmental protection and
improvement, and increase our Nation’s energy security. The report recommended numerous regulatory and
legislative reforms necessary to meet those goals.

Your testimony should address the Administration’s recent proposal of a comprehensive National energy
strategy to meet our Nation’s increasing energy needs. Your testimony should focus on the Federal government’s
role in increasing energy supplies and reducing demand, and identify statutory or regulatory provisions which
should be reformed conceming these issues. In addition, as Secretary of Energy, your tesimony should identify
specific actions being undertaken at the Department of Energy to implement the recommendations of the National
Energy Policy report.

Following are important details concerning the preparation and presentation of your testimony.

The Form of Your Testimony. You are requested (o submit a written statement which may be of any
reasonable length and may contain supplemental materials; however, please be aware that the Commitiee cannot
guarantee that supplemental material will be included in the printed hearing record. Your written statement should
be typed, double spaced, and should include a one-page summary of the major points you wish to make. You will
have an opportunity to present an oral summary of your testimony to the Subcommuttee; to ensure sufficient time for
Members to ask questions, your oral presentation should be limited 10 five minutes.
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The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Page 2

Pursuant to Rule 4(b)(1) of the Rules of the Energy and Commerce Committee (a copy of which is enclosed),
I am requesting you to provide 75 copies of your written statement at least two working days in advance of your
appearance. This wili allow Members and staif the opportunity to review your testimony. On the day of the
hearing, please bring an additional 75 copies of your testimony to satisfy the anticipated public interest in this

hearing.

Rule 4(b)(1) of the Committee Rules also requires that. if you have the technological capabihity, you should
also submit a copy of your testimony in electronic fonmat, j.e., on a computer disk. The Committee will post your
testimony to the Committee Website ("http://www house.gov/ commerce/welcome.html") aftes the hearing. This
will increase public access to your testimony and reduce the Committee's printing costs. Please be aware that
submission of your testimony in electronic form does not relieve you of the obligation to submit the requested
number of printed copies of your testimony. Additional guidelines for submission of testimony in electronic format

are enclosed.

Please send the electronic and printed copies of your testimony required two working dayé before the hearing
10 the attention of the Legislative Clerk for the Committee on Energy and Commerce in 2125 Rayburm House Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20515.

Publication of the Hearing Record. Rule XI, clause 2(e)(1)(A) of the Rules of the House requires the
Committee to keep a written record of committee hearings which is a substantially verbatim account of remarks
made during the proceedings, subject only to technical, grammatical, and typographical corrections. Your
testimony, the transcript of the hearing, and any other material that the Subcommittee agrees to include in the
hearing record (subject to space limitations) will be printed as a record of the hearing. You will receive a copy of
the printed hearing record when it becomes available, usually 30 to 60 days after the date of the hearing.

H you have any questions concerning any aspect of your testimony, please contact Jason Bentley of the
Energy and Commerce Committee staff at (202) 226-2424.

committee on Energy and Air Quality

Enclosures: (1) Electronic Format Guidelines
(2) Rules for the Committee on Energy and Commerce
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Dear Spencer Abraham,

1 am a seventeen-year-old young future voter. 1 am also from the wonderful state
of California, and I am fully aware that you realize that we are in a major power crisis. I
realize that you are trying to all that can be done to help and that you must find cheaper
and safer solutions to this ever growing problem, but I beg to differ. Safety and cutting
down on pollution is, in my opinion, is the least of -our problems for the moment. if we do
not solve this problem now I am afraid that this beautiful state will be visible anly in the
sunlight. Some plans that you and your administration might consider could be:

-Continue plans on more drilling.

-More investments in solar, wind, and other renewable energy technblogies to bnng them
to market faster.

-Fix, clean, and upgrade the already existing power plants, instead of building new ones
to reduce the cost of construction.

-Increased production from the existing oil and gas fields, including research on the best
way to transport natural gas from existing drilling sites in Alaska’s Prudhoe Bay.

-Invest in coal-burning and maybe even nuclear power plants.

I realize that I may be too young to know what is going on but I know for a fact that we
are in trouble and that this problem will not go away without sacrifices, so please take
some of my advise seriously so that we can take care of this problem quickly.

Sincerely,

Suvar Lenguyen.
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HEARING ON THE PRESIDENT'S NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY:
CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY AND OIL AND GAS R&D -
Tuesday, June 12, 2001

House of Representatives,

Subcommittee on Energy

Committee on Science

Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in
Room 2318 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Roscoe

G. Bartlett [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.
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Chairman BARTLETT. Let me call our Subcommittee “hearing
to order. Is Ms. Abend in the room? We are anticipating a
fifth witness and hoping that she was in the room. Today we
will hear from two Panels of witnesses who will discuss hoﬁ
we may potentially use clean coal technologies and petroieﬁm
and natural gas research and development to help meet our
increasing demand for energy. Fossil fuel provides over 80
percent of the energy consumed in this country today and is
likely to increase in significance as our growing population
and economy produce ever greater demands on these ultimately
finite energy resources.

This hearing is part of a House-wide effort and, in fact,
a Hill-wide effort to consider the President's National
Energy Policy. Vice President Cheney chaired the NEP,
National Energy Policy task force; and I believe he did a
very creditable job. It is our job in Congress to dissect the
report, provide a critical review of his findings, and
suggest approaches to implement its provisions where
appropriate. The Energy Subcommittee of the House Science
Committee has jurisdiction over all nondefense energy
research and development ana we take this responsibility very
seriously. R

In previous hearings before'this Subcoﬁmitteé, we heard
testimony about the accelératihg'consumption of our finite

fossil energy reserves and the environmental effects stemming
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from their use. We have also considered testimony about the
potential for renewable energy and whether nuclear power can
help £ill the gap. I am convinced that we must immediately
adopt conservation and energy efficiency measures to help
extend the lifetime of fossil resources and'iéduce emissions.
We must also rapidly phase in renewable forms of energy.

Yet, even with the transition to alternative energy
sources, fossil fuels will continue to be an essential part
of our energy mix for the next 20 or 30 years and perhaps

beyond. The correlation between economic prosperity and

readily available energy is well documented. We use more

energy than ever before, but our way of life has become less

energy intensive. Technology, innovation, efficiency, and
conservation have brought us to the point where we can be
more productive with the energy we use. This is certainly an
excellent trend. -
Unfortuhately, we are alsolreaching a point where the
easy and inexpéhsive fogsil fuels are being consumed and we
will have to transition towards more difficult-to-extract and
costly fossil fuels. We Americans are also demanding cleaner
air, so some sources of fossil fuels, such as coal, that are
abundant and cheap, are shunned in favor df.cleaner burning
natural gas, which, théugh currently abundant, is'also finite
and increasingly costly. .

The question before us today is, can technology derived
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from R&b efforts in the government, private sector, and in
our universities assist us in producing more energy more
efficientl; and in a way that comports with the needs of
public and worker health énd.safety and the health of our
environment?

Our first Panel will consider all aspects of clean coal
power technology; including how the President’s proposed 2
billion in spending on clean coal technologies may both
increase efficiency and reduce emissions from utilities and

find innovative new uses for coal and coal bed methane.

_Our witnesses will be Robert S. Kripowicz, Acting

. Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy at the U.S. Department

of Energy. Mr. Kripowicz will also appear on Panel II. Bob
Yamagata, Executive Director of the Coal Utilization Research
Counqil; James E. Wells, Director of Natural Reéources and
Environment at the U.S. General Accounting Office; Katherine
Abend, hopefully, Global Warming Associate at the U.S. Public
Interest Research Group, U.S. PIRG; and John S. Mead,
Director of the Coal Research Center at Southern Illinois
University, Carbondale. I understand that my colleague, Mr.
Costello, will be introducing his constiﬁuent, Mr. Méad,
formally at the conclusion of my remarks. '

The second Panel will considér how technologies defived
from petroleum and gas R&D can be employed to improve .

exploration, extraction, refining, and processing, and
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87| transportation of these fossil fuels. Our witnesses will
88 include_Virginia Lazenby, Chairman and CEO of Bretagne, GP,
89 Nashville,’Tennessee, on behalf of the Independent Petroleum
90| Association of America; Paul Cuneo, Vice President and Chief
91| Information Officer of Equiva Services, LLC]dﬁouston, Texas,
92| on behalf of the American Petroleum Institute; Dr. Craig W.
93| van Xirk, Profeséor of Petroleum Engineering and Head of the
94| Department of Petroleum Engineering at the Colorado School of
95| Mines, Golden, Colorado; and Dr. Alén.Huffman, Manager of

961 Conoco’s Seismic Imaging Technology Center, Houston, -Texas.

97| -~ I look forward to hearing today’s testimony and pursuing

98| these subjects in greater detail. Before_ we get started,

99| however, I would like to remind the members of the -
100| Subcommittee and our witnesses that this hearing is being
101 | broadcast live on the Internet, so please keep that in mind
102| during today’s proceedings. I would. also like to ask for

103| unanimous consent that all members who wish may have their
104| opening statements entered into the record. Without

105| objection, so ordered. I now turn to my distinguished
106| colleague, Mr. Costello, for an introduction and hisvopening
107} remarks.

108 [Statement of Mr. Bartlett follows:]

109| *xxrswrtrrkkars INSERT 1 *hkaihdtrdhhdak
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Mr. COSTELLO. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much,

and I thank you for calling this hearing today. I will submit
my statement, my formal statement, for the record. I welcome
all of our witnesses here today and I look forward to hearing

- -

their testimony.’

In particular, I welcome a constituent and friend, John
Mead, who is a pért of the first Panel. Mr. Mead is the
ﬁirector of the Coal Research Center at Southern Illinois
University in Carbondale. In fact, I recéntly attended just a
few weeks ago a forum on clean coal technology and the future

of coal at Southern Illinois University in my Congressional’

district. Mr. Mead was the moderator. It was a forum called

by the Governor of Illinois and Senator Dick Durbin, as well
as members of the Congressional delegation, my colleagues,
David Phelps and John Shimkus, also attended. John is very
familiar with coal issues. He has been at fhe research ceﬁtéf
at Southern Illinois University for many years and is very

familiar with clean coal technology.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question that clean coal-
technology exists today that, in fact, significantly reduces
emissions of air pollutants. And there is new technology that
I believe will reduce emissions to a greater extent than we
ever imagined or anticipated. Over 50 percent of all
electricity generation comes from coal-powered plants in the

United States today.; We have an abundance of coal in
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148

southwestern Illinois and other parts of this country -and I
believe that we, in fact--any policy--energy policy coming
out of theJWhite House or the Congress should, in fact,
include, to a large part, coal.

I applaud thé Administration and Vice président Cheney,
as well as President Bush, for asking.the Congress to put
aaditional money'in fossil'fﬁéi research and devélopment and
in clean coal technology. We, in fact, negd to continue to do
research and developmént so that we can burn coal in the most
efficient and environmentally friendly manner. And with that,
Mr. Chairman, I will insert my statement ih"the»record and
look forward to hearing from our witnesses. Thaﬁk you.

[The statement follows:]

kkkhkkhkhkhkkkit® COMMITTEE INSERT *#d*kkdatdkbdkhihds
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Chairman BARTLETT. Thank you very much. I note that we
have been joined by two additional members of our Panel, Mr.
Smith and hs. Biggert. You may make an opening statement if
you wish. Any formal statement will be included in the
record. Do you have comments before we welcome our witnesses?
Mr. Smith. v -

Mr. SMITH. Mf. Chairman, if I may, I was on the
Presidential 0il Policy Committee during the Arab 0il Embargo
back in the early ’70s and it seems like again a revisiting

of some of the concerns of our increased dependency on

especially imported petroleum products. At that time, we were

importing about 35 percent of our petroleum energy needs.

Now, it is approaching 58 percent, I believe. And sb, again,
it should be a heads up and a reminder that that kind of
dependency makes us more vulnerable and has a tremendous
impact on both the economy and the environment. So thank you
and the Ranking Member for holding this hearing. Thank you.
Chairman BARTLETT. Well, thank you very much. And I might
add that there is a national security implication too and we
are getting nearly 60 percent of oil from overseas. That is
too little recognized, I think. Without objection, the full
written testimony of all the witnesses will be entered into

the record. I would ask that you'summarize your testimony in

5 minutes so we will have plenty of time for questions. And

let me assure you that any detail that you wish to expand on,
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174} you will have ample opbortunity to do that during the-

175| question and answer period. So without any further delay, Mr

176 | Kripowicz, you may begin.
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177] STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. KRIPOWICZ, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY
178] FOR FOSSIL ENERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

179 Mr. KRIPOWICZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, and
180| members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate thg opportunity to>
181| appear today with both panels and I want to commend the

182| Subcommittee for holding this hearing. I believe it is

183| important that périodically we step back from the day-to-day
184| <eonduct of our programs and ask the questions, are we making
185 proéreés, is that progress benefiting ﬁhe American people,
186| and are we moving in the right direction?

187 I believe that for the Federal Fossil Energy Program, the
188| answer to each of those questions is an unequivocal yes. And
189| I appreciate the initiative, Mr. Chairman, you have taken in
190} holding this hearing to review the progress and benefits to
191] date and to discuss the course we should be setting for the
192| future. , S

193 In my formal statement I have used specific examples to
194} illustrate somé'of the technology advances that have resulted
195 from our partneféhips with industry and academia. For each
196| items I have cited, there are many more that could be

197| referenced. In the interest of time, howéver, and to provide
198| adequate opportunity for my fellow panelists, I will

199 'ﬁighlight only a few examples.

200 Let me begin with_the Clean Coal Program. As you are

201

aware, the President, has made clean coal technology one of
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the core elements of his National Energy Policy. Why clean

coal?
2

As the chart on page 2 of my statement illustrates, coal
supplies more than half the électricity consumed in this
country and America has more than two-and—alﬁélf centuries of
recoverable coal. So at a time when a major issue confronting

this Nation is the future reliability of electricity, it

makes little sense to turn our back on this abundant

fééource, especially if we can develop technology that
reduces, or perhaps one day soon eliminates, environmental
concerns over its use.

The Clean Coal Technology Program that began in the
mid-1980s and extended through five rounds of industry
competition laid the groundwork for such technology.
Thirty-eight projects ultimately were part of this program.
Several are still underway. Of the 30 or so that have been
completed, 22 have achieved soﬁe form of commercial success.

But more importantly, the Nation has benefited. When the
Clean Coal Prograh'began, power generations had only a
limited number of choices for reducing most types of a%r
emigsions, and what was available was generally expensive
and, in some cases,’ unreliable.

Today, largely because of ﬁheVCIean Coal program aﬁd
related R&D, the menu of options has been greatly expanded.

Low-NOx burners, for example, were unproven when the Clean-
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227| Coal Program began. Now, because of the experience gained in
228 severalfC}ean Coal projects, three out of every four

Pl

229| coal-fired power plants in the U.S. are, or will soon be,
230| equipped with low-NOx burners.
231 Within the néxt 2 years, 30 percent will be outfitted

232| with selective catalytic reduction for even greater NOx

233| control. Again, ﬁhe Clean Coal Technology Program helped

234| demonstrate the technology and lower costs.

235 In fact, before the Clean Coal Program, options for
236{—controlling nitrogen oxides could cost as much as $3,000 per
237! ton of NOx removed. Today, these costs have been cut in half
238 _for Belective catalytic reduction. And low-NOx burners can

239| reduce nitrogen oxide pollutants at costs of less than-$200

240] per ton.

241 Flue-gas scrubbers for sulfur dioxide, once expensive and
242| unreliable, now cost 1/3 of their 1970’s costs. Not only are
243| they reliable, but the technology is now available to convert
244] the sulfur they take out as-a Pollutant into a product that
245| can be used to make wallboard, for example.

246 Again, Mr. Chairman, for a country that is increasingly
247| concernmed about the costs of electricity; having technology
248 available that can‘feduce environmental cchpliance costs from
249| what is already our lowest cost fuel ‘for powef generatiop,
250| creates an enormous economic benefit.

251 Perhaps, equally: important, the Clean Coal Program has.
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252| provided the basis for future benefits, benefits that the

253| President’s new clean coal initiative is intended to achievé.
254 | Coal gasif;cation—based power generation is one of those new
255 technologies. Because of the Clean Coal Program, we now have

256] the first pioneering gasification combined cycle power plants

257| operating commercially in the U.S. Their environmental

258} performance appréaches that of natural gas.

259 ; Moreover, further improvements lie in the future. The use
260| of fuel cells and advanced turbineé, in combination with a
261| coal gasifier, the ability to convert a portion of the coal
262| gas into premium liquid fuels and chemicals, the potential to
263 .develop a coal-based energy system that lends itself to the

264| future capture and sequestration of carbon dioxide--all of

265| these are future pathways opened up by the clean coal

266| gasification projects underway at Tampa, Florida and West
267| Terre Haute, Indiana.

268 'In fact, Mr. Chairman, as I mention brieflf’in my

269| prepared statement, we see the very real possibility of

270| future coal-fired plants that are virtually pollution-ffee(

271| That for all intents and purposes, remove environmental

272| objections from the use of our most abundant fossil energy
273| resource. C

274 Now, let me turn briefly to the subject of your second
275| panel, which is petroleum and natural gas technology. RAgain,

276| the long-term ability of our energy industry to find and
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301

produce the liquid and gaseous fuels on which our economy

depends, will largely be dictated by continuing advancements

in technology.

The Vice President’s National Energy Policy Development - .

Group recognized this and recommended efforts to continue

fostering improvements in oil and gas technology. Again, in

this area, I believe-our'tracﬁwrecord_is good.
- One of the major advancements in.oil and gas technology
in the last 20 years has been the‘polycrystalline diamond
drill bit, and we are proud of the fact that one of our

national labs solved the bonding problem that made such bits

possible. Today, we are working with national laboratories,

universities, and the industry to make the next leap forward
in drill bit technology. For example, using special microwave
techniques to develop a bit that will last longer and drill
deeper and faster.

I have described new seismic technologies that were
supported in our program, like four-dimensional seismic
technology that adds time to the imaging.equation, and new
imaging systems that work at the bottom of an oil or gas well
and whose resolution is ten times more pfecise than other
technology. ; | -

These are technologies that offer benefits across the

"board for all types of companies drilling in more complex

environments. But iq;redent years, the nature of our domestic

-




- HSY163.200 ' PAGE 15
302| o0il industry has changed and so has the focus of mﬁch'of our
303| research.

304 Today,‘smallér independent companies are rapidly becoming
305{ the dominant oil and gas producers in the United States.

306| Independent producers account for 40 perceniaof the crude oil
307| produced in the United States and 50 percent of the o0il h
308| produced in the iower 48. They produce 2/3 of our Nation’s
309| patural gas and they account for 85 percent of all the new
310| wells drilled in the United States.

311 Now, very few of these companies conduct significant

312| research by themselves. Traditionally, most have relied on
313| technology to trickle down from the majors, but with more and
314 moré of the larger companies moving to more lucrative.

315| prospects overseas, the flow of new technology has slowed.
316 Our program attempts to £fill the gap, working with °

317| independent producers to determine whether promising, but
518. high-risk approaches work, and, if they do, requiring the
319| ‘'producer and others in the industry to undertake an

320| aggressive technology transfer effort.

321 I have cited two examples in my testimony of partnership
322| projects that have worked. One of the prdjeéts involved a

323| complete oil field workover using new techhologf to locate
324] and produce oil that had been previously abandoned. In the
325/ last 5 years, that- project, near Bakeréfieid, California, has
326 | produced more than l;million barrels of oil that, otherwise,
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327} would have remained in the ground. More importantly, it
328] stimulated 100 new privately funded wells in the surrounding
329| area. ’
330 That was a full cost-shared field test. Oftén, however,
331| we find that small grants, targeted at very—;pecific -
332| production problems, can return major benefits. A small
333| producer working‘in a field in Los-Angeles wanted to try a
334| new type of acid treatment to remove downhole deposits that
335| were on the verge of putting many of his wells out of
336| operation. He applied for a DOE grant to help cover the risks
337] of this unproven technique and was selected for a
338 »cost—sharing project in a DOE competition. The treatment has
339| exceeded expectations. 0il flow not only has been restored,
340| but is now four times the previous rate. And the producer is
341| now holding workshops and technical meetings to describe the
342| new acid treatment process to other producers.
343 These, I believe, Mr. Chairman, are the keYs:to
344| successful federal research programs. First, partner with
345] industry to support the new ideas that otherwise would be too
346| risk to pursue. Sécondly; wherever possible, support new
347| ideas through cost-sharing and where indﬁstry must compete
348| with their peers far federal support. And third, ensure that
349! there is‘a built-in technology tfahsfer, where the
350 involvement of industry and the financial commitment that
351| industry makes provide natural conduits for successful
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352

353

354

355

356

technologies to be used commercially once the federal project
is over. '

Our go;l is to foster this type of research program in
the Fossil Energy Program at the Energy Department. With
fossil fuels supplying 85 percent of the Nation’s energy, we
believe that such a program is a necessary compohent of a
more energy secufe, economically strong, and environmentally
healthy future. Thank yoﬁ'for the opportunity to testify.

[Statement of Mr. Kripowicz follows:]
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[The information follows:}
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Chairman BARTLETT. Thank you very much. Mr. Yamagata.

19




HSY163.200 PAGE 20

365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388

389

STATEMENT OF BEN YAMAGATA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COAL - -
UTILIZATION RESEARCH COUNCIL (CURC), WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. YAﬁAGATA. --public and private partnerships. I
pretend to be a technologist, but that is clear evidence that
that is not the cdase. In any case, we have éﬁbmitted a
written statement. In that written submittal, may I commend
to yéu, Mr. Chaifhan, and to members of the Subcommittee, for
?our review, there is a detailed description and discussion
of our organization’s coal technology road map which has been
an attempt by our membership to outline the technology needs
for coal that at least we believe will best ensure the
long-term economic and environmentally acceptable use of this
very plentiful domestic and secure energy resource.

. May I also commend to your viewing an electronic veraibn
of a document prepared by the National Mining Association

that describes the overall benefits of coal and the value ;f“

the government and industry’s Clean Coal Technoibgy Program.

Within the time allotted to me, Mr. Chairman, I would like to

use this handout that I have prepared for the Committee;é
perusal, and to discuss with you very generally the elements
of the CURC technology road map and then to suggest to you
that successful purquit of this road map or any other like
technology road map will require a commitment, a commitment:
on the part of industry and government, a commitment that

must form--be formed by adequate amounts of time and adequate
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414

amounts of cost-shared funding.

Over the course of the last couple of years, the
membershiplof CURC has drafted and agreed upon the key
elements of a coal technology road map. Thisvis-not unlike
the road maps that have been produced by tﬁé‘Department of
Energy in their Vision 21 program. .

May I turn ydur attention<E§ page 3 of this héndout? That
page - is entitled, ‘'‘Performance Targets for Coal
Generation.’’ Herein lies the essence of our coal technology
road map that sets forth the goals and the timetables for
technologies to ensure the continued long-térm use of coal.

Very, very briefly, this is a chart that attempts to

_explain the time frames for technology development. That is,

the technologies that we have today, both their costs and
their performance criteria, along with the technologies in
the 2010 and the 2020 time frame, which we believe industry
and government are capable of achieving. g

Let me just point out that one of the metrics in the 2020
time frame is that we try to, and we beiieve we cén, develop
technologiesAthat'are twice as efficient as the type of power
plants we see today. Technologies that will be cost effective
and embedded in the technologies ghemseiveb are the ability

to sequester CO2 to the extent that that is necessary.

May I turm your attention to page 4 of the handout

entitled, ‘‘CURC Highést Priority, Coal-Fired Generation
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Technology Development?’’ Here we have attempted to identify
the critical téchnology needs for coal by describing a set of
five technélogy platforms. That is along the left-hand hash
marks of the chart. These technology platforms focus upbn
coal technology needs that ‘are required in the near term to
address existing power plant emission regulations. In thevﬁid
term, that is to 2010. For;—so that we can contemplate the
expanded use of what we know we have today--that is,
pulverized coal units in the form of supefcritical and
ultra-supercritical coal units. And in the farther out

period, that is the 2020 time period, primarily to use

gasification or combustion gasification systems to achieve

very high, cost-effective high efficiency and high emission
control technologies.

I would hasten to gdé that gasification currently exists
with Texaco and others, as it is now applied commercially

around the world. It is, however, also the building block

‘upon which future technology ought to be developed.

Importantly--importantly, we have also estimated the total
funding requirements that these technology platforms will be
acquired. That is, to meet the goals and the time tables laid
out in the chart on page 3. -

In our view, an investment éf at least $10 billion will

be required over the next 20 years, up to 1/2 from the

private sector and the remaining from the public sector, over
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the next 20 years. This public/private.commitment includes
time and funding for research and development and also for
demonstration and deployment of new first-of-a-kind systems.

Two quick points, Mr. Chairman,'if I may. First, the
existing Clean Coal Program has been a gregg‘success. As
Assistant Secretary Kripowicz has pointed out, 38 projects
undertaken, a toﬁal of more than 5 billion committed and
spent. I comménd to you-an attachment in my written
testimony, drafted by the Southern Company, that seeks to
identify the benefits of joint industry govermment clean coal
efforts, for those so critical of past clean coal efforts,
please look at the facts.

Second, and most importantly, we are delighted with
President Bush’s commitment to a multi-year clean coal
development program. He has sought to initiate that
commitment with $150 million request this year, to begin a
long-term demonstration program. I would point bﬁt, however,
that you cannot take funds away from the basic coal R&D
program to cover the costs of the demonstration program. We
need both of them. We need R&D, particularly, because it is
the seed corn that will grow improvementé later on.

In this same vein, the Vision 21 program, which, frankly,
is more aggressive in its technology goals ‘and even the CURC
road map, needs to contemplate'démonstration programs on a

scale that will provide .industry with confidence that the
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465| technology actually works.
466 In conclusion, there are plenty of technology road maps.
467| We have on; of them. We know what needs to be done, Mr.
468| Chairman, and, members of the Subcommittee. It is time and
469| money that must be committed by both the pri%ate sector and
470] the public sector. We need to set a course for coal-based R&D
471| and then we need‘to stick to it. Thank you.
472 [Statement of Mr. Yamééata follows:]

473
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Chairman BARTLETT. Thank you very much.

PAGE

Mr. Wells:
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STATEMENT OF JAMES E. WELLS, DIRECTOR, NATURAL RESOﬁRCﬁS AND
ENVIRON&QNT, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. WEiLS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and, members of the
Subcommittee. We, too, are pleased to be here today to
discuss our past work on the Clean Coal Teéﬁkology Program.
In almost 20 years since it started, a lot has been said,
both for and against this prbgram.-Our report last year that
looked at the status of the program at the end of 1999,
talked to 60-some projects had been awarded and funded out of
- roughly 210 proposals that had been submitted.

- In reporting on the status of the program, we noted that
24 projects had been completed at that time, 16 were
currently active, and 10 had been terminated or withdrawn,
along with another 10 or so that had fallen out earlier in
the program. No new projects have been started in the last 5
or 6 years. About 35800 million of the 1.8 billion federal
funds, of the share, had not been spent at that time.

The just-completed White'QPuse'National Energy Policy
Group is recommending that the Administration invest $2
billion in a new restructured Clean Coal Program over the
next 10 years. In this context, my téstiﬁony today will focus
on the findings of«bur last decades of audits‘of the Clean
Coal Program and the lessons that may have been learned from
those past efforts. My full statement was prepared and talks

to the successes and the weaknesses that we saw in the
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program.
This morning, I will let the other distinguished Panel

members here speak to the successes of the program and I will
highlight some of the problems that we observed over the last

- -

decade. As you know, as auditors, we are best at identifying
problems.

.1989--as the'first awards were made, there were many
company financial problems and delays in getting the business
arrangements made. The awardees raised issues to DOE relating
to their reluctance to repay the federal cost share. Again,
concerns over viability in a competitive marketplace.

Proprietary data issues arose over the possible public
release of competitive information that may have
disadvantaged companies. Again, frustrating delays in
achieving and obtaining various permits, either at the
national or state or local levels, and not surprisingly, witﬁ
any new federal program, there were cumbersome headquarters
review in approval processes.

1990--as we looked at DOE, as how they were evaluatigé;
ranking, and selecting the projects, we found that some of
the awards that appeared weak in meeting éll of the
evaluation criteria; especially as it related to solving some
of the acid rain issues. Some technical readiness issues were
observed that surfaced, that showed up in major project

delays and completion date slippages. This caused us to
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525| think, in the early ’‘90s, that perhaps too much money may be
526| chasing less than the best projects. We suggested that the
527| program berlowed down a little bit in awarding new money to
528| new projects again in 1990.

529 We also did some work looking at the poé;ntial for the
530| utilities to use the clean coal technology and fpund, at that
531| time, a cloudy vision for the Euture.~Their intefest was

532| relatively léw at the time. Most utilities were not sure what
533] the future demand for coal was going to be, given the

534 expanding natural gas availability and priciﬁg structure. We
535| are ﬁncertain, at this time, and suspect th;t the future and
536| the vision still may be cloudy today.

537 1991--we raised concerns about how we were using federal
538| funds to support projects that were close to

539| commercialization. We also raised concerns related to being
540! unable to find buyers for the developed products and the

541} technologies. -

542 1994--we commended DOE for doing good cost-sharing

543

544

547

528

549

features of the cooperative agreements tﬁat they put in place
to be used in the Clean Coal Program. The process of using
multiple solicitations in stages allowed bOE, as the program
progressed, to make major improveéents and adjustments to how
the program was being run. Some earlier problems with
financing, with proprietary data handling and sharing of

costs were improved.; However, the instances of continuing
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550| project delays, cost increases, and compliance issues, and
551| projects still changing locations throughout the country,
552| remained. ’ |
553 1996--we looked in general at recovering federal
554 investments in téchnology,'especially if tﬁé’products were
555| being used overseas. Having flexible repayment provisions;
556| such as was used.in the Clean Coal. Program, was found to be a
557| positive thing. Adjustments were made and an increased
558| federal .cost recovery was achieved. However,vagain, some of
559| the companies continued to be concerned about lowering their
560| rate of returns which may have, at that time, discouraged
561 some participation. Even the agency themselvés worried about
562| the administrative burden of negotiating, auditing, and
563| enforcing repayment provisions.

564 Year 2000--our most recent work for the House Budget
565| Committee were, we were asked to go in and focus on the money

566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573

574

that was left in the program and what was happening with 13

"of the projects that were remaining that had millions of

dollars unspent. Five of those projects were nearing
completion and the remaining eight showed signs of the same
problems that we had seen over the years;—serious delays in
being completed--2 to 7 years; continuing financial problems
with company fin;ncing, includihé ongoing bankruptcy
procedures--proceedings. And once again, we observed that

projects continued to be moving around the country, cities to
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cities, owners to owners, in some sense, continuing to look
for success.
In summary, I think I will stop here, Mr. Chairman. My

time is running out. The Clean Coal Program clearly has had

its ups and downs. Today, as you and fellow Members of the

Congress are addressing today’s energy challenges, we would
hope that you wbﬁld take some of the lessons learned from the
Clean Coal Teéhnolqu Program to allow you help decide how
you would like to spend your future research dollars. Mr.
Chairman, this concludes my short summary and I would be glad

to answer questions at the end of the Panel presentation.

Thank you.

[Statement of Mr. Wells follows:]
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Chairman BARTLETT. Thank you very much. Ms. Abend,
welcome, and you may proceed. Could you turn on your

P

microphone, please?
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STATEMENT OF KATHERINE ABEND, GLOBAL WARMIﬁG ASSOCIATE, U.s.
PUBLIC INTEREST RESEAﬁCH GROUP, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ms. ABEND. Good morning. My name is Katherine Abend, and
I am the Global Warming Aésociate for U.s. PIRG: Thank you,
Mr. Chairman, and the Subcommittee for the Siportunity to
testimony on our views on the Department of Energy’s Clean
Coal Technology ﬁrogram.

.U.S. PIRG is the national lobbying office for the state
Public Interest Research Groups. The PIRGs“ére nonprofit,
nonpartisan and work on environmental, consumer, and good
government issues acréss the country:-

We believe that the so-called Clean Coal Program is
mismanaged and threatens public health and the environment by
subsidizing the burning of dirty coal. Since 1985, the DOE’s
go-called Clean Coal Technology Program has received more
than $2.3 billion in federal funds, as well as hundreds of
dollars through a separate DOE coalvresearch and development
program. Unfortunately, there is no such thing'as clean coal.
Proposed clean coal plants will still emit carbon dioxide,
which causes global warming, smog-forming nitrogen oxide,
lung-damaging particulates, toxic mercury, which contaminates

3

water and land. ¢
Now President Bush wants to waste an additional $2
billion subsidizing the coal industry. It is time to protect

our pocketbooks and stop wasting money on so-called clean
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coal programs, and it is time to protect our health with
strongef_¢1ean air standards. It is time for the wealthy coal
industry t; finance its own research.

" No Clean Coal Technology ?rogram can elimiﬁate carbon
dioxide pollution, nor would they need to. héducing carbon
dioxide emissions is not a criterion for the program. In
fact, some attemﬁts to reduce emissions of NOx, SOx, and
@ercufy from coal-fired power plants results in greaﬁer
emissions of carbon dioxide, the main component of global
—warming pollution. In all, coal-fired power plants are
responsible for 27 percent of total U.S. global warming
pollution. Lastvweek, the National Academy of Science
released a report confirming that there is a consensus -in the
scientific community that global warming that has occurred in
the last S0 years is likely the result of increases in
greenhouse gases.

Extreme weather events, which are associated with global
warming, are on the rise. AccQFding to U.S. PIRG’s recent
report, worldwide, the number of great weather disasters in
the 1990s was more than five times the number for the 1950s
and the damages were more than ten times as high, adjusted
for inflation. In the United Stétes, extreme weather caused
$204 billion in economic losses during the 19505. Clearly,
global warming is too expensive to ignore. -

Coal-fired power; plants emit 90 percent of all pollution
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from the electric industry. The four main poilutants; NOx,
S0x, CO2, and mercury, cause serious environmental health
threats, i;cluding smog, particulates, acid deposition, and
toxic impacts to health and ecosystems.

Fine particulate pollution from U.S. pé&er plants is
responsible for the deaths of more than 30,000 people each
year. Eighteen tﬁousand of these could be avoided with a
_js-percént reduction in emissions. A typical coal-powered
plant releases about 170 pounds of mercury, a neurotoxin,
into the -air annually. Less than a teaspoon deposited in a
25-acre lake can make the fish unsafe to eat. Most so-called
clean coal systems in use remove less than 30 percent of
mercury.

Clearly, burning coal has a huge impact on our health and
environment. Unfortunately,'the Department of Energy’s
optimistically named clean coal programs subsidize burning
more dirty coal. Billions of dollars have been spent, yet our
health and that of the planet is threatened by dirty coal
plant emissions. So called clean coal still léads to moégw
dirty air. According to a General Accounting Office report,
emerging coal technologies will probably‘not contribute
significantly to the reduction of acid rain causing emissions
in the next 15 years.

The DOE’s own evaluations of some of its projects show

that new coal technologies were 40 percent less effective in
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removing SO2 emissions than conventional smokestack
scrubbers.

Clearl;, more subsidies will not help protect public
health. Unfortunately, some coal supporters are proposing to .
squander even more money and explicitly roii‘back health
protections. Twenty-four senators have co—sponso;ed S.60 an
industry-backed.5i11~to spend‘gl billion over 10 years for
research on clean coal, and up to $6 billion in tax breaks
for utilities to upgrade plants or building new ones using
the technology. This bill would exempt even new coal
technology from its promises. Congress shoﬁid oppose this and
other harmful bills that would waste our money and weaken
clean air protections.

Environmental problems are not the only shortcomings of
the clean coal proérams. Since its conception, clean coal
technology has been marked by mismanagement. The GAO has
released at least seven reports documenting waste and
mismanagement in the Clean Coal Technology Program. Last
year, in a sampling of 13 government-supéorted clean coal
projects, GAO watchdogs found 588 million in unspent federal
funds. As of March 2000, 1/5 of the total projects had either
been withdrawn or eliminated. -

The Clean Coal Technology Program is redundant with the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which already create

financial incentives, to develop cleaner burning coal
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technologies by allowing utilities to buy, sell, and trade
emissions allowances to reach required emission levels.

For th; past 8 years, U.S. PIRG has been working to cut
polluter pork programs, federal spending or subsidies that
harm the environment at taxpayer expense. 6&r coalition of
environmental, taxpayer, and safe energy groups has helpea to
save taxpayérs néarly $24 billion by .cutting funding for
‘harmful programs. In February, the PIRGs rele#sed with other
groups, the Green Scissors Report, which recommends cutting
74 wasteful, environmental-damaging programs to save
taxpayers $55 billion. One of these programs is the so-called
Clean Coal Technology Program.

The coal power industry is mature and lucrative. At a
time of scarce federal dollars, these industries should be
weaned from the federal dole. Some of the Nation’s largest

and wealthiest corporations are also--are beneficiaries of

the program, including General'Electric, United Technologies,

"and Westinghouse. General Electric reported record earnings

of over $3 billion for the first quarter of 2001.

The GAO seems to agree-that these mature, profitable
companies do not need subsidies. In an audit, the GAO noted
that clean coal technology spending may not be the most
effective use of federal funds. For éxample, some prqjects
are demonstrating technologies that might have been

commercialized withqut federal assistance.
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Any legislation from the House Science Committee
authorizing funding for the DOE should phase out wasteful
spending oh clean coal progfams and increase funding for
energy efficiency and renewable energy programs. Continued
subsidies for thé polluting coal industry éféates an unfair
playing field for clean energy sources. Congress should
reauthorize the 588 million in unused clean coal funds to pay
for part of the following proposals. -

There are clean, affordable energy alternatives. Enérgy
efficiency offers the fastest, cléaneet, cheapest sdlution.
Americans ﬁoday consume 40 percent less energy  and thus have
40 percent lower energy bills as a result of smart energy
efficiency policies created over the past 25 years.

President Bush’s proposed energy budget would cut funding
for some energy efficiency and renewable--would cut funding
for energy efficiency and renewable energy programs in half.
Instead, this Committee should direct the Departﬁent of
Energy to double funding for energy efficiency between 1998
and 2003.

According to the DOE, 100 square miles of solar panels
could meet the annual electricity needs of the United States.
Meanwhile, wind energy is now cost competitive with fossil
fuel energy in some areas. The Bush Administration cut
funding for renewables by'neariYJSO pércent. Instead, this

Committee should direct .the DOE to increase funding for
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742] renewable research and development to over $750 million per
743 year.

744 In conélusion, we believe that the so-called Clean Coal
745| Program is mismanaged and threatens public health and the
746| environment by subsidizing the burning of &irty coal. This
747| Subcommittee should seize the opportunity to end the

748 | oxymoronic Clean Coal Program. Thank you.

749 [Statement of Ms. Abend follows:]
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- 751 Chairman BARTLETT. Thank you very much. Mr. Mead.-
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752 STATEMENT OF JOHN S. MEAD, DIRECTOR, COAL RESEARCH CENTER,
'753| SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY, CARBONDALE
754 Mr. MEAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, and,
755| members of the Subcommittee, Yhile the future of coal’s use
756| is really a natidnal concern, some states Hé%e taken a
757 leading role in supporting clean coal research, development,
758| and deployment. Midwestern states, with their high-sulfur
759| coal reserves, have been significant stakeholders since the
760| 1970 Clean Air Act Amendments. These states, particularly

761+—Ohio and Iilinois, have been frequent participants in U.S.
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DOE clean coal projects.

In the past year, the State of Illinois has taken
dramatic steps to increase the development of new power-
generation with a strong emphasis on development and
deployment of clean coal technologies. Mr. Chairman, I think
I can say that Illinois is very enthusiastic about clean coal
technology.

Illinois has been a pioneef in the development of these
technologies, dating back to the early 19708, with the
development of the first generation of fluidized bed
combustion, the earliest gasification tests, and other
technologies designed to help the high-sulfur coal reserves
of the state. )

That has continued with a partnership with the U.S. Clean

Coal Technology Program and with significant state programs




aﬁ%ﬂﬁu

HSY163.200 PAGE 41

777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789
790
791

792

-793

794

795
796
797
798
799
800

801

that are--that have been developed with industry and without
federal government support. )
This y;ar, the Illinois General Assembly, with the
support of Governor Ryan, developed a dramatic new set of
coal-enhancement programs, including a total of $3.2 billion
of state resources dedicated to the development of new power
generation capacity, particularly .coal-fired capacity. These
_incentives include $500 millicn in potential grants from
state funding for new de&elopment of projects; $1.7 billion
in revenue bond authority to provide loans for the
development of new power plants; and $300 million in the

development of advanced systems, including alternative

technoclogies, the improvement of the infrastructure of power

transmission.
And included in this will be an examination of where it
may be appropriate to increase and further strengthen the

state’s Clean Air Act laws as they are applied to older,
existing ééwer plants. And these are power plants tﬁat will
have higher emission levels than new generation becausemgzﬁ
the nature of the requirements for new power plants under the
Clean Air Act.

Exploratory clean coal research and development with an
emphasis on eventual commerciél adoption of clean coal

technologies, is another hallmark of Illinois’ program.

Southern Illinois University has been involved in the
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development of an exciting new program, based on $25 million

"of funding from a major state utility, to develop and

2

commercialize more advanced coal technologies. We issued our
first request for proposals one year ago and we are very
excited to receive 16 proposals from projeéfs that would
toﬁal over $400 million in investment in new power generation
capability. This was a single érogram developed by a single
state at one of its universities. A very dramatic
development--and I think one that in the recent monthé has
been amplified in Illinois and throughout the country with a
tremendous increase in the interest in new ﬁower generation.

While Illinois is really emphasizing the development of
commercial projects, there is a very significant need for the
continued development, aggressive development, of very
advanced ultra clean coal-fired capacity for this country.
This is still at the level of exploratory research and pilot
scale development. This is an area where a éingle state or
groups of states interested in coal production and power
generation cannot, on their own, solve tﬁese technical
scientific problems. We need the help of the Federal
Government. We need the continued support of the Department
of Energy. ;

Mr. Kripowicz and Mr. Yamagata talked about the need for

the development of these high-performance, high-efficiency

systems. I agree.'i:béiieve that we need increased federal




- HSY163.200 _ PAGE 43

827

828

829

830

831

832

833

834

835

support for these very advanced technologies that can promise
both reduced emissions of global climate-changing gases and
of the cur;ent criteria pollutants, as well as increased
efficiency and better mining methods. Together and
integrated, thesé technologies can provide—g truly advanced
clean source of energy for our country for the next hundréa
years. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

| [Statement of Mr. Mead follows:]
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Chairxman BARTLETT. Thank you very much for your -
testimony. I want to thank all of the witnesses for their
testimony.)Obviously, some differences of opinion. I hope we
will have a chance to explore those. And later on in the
hearing, I will invite members of the Paneidﬁo pose questidns
for other members of the Panel because we want a fullvairing
of all of the iséues today. And a whole lot more wisdom is
_represented at the witness table than reéresented here at the
dais. So we will invite you toc ask questions of each other
later.

I want to note now that we have been joined by my
‘colleague, Ms. Hart, and by our Full Committee Chair. And I
would like to yield my first-round questioning time to our
Full Committee Chair.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I appreciateﬁthe courtesy,
but I prefer to take my turn. That is the way we operate in
the Full Committee, first come, first serve, and those of you
who have been through the entire hearing deserve to have
their questions asked first. I will be the clean-up batter.

Chairman BARTLETT. Well, thank you, and I will follow yoﬁ
as clean-up batter then. So let me now turn to Mr. Costello.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Mr. Kripowicz,'oné
ig, you have testified, as some 6f.the other members of the
Panel have testified, that the Clean Coal Technology Program

has worked. How do you see the $2 billion proposal that the
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President has submitted to the Congress and to the American
people for a clean coal technology impacting the future of
technology‘in the area of clean céal?

Mr. KRIPOWICZ. Mr. Costello, I think it builds on what is
already a successful program. You know, sinEé the program wés
introduced, several things have happened. One, there have
been tighter environmental controls put in place and there
are perspective environmehﬁal'controls, for instance, on
mercury that are going to be put iﬁ place and in'ozone coming
up in the future. These things were not addressed in the
original program.

Secondly, there is a large requirement for power plant
construction that did not occur in the original period of the
Clean Coal Program. Actually, over the past 10 years, there
was only about 10,000 megawatts of coal capacity built in. the

United States. And so with the requirement for power we would

.expect a large increase in that requirement.

And, thirdiy, there is a lot of new technology that is in
the development-étage now that was not available in the early
908 when this program was initiated. So the demonstration of
that technology, which will lead to higher efficiency and
lower pollution from coal plants is what the attempt of the
new Clean Coal Program'would be.

Mr. COSTELLO. On'page 5 of your teétimony, Mr.,

Kripowicz, you indicate the cost benefits of- clean coal
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technology. And I guess I have two questions. One, you say
that the American people pay over 200 billion a year for
electricit; and you attribute the low cost of electricity to,
in fact, coal in the Cleéh Cdal Technology Programs. In fact,
you say the lower cost clean coal technologiés that have
become available in the ‘908 are one reason why the Nation’s
utilities could ﬁeet new environmental standards without
imposing harsh price hikes on rate payers.

I wonder if you might rest two issues here. One is, what
initiatives are we currently working on as far as clean coal
technology? And, number two, as Ms. Abend has suggested, we
know that over 50 percent of the electricity generation today
through power plants is--that are coal-powered plants. And I
am wondefing'if'we stopped the use of coal tomorrow, one, do
we hgye something to replace it with, and, numbér two, what
would happen to the rate payers?

Mr. KRIPOWICZ. Well, to answer the second question first,
it is apparent currently that with the large amount of
construction of natural gas-fired power plants, which are, I
will admit, somewhat cleaner than coal plants are currently,
we have run into a problem of natural gas supply. if you
remove the 50 percent of electricity that is generated from
coal, there would not be any substitute on an immediate basis
for that. So it wouldn’'t be a question of a rate chalk, it

would be a question of not having enough electricity,
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911| particularly in the short term.

"912 In éhg long run you need a balance. It is clear that the
913| utility inéustry is still going to build a lot of natural gas
914 plants. As much as they can get a cheap natural gas-fired
915| facility, they will go to that rather than'ghilding a

916| slightly more expensive coal plant--for two reasons. One,

917} because of the eéonomics, and, two, because it is easier to
918| meet the environmental requirements.

919 But in addition to coal and natural-gas, you also have to
9201-look to nuclear and renewables and hydro and other things in
921| order to meet the overall electricity fequirements of the

922| country. You need a balance--not just clean coal, not just
923| natural gas. You need to do all those thingé.

924 Mr. COSTELLO. And--

925 Mr. KRIPOWICZ. I would also say you need to--in reference
926| to some of the testimony, you do need to increase efficiency
927] in the Administration. And their National Energy Policy has
928 quite a few initiatives in th;? area.

929 Mr. COSTELLO. And the last question——ﬁhat initiative are
930| you currently working on that will improve the current clean
931| coal technologies?

932 Mr. XKRIPOWICZ. Our largest research and development

933| initiative right now is what we call Vision 21, which ig a

934| flexible coal-fired power plant, which would, in the future,

935| double the efficiency of coal plants and decrease the
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emissions of pollutants to well below the new source
performance standards there are now. In addition, we are
developinglcarbon sequestration technology and coal-burning
technologies that would be compatible with that so thét, in
addition to reduéing‘C02 emissions by incre;;ing efficiency,
we would also be able to capture the remaining CO2 at
;easonable costs.

_ Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I have other questions, but I
see I am out of time. So hopefully we will have another round
or two. Thank you.

Chairman BARTLETT. We will, indeed. Thank you very much.
We will recognize witnesses who were here at gavel fall in
the order of their seniority. For those who appeared after
gavel fall, in the order of their appearance at the
Committee. So, Mr. Smith, you are recognized.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. You knoﬁ, f
am sorry I missed some of it. In the clean coal technology,
if we were to be more aggressive with our research funding
and our efforts, is it--could you foresee an effort whefg\;e
could reduce 95 to 98 percent of the pollutants and cut in
half the CO2 discharge? What are the possibilities
technologically if we were to put our shoulder to the
research wheel?

Mr. KRIPOWICZ. Mr. Smith, those are exactly the kind of

targets that we havg;-is to reduce the pollution by 95 to 98






