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Minutes of the 12th Meeting of the Ultra-Deepwater Advisory Committee 
(Los Angeles, CA, October 14, 2009) 

 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order by Mr. Kent Abadie, Chair, who briefly outlined the 
agenda (Attachment 1).  Mr. Abadie also defined the three work products that were 
expected from the Committee:  (1) a letter from the Chair to the Secretary of Energy 
transmitting the (2) final report of recommendations, and (3) an executive summary to be 
included in the Committee’s final written report. 
 
Committee Business 
Ms. Elena Melchert, DOE Committee Manager (CM), called the roll of committee 
members and confirmed that a quorum was present. It was determined that eight of 12 
Ultra-Deepwater Advisory Committee (UDAC) members were present (Attachment 2).  
 
The CM then described the contents of the meeting packet. She highlighted the specific 
items that had been requested by both1 of the Federal Advisory Committees at the last 
meeting (Attachment 3).   
 
Opening Remarks 
Mr. Guido DeHoratiis, Designated Federal Officer (DFO) thanked everyone for making 
the effort to attend and for the work that Subcommittee members contributed between 
meetings. He confirmed that no members of the public had requested to speak at the 
meeting, and reported that he had approved the agenda. He reminded everyone of the 
October 22nd deadline for written recommendations and comments, that consensus was 
desired but not required and that all comments were valued.  He also reminded everyone 
that their comments should be directed to the Secretary of Energy, that they were 
prohibited from making recommendations related to specific awards, and that they were 
responsible for notifying the DFO of any potential conflict of interest. 
 
The DFO then provided an update of legislative activities related to Section 9992. He 
explained that the Fiscal Year 2010 Budget conference report3 included a $20 million 
unconventional oil-gas-coal program to “replace” the traditional DOE oil program. These 
funds, plus $18.7 million for methane hydrate and other Congressionally-directed 
projects had resulted in a $40 to 45 million research program for oil and gas at the DOE, 
in addition to the Section 999 funding. He described how DOE expected to work with 
stakeholders in determining how this money should be spent in order to achieve the goals 
of the legislation. He responded to a question about this funding stating that it was not 
part of the research on unconventional resources included Section 999 but an additional 
sum to focus on additional research on unconventional resources. 

                                                 
1 The Ultra-Deepwater Advisory Committee (UDAC) and the Unconventional Resources Technology 
Advisory Committee (URTAC) share the responsibility for advising the Secretary of Energy on different 
aspects of the annual plan. 
2 Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), Title IX, Subtitle J, Section 999A-999H 
3 This refers to the ‘conference’ process used by the US Senate and the House of Representatives to 
reconcile the differences between their respective appropriations or other bills. 
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He described three bills that would redirect all or part of the annual Section 999 funding: 
a Senate Energy Bill that calls for some UDW4 funds to be spent on an inventory of 
offshore resources (unlikely to see action on this bill in 2009, not moving very quickly); 
the House version of the Dept. of Interior Appropriations Bill that calls for deferring 
2010 Section 999 funds (the Senate version does not include this language, should see 
final conference language on this bill soon); and a Defense Authorization Bill called for 
the use of Section 999 money to fund disabled retired military veterans (the final 
conference report includes the program but did not include language for funding it from 
Section 999 funds).  
 
The DFO thanked everyone again, and reminded everyone that the deadline for their 
report was the conclusion of the October 22, 2009 teleconference. 
 
The Chair asked if there had been any efforts to increase funding as a result of the 
Committee’s advice to the Secretary in the previous report.  Mr. DeHoratiis reminded 
everyone that repeal of Section 999 was part of the President’s Fiscal Year 2010 budget.   
 
The Chair reviewed the objectives of the day’s meeting: to review and revise the work of 
the Process Subcommittee and the Portfolio Subcommittee and provide input to the 
editing subcommittee for its work in finalizing the report, executive summary, and cover 
letter.  The Chair explained that the revised documents would be provided to the Editing 
Subcommittee, and after that group had compiled and formatted the final draft report, it 
would be provided to each member for final review.  The teleconference meeting on 
October 22 would be a final opportunity for each member to register their agreement or 
disagreement with the report. 
 
Subcommittee Reports 
Ultra-Deepwater R&D Process Subcommittee 
 
Ms. Mary Jane Wilson, Chair, provided an overview of the Subcommittee’s findings. The 
Subcommittee found that the overall process from solicitation through award had 
improved dramatically in terms of reducing the time.  She stated that the primary drivers 
for the improvement were the use of standard contracts and more frequent 
communication with stakeholders that have an interest in submitting proposals. The 
Subcommittee’s first finding was that RPSEA should continue to work to improve the 
process further by following the actions it has initiated while identifying new 
opportunities for further improvements. 
 
Finding number two was related to program metrics; it appears that RPSEA is on target 
to meet all of the goals related to solicitations and awards.  The number of awards is 
down, but that is because some of the rewards are larger, but this is expected. 
 
Another finding was that the environmental aspects of each award are not adequately 
described on the website. There needs to be more of a description of how each project 
                                                 
4 Ultra-Deepwater research (UDW) funded under EPAct 
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might improve the environmental footprint of the activity involved. This situation could 
lead to an under-representation of the overall environmental impact of the portfolio. This 
was recognized as not really being a process-related issue, but was worthy of note. 
 
Another finding was that the balance of industry/non-profit projects seemed to be shifting 
towards more industry involvement, which was interpreted as evidence that industry was 
starting to support the program, at least partially due to RPSEA’s outreach efforts, and 
also due to industry’s recognition of the value of the program. 
 
In another finding, the Subcommittee suggested that an effort could be made to 
benchmark the process by comparing it with other similar programs.  Questions regarding 
this point resulted in her further defining this recommendation as an attempt to find out if 
other programs returned comparable industry funding cost share, comparable numbers of 
project awards per solicitation, and comparable efficiency in terms of time between 
solicitation and award. Identified examples of programs for possible comparison were the 
traditional NETL oil and gas program and the Norwegian oil and gas R&D program. 
 
A question was asked about the process committee’s view on how well the program was 
doing as far as technology transfer was concerned.  Cited was the presentation at the 
previous5 UDAC meeting, and the subsequent role-out of the KMD6 at the SPE7 Annual 
Technical Conference. He reported that he was very impressed with what had been 
accomplished and that SPE was considering a link to the site from the SPE site. There 
was general agreement that the Committee’s final report should reflect the Committee’s 
positive view of this “excellent” effort. 
 
There was some further discussion regarding the need to quantify the shortening of time 
between solicitation and contract award.  The discussion revisited the details of the 
various types of subcontracts and the fact that these focused, streamlined contracts and 
the training provided related to them, had played a big part in accelerating the contracting 
process. Mr. Gary Covatch, NETL, described how a comparison of 2007 and 2008 
process activities was difficult because multiple changes to the process had been 
implemented; in addition to streamlining the process an additional step has been added.  
 
Mr. Covatch pointed out that because previous to Section 999, the DOE had no offshore 
research program, the potential proposers are unfamiliar with the Federal procurement 
process, and the learning curve is steep.  The Chair said that it was now 7-8 months 
versus the original 12 months; still room for improvement but much better. The 
discussion continued and then ended with general agreement that the report should reflect 
that substantial progress had been made. 
 
Ms. Wilson continued that the Subcommittee’s final finding was that the Committee 
should continue to monitor the process over the longer term. 
 

                                                 
5 11th Meeting of the UDAC held September 16-17, 2010 
6 Knowledge Management Database (KMD) found at www.netl.doe.gov/kmd 
7 Society of Petroleum Engineers (SPE) 
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Ultra-Deepwater R&D Portfolio Subcommittee 
 
Mr. Quenton Dokken, Chair, provided an overview of the Subcommittee’s work. The 
Subcommittee was tasked with evaluating four criteria:  balance, barriers and 
opportunities, value, and diversity.  He described a survey that they had developed and 
which was completed with input from NETL and RPSEA.  This information was used to 
help perform an assessment of the portfolio of 2007 projects8, as to these criteria.  
RPSEA and NETL were applauded for their effort in facilitating this. One weakness they 
noted was the fact that there was only one year of data, but given that, the Subcommittee 
believes that the portfolio is generally balanced through 2010. 
 
The issue of lack of environmental projects was raised.  The Subcommittee recognized 
that there are two sides to the issue:  what is the impact of the environment on the 
offshore infrastructure, and what is the impact of the infrastructure on the environment. 
 
There was a question within the Subcommittee as to the issue of whether the portfolio is 
focused on increasing the size of the resource base versus conversion of recoverable 
resources.  One Subcommittee commented that low permeability reservoirs in ultra-
deepwater deserved more attention. 
 
The discussion then turned to the RPSEA Environmental Advisory Group (EAG).  This 
group had been described at the last meeting9 during a presentation by Dr. Rich Haut, 
HARC10.  Ms. Elena Melchert, DOE, explained that a description of the EAG was 
provided in the packet, and that it was an advisory group to all the other RPSEA advisory 
groups.   
 
The question was raised: Does the EAG review the threats to the environment from 
exploration and production activities and recommend research to help mitigate those 
threats?  Mr. Mike Ming, RPSEA, explained that, in general, the EAG does a substantial 
amount of work in terms of defining environmental issues for RPSEA, including the 
holding of forums in various regions (ecosystems), and also works to develop 
collaborative arrangements with other organizations and maintains an understanding of 
what is being done elsewhere (e.g., MMS, NOAA, USGS11), and that it can specifically 
recommend research topics to the RPSEA Technical Advisory Committees (TAC) or 
Program Advisory Committees (PAC).   
 
The question was asked:  Is the fact that there are not a lot of environmental research 
projects in the current portfolio due to a lack of recognized need or the fact that others are 
already doing this work?  Mr. Ming responded that the focus of the Section 999 program 
it is not on standalone environmental projects but on architecture projects that have an 
aspect of positive environmental impact. 

                                                 
8 Projects funded with Fiscal Year 2007 funds are referred to as the “2007 Portfolio” 
9 The 11th Meeting of the UDAC held  September 16-17, 2009 
10 Houston Advanced Research Center (HARC) 
11 Minerals Management Service (MMS), National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U. S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) 
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The Chair highlighted the fact that there are members of the Committee who feel that part 
of the focus of the Section 999 project portfolio should be on stand-alone environmental 
projects that carry out research to evaluate or reduce the impact of the architecture on the 
environment.  Mr. Ming responded that there is some middle ground that will be seen in 
upcoming solicitations. 
 
Mr. Dokken stated that the EAG is not looking at the implications of environmental 
impacts from oil and gas exploration and production activities.  He asked how RPSEA is 
finding out what is already being done by others in this area.  Mr. Ming described how 
the EAG is planning on holding alternating meetings with these groups (next meeting is 
scheduled for Feb. 2010).  The question was posed to Mr. Ming as to if RPSEA would 
make it possible for the EAG to be involved in the various TACs, and he answered that 
they could be encouraged to do so. 
 
The question was posed as to whether or not RPSEA was considered doing engineering 
research focused on preventing major disasters (blowout prevention, spill prevention, 
etc., “if I have a disaster, how do I react to it?” types of studies … should the industry 
have standby equipment?, etc.), and the answer was “no,” that the wording of the Section 
999 legislation reflecting the objectives of the program was “architecture.”  There was 
some further discussion about the focus of the Section 999 legislation as it is worded and 
the balance of environmental research versus non-environmental research. Ms. Melchert 
read the text out loud, pointing out the fact that the text refers to a general scope in one 
part of the law and a more specific scope in another part of the law. 
 
There then ensued a discussion about a potential “narrowing” of the portfolio focus as the 
2007 projects ended in 2010, and successful efforts were further funded and less 
successful efforts terminated.  As the program matures, the Chair commented that he 
could  foresee a situation where only 2 or 3 projects dominated and used up most of the 
funding when relatively expensive demonstrations became a larger part of the portfolio.  
The opportunity to maintain balance will become much more difficult over time. This 
will become a critical issue; with only $15 million per year, the opportunity to maintain 
balance may disappear as demonstration projects are launched. 
 
Others commented that there will still be an opportunity to maintain diversity, if not a 
perfect balance from the standpoint of funding allocation, but from a research topic 
standpoint especially via the smaller, university-targeted projects.  The Committee 
recognized that the issue of fewer, larger, less diverse projects over time was something 
that needed to be addressed in the report.  The question was considered: Is it the 
responsibility of the UDAC to prioritize needs given limited funding and the potential 
change in the number of projects?  The Chair said that the committee could provide 
whatever advice to the Secretary it sees fit to provide. 
 
Committee Discussion and Development of Recommendations 
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The Committee then reviewed each of the two Subcommittee reports in real time using a 
large screen display, working through each Finding.  The Chair explained that the final 
products of this effort would be final tex that would be delivered to the Editing 
Subcommittee, which would meet the following day to finalize the report of written 
Recommendations, Executive Summary, and Cover letter. 
 
After lunch, the Committee reconvened to continue its work of developing final 
recommendations.  After completing the revision of the Process Subcommittee 
recommendations, the Portfolio Subcommittee recommendations werer revised in a 
similar manner, with group discussion of the text and real-time reorganization and 
editing. 
 
The Committee then moved to the Executive Summary and Cover letter.  The Chair 
outlined the task of the Editing Subcommittee, scheduled to meet the following day to 
complete a final draft of the three work products. 
 
Ms. Melchert presented a brief overview of the Committee Calendar and next steps, 
including instructions for the October 22, 2009 conference call to perform a final review 
and approval of the Committee’s Report to the Secretary. 
 
The meeting was then adjourned. 
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Attachments 
 

 Presenter Topic 

1 For the Record Meeting Agenda  

2 For the Record Committee Members and Meeting Participant Attendance 

3 For the Record Meeting Packet Contents 



 

Attachment 1 





 

Attachment 2 









 

Attachment 3 
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Ultra-Deepwater Research Funds Costed as of September 1, 2009 = $2,814,119 
 
 
The following statement is in response to the question from a member of the Ultra-
Deepwater Advisory Committee (UDAC) inquiring about the amount of money that has 
been spent to date in the Ultra-Deepwater Program.  The question was raised at the 11th 
Meeting of the UDAC held September 16-17, 2009 in San Antonio, TX. 
 
As of September 1, 2009, subcontractors of the Program Consortium, Research 
Partnership to Secure Energy for America (RPSEA), have costed a total of $2,814,199. 
 
Almost ½ of these funds have been expended during the last three to four months, and 
spending is expected to continue to increase as additional projects are awarded and as 
work progresses on projects already started. 
 
 
 




