National Energy Strategy
Background Paper - 2001
Natural Gas

In the 1988 Energy Council National Energy Swategy background paper, the role of nawral gas
was charactenized as a transition fuel, a bridge to a cleaner fuel future. Over the intervening
decade, the growth of the importance of natural gas has been dramatic and it now appears that
the "mansiton fuel" mav have a role of its own for a long time 1 come. The inherent efficiency
of gas, its environmental advantages and the removal of regulatory constraints are all important

factors 1n its suzcess.

The US. is thz world's largest gas producer, foliowed by the former Soviet Union. Estimates of
xploration. but better ass chniques. The
market.  Long-

supplies of gas are increasing du

demand outlook features gas dominating the burgeoning U.S. electic g
term. sophusticated technology and a resource base of conventional and non-conventional sources
hold the promuse of making gas an important part of the world's energy mix, as well as that of the

Uruted States’.

While there is a giobal market for oil and, in the whole, a domestic market for coal. the U.S.
market for natural gas is curently dominated by North American resowrces. Both the supply and
demand sides of these markets are growing. The U.S. natural gas resource base has increased an
estimated 23 percent since 1992 thanks to new frontier areas and betier technology to estimate

and recover reserves.
There are two regions that will contmbute most to the increase in domestic gas supply over the

nzar to rmud term:  the Rocky Mountains and the decpwater Gulf of Mexico.  Figure 3.1

lustrates Producing and Consuming Regions of the U.S. and Canada.
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" Figure 3.1
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The National Petroleum Council (NPC) has recently estimated the U.S. natural gas resource
base, excluding Alaska to be 1,466 Trllion cubic feet (Tcf). Add to thus 313 Tef of Alaskan
resowces and the national supply stands at 1,779 Tcf. Table 3.1 compares U.S. and Canadian

natural gas resources from the NPC 1992 and 1999 studies.

This estimate includes unconventional sources that have emerged over the last twenty years to
become part of the U.S. gas market. For example, coal bed methane production in 1982 was
norrexistent.  Throughout the year 2000 in Wyoming alone, 2200 wells have been dnlled and
1300 permits are outstanding.

The North American natwre of the gas market is tied to the significant supplies of Canada’s
Western Sedimentary Basin (WSB) which covers much of Alberta and parts of British Columbia,
Saskatchewan and Manitoba.  Recently production has begun in the Scotian Basin offshore
castem Canada. Canada's reserves are esumated by the NPC to be 667 Tcf, but since the WSB
and frontier regions of Canada are less mature than traditional U.S. producing regions, upward

revisions of supplies may be expected.

Long term, the US. gas supply may become more global in character as lLiquefied natural gas
(LNG) becomes more economic. Over the last decade LNG imports have been a small pan of
the supply picrure, conmbuting 50 to 85 Billion cubic feet (Bcf) a year to U.S. supplies. In 1999,

although U.S. LNG consumption was increasing, LNG still accounted for less than one percent
of the nawural gas used in the U.S.. or 163Bcf.

Two previously mothballed LNG termi ; I ove
oun. Marvland are scheduled 1o be placed back in service by 2005. The combined annual
repassification capacity of the four U.S. LNG receiving facilities will exceed 900 Befiyr.

Long considered “sganded” on the basis of wansport economics, at least three aliernatives for
Alaska's narural gas resource base are under consideration. Moreover, the three are not mutualis

exclusive.
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The first option is conversion to %l(l\AJaska has more than 20 years experience in exporung
Cook Inlet LNG to Asian markets. Altematively, Alaskan North Slope gas could be shipped

through a new nawral gas pipeline. There are a mmber of routes under consideration but most

< o
would bring the gas to southern Alberta where it would be shipped by existing pipelines to West

Coast or Midwest U.S. markets. The market will dictate the actual route.

As a third altemative, Alaska's narural gas may serve environmental goals through conversion to
liquid fuel. New gas-10-liquid (GTL) technology has reduced the costs of convminm-gis'
1o an ultra clean, high performing liquid suitable for use as a ransportation fuel.

Such a bLqud fuel could utlize the exisung oil tanspont infrastrucrure to move to
environmentally sensitive markets. A low emission fuel, suitable for technologically-advanced
engincs, possibly even fuel cells, GTL fuel could also be blended with existing gasoline fuzis to
lower emissions or be used as a substitute for distillate fuel. Among the options for Alaskan
nawral gas. the market is expected to direct the needed financial resources to the option or

combination of options that optimizes the value of the nanural resource.

An nmguing potential source of supply, long term, that may be characterized as not only non
conventional but even exotic, is gas hydrates. Mecthane hydrates are ice-like materials formed in
conditions of high pressure and low temperamres. Gas hydrates are found In Alaska's Arctic

permafrost and in deep ocean environments.

The U.S. Departmenit of Energy has estimated that one unit of this frozen, pressurized methane is
equal to 160 volumes of gas and less than one unit of water at surface pressures and
temperatures.  The potenual resource base of gas hydrates to be found in U.S. permafrost arcas
and surrounding waters is more than 100 times greater than estimated conventional U.S. pas
resources. Some educated estimates put the methane hydrate resource base at 320,000 Tcf, while
the US. Geological Survey esstimates range between 112,000 and 676,000 Tcf Effons o

research gas hydrates are onlv just bepinning.
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In 1999, according to DOE, total natural gas end use consumption was 21.4 Tcf The industnal

sector led the way with 9.9 Tcf or 46 percent of total consumption. The residenual market

accounted for 4.7 Tcf or 22 percent; electric utilities consumed 3.1 Tcf, about 15 percent; and the

commercial sector used 3.1 Tef or 14 percent.

2005, 2010 and 2015 consumption data.

Table 3.2 shows 1999 data with esumates for

Table 3.2
U.S. Natural Gas Consumption
(Teh)
1999 | 2005 2010 2015
Total Consumption 227 26.3 29.0 313
Total End-Use 20.8 24.0 26.4 28.7
Residential 4.7 56 5.8 6.1
Commercial 3.1 37 38 4.]
Industrial*® 9.9 | 9.6 10.2, 10.8
Electricin: Generation EN Y 6.6 7.8
Lease, Plant, & Pipeline Fuel 1.8 22 2.5 2.5
Net Storage Fil/Balancing 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

*Historical data includes all gas use for industial cogeneration and independent power
producers: all gas for new power -plants except cogeneration is included in the elecmcity

generalon secior.

Source: U.S. DOE, Encrgy Information Administrauon, Natural Gas Monihly, July 1999, DOE communications

In erms of demand for natural gas, the future is promising. The NPC estimates a 32 percem

increase in US. demand by 2010.

This would mean approximately 14 million new gas

customers.  Elecaricity generation demand is expecied to account for almost 50 percent of the

consumption increases. There appears to be a convergence of the gas and electric industries

currently underway.  Efficiency, environmental advantages with regard to emissions and a

favorable regulatory climate are responsible for the increase in gas demand.
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DOE008-0693

4550



According to the NPC, 96 percent of the more than 200 fossil fuel generating plants recently
announced for construction in the next five years have specified namural gas for fuel. The pnce
of competing fuels, the number of nuclear plant retirements and the capacity utilization of coak
fired electricity plants, as well as the health of the general economy, will all be factors in the

extent to which gas generation expectations are mel.

Imports from Canada to the U.S. are expected to increase from 3.3 Tcf in 1999 to over 4 Tcf in
2010. However, given growing U.S. demand overall, Canadian gas is expected to supply the

same 13 to 14 percentage share of total US. demand that it does today.

Likewise, Canadian gas demand is expected to increase from 2.9 Tcf in 1999 to 3.5 Tef i 2010
and 3.8 Tcf in 2015. This is an increase in Canada‘s demand of 28 percent from 1998 to 2015,
all of which 1s expected to be met by Canadian production.

Currently, Mexico imports 2 very small amount of U.S. gas, pnmarily to serve industies along
the US.-Mexican border. Trade between the two rations in natural gas is not expected to
wncrease dramatically in the near-to-mud term. However, increasingly, pipeline connections and
American investments in Mexican local distribution companjes and power plants are likely to

improve the chances for cross-border gas trade.

How will gas supplies reach the burgeoning demand?  Requirements for expansion of
ansmission and dismbution systerns to meet the growing demand will be enormous. Figure 3.2
tilustrates projects proposed for 1999-2001 that would increase transponation capacity by 10 Tcf

a vear 1if all proposed projects are built. However, some proiects are likely to be murually

exclusive.

Fronuer production areas like the deepwater Gulf of Mexico and offshore eastern Canada and
shifing market regions will require new wansmission lines. The dynamic customer base for
narural gas will dnve the expansion of the dismbution system. Access issues and regulatory

hurdles to permutung new pipelines on a umely basis loom large as considerations affectng thus

development.

1]
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This dramatic increase in the use of gas rests on a regulatory basis that has led to strong increases
In gas use in this decade. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion, buiding on an order
issued in 1985. ook a dramatic step in 1992, issuing Order 636 which resoructured, the natural

gas market separating transrission and commodity sales.

Unencumbered by heavy-handed regulation, the natural gas market has developed hubs, as well
as secondary transmission capacity trading and futures trading. However, adjustments relative to
financial nsk are stil being made and are ‘raised particularly in discussions of pipeline and
distnibution expansions. '

Overall, the outlook for natural gas is bright but a number of issues require anention. Chief
among these s the issue of access, which may stymie exploration and development, as well as

transrmussion ard distnbution.

. For exp.oration and development, the issue of access relates not only to oumght prohibitions, but

p—

to lynutations and restnctions which cause delays that make project economies unfeasible.  For

instance. due largely to Federal prohjbluons@ﬂ? the promusing Rocky Mountain region
1s smcdy off limits 1o exploration and more than 4@ subject to restncuons which may

add an average of two vears 10 a project time line.

Impressive advances have been made in reducing the "footprint” of exploration and producton
acuvities. making oil and gas operations a reasonable neighbor for many uses of federal land
under a muluple use concept. Effors could be made 10 priontize restricted areas, weighing
resource potential, environmental sensitivity and the project’s potential for high tech, low impact

development.

Transmisssion and  dismbution systems simularly face increasing challenges for sing faciimes wn
order 10 bring what many ieel 15 an environmenually-preferred fuel to consumers.  Rughts-of-way
delavs i approval jor pipelines and other resmictions are stoppung some proiects and delaying

others.
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FIGURE 3.2

Proposed natural gas pipeline expansions
1999-2000 (84 Projects, 23.2 Bel/d)

Sourcs: hup./.www.ecia dor gov/publ/oil_gas/natural_gasifeature_anticles’1997/natural_gas_pipeline system
expansionspdf.pipehine.pdf

In addinon w0 wansmussion and distribution infrastructure needs. a shortage of drilling rigs over
the next 15 years. for both onshore and offshore locations, threatens to restrict supply. As many
as 90 percent of currently operating rigs would nommally be retired before 2010. However.

because of boom and bust cycles in the o} and gas industry, almost no new rigs have been built

sincce the early 1980s. Financial risk is the primary concern.
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Indeed, new rigs will be more expensive as they incorporate the latest technological advances.
With state-of-the-art drilling system technologies, today's well is as likely to be dnlled from 2

seal at a computer monitor as by someone durecting activities from the ng floor.

The wansformation of the oi! and gas industy into a high tech business has serious implicatons
for the work force, especially as informaton and communication technologies are increasingly
integrated into the industry. Moreover, 2 number of employees have been lost through industry
contractions (40,000 last year alone). College cnroll;ncnt in geosciences is down significantly
(60 percent or more). Industry demographics indicate a large number of present employees will
retie  over the next decade.  These trends coupled with changing information and

communications technotogy make employment and training a major concem for the industry.

Finally, continued development of technology is critical to meeting demand for gas, not only In
exploration and development but in transmission and dismbution, as” well.  Frontier areas are
i}\creasingly challenging 1o explore and produce. Changes in the type of consumption (e.g.,
sophisticated combined cycle turbines) and the number of consumers (e.g., 14 million new
consumers) will require efficiency improvements in metering, billing, and other aspects of gas

distnbunon.

The NPC stated n a recent gas report that, "Natwral gas consumption has grown to a degree that
s most ardent supporters would have found amazing at the time the 1992 NPC studv was
prepared.”  All factors potnt to an expansion of natural gas usage that would exceed cven recent
dramauc increases.  Environmental policies regulating air emissions may lead 1o incremenal
increases in demand. On the other hand, tighter land use and environmental regulations may

constrain exploration and production or ransrussion and distribution activitics.

Assunng the ntegnty, safety and efficiency of the natural gas delivery infrasmucrure wil be
cntical to achieving the growth of gas use as forecasted by the NPC. A\w
benzfis of gas will help decide whether the market expands or is constrained. Morcover. state
and loca! govemnments may work in concent to coordinate and sweamline all reculations affecung

natural pas development.
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NATURAL GAS STRATEGY STATEMENT

It shall be pan of the strategy of the United States to promote energy security through the use of
clean, efficient natural gas in residential, commercial, industial, utility and transportation
applications.  Such use shall include the use of natural gas with other fuels for efficiency and

environmental purposes.

The Uniied States shall promote and encourage domestic production of nawral gas in an

environmentally sound manner by providing tax and tax accounting incentives to producers of

natural gas.-

The United States government shall join with states and stakeholders to raise public awareness of
the benefits of natural gas. Congress and the Administration shall work with the states o resolve
, ;cmssm—for—expémmr'and‘dcvelopmem. as well as transmission and distribution. Efforts
1o weigh the advantages of gas use, the specific resource potential, the environmental

sensitviies of affected lands and the applicability of high tech/ow impact solutions should be
encouraged.

The Uruted States shall continue to support and expand rescarch and development cffonts to

transfer and commercialize technology and experuse to the natral gas workforce through

educanion and training programs coordinated with the pnivate sector.

Federal agencies shall work with state governments, universities, national laboratones. and
'\/—q

mnternanional parmers, as well as the prvate sector to establish and suppon long term research
e e

—t

goals, including basic and developmental researgh”"~Such research shall seck 0 promote

——

efficiency. safery and environmental stewardslip in thel explomation. production, transmussion.

-~ e . i - .
storage. distnoution. consumption, and other mfmstmcmr/e needs of natural gas. Pan of this

program will be 1o assure the integniy, safc(yMn and efficiency of the nation’s natural
gas storage angd delivery systemns.
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National Energy Strategy
Background Paper - 2001
Coal

QEES the most plentiful fossil energy resource in the US. Because of its reliable, low cost

v— . . .
nature, coal s used to generate more than 50 percent of the nation's electricity. However, there
are more environmentally significant emissions from coal combustion than from other fossil
fuels. Therefore, the most pressing need for energy technology advances, both short and long

term, is related to coal.

Supply

The Umnited States has the largest share of recoverable coal reserves in the world (one quarter of

the world’s reserves). Figure 4.1 illustrates major coal reserves of the world by nation. In fact,

coal resources in the U.S. are estimated t¢ be m than 20 times the size of the nauon's
'_——’—__\ -

petroleum resources on a heat-equivalent (Bod) basis.

Found in more than two thirds of the fifty states, coal is not a homogenous resource. Coal varies

by rank and charactensncs, including heat index, moisture content and components like sulfur,
which dictate envionmental impacts. The four ranks of coal (from highest to lowest) are
anthracitz. bituminous, sub-bituminous and lignitc. Moreover, the type of mine (underground or
surface) and tansportation requirements (mine mouth utlization, tuck or long haul by ni)

significantly impact the regional price structure for coal.
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Figure 4.1

World Recoverable Coal Reserves
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Source U.S. DOL: ElA. Internanonal Energy Outlook, 2000.

There are three major coal-producing areas in the U.S.: the Appalachian, Intenor and Western
reqons.  Coal in the Appalachian region 15 primanly bituminous, with both high-energy content
and hugh sulfur content. Appalachia is also the only source of anthracite coal in the U.S. Unul
recently. Appalactua has been the nation’s leading coal production region. Figure 4.2 illustrates

tne coal producing regions of the U.S.
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Figure 4.2

Coal Production by Coal-Producing Region, 1998

U.S. Total 1,118.1 Million Short Tons

Source. The U.S. Coal Industry in the 1990's: Low Prices and Record Production: DOE/EJA - 0631 - Sept. 99 - (pg. 21

Coal from the Interior region is either lignite or high sulfur bituminous. much like Appalachian
coal. Lignne. the lowes: ranked coal, has Jow heat value and hugh morsure coment. ofien

necessialing its use at mine -mouth power plants.

Generally sub-birumunous, Westem coal has a relatvely low heat value (compared 1o biuminous
coal; but is low in sulfur and ash, as well. Production of Westen coal. led by Wyoming's
prolific Powder River Basin, has increased over the last eight years due in pan to the coal's low

sulfur charactenistizs.
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In 1998, the Western region overtook Appalachia in terms of total production. © In 1999 the
Western region produced about 46 percent of US. coal, compared to almost 40 percent from the
Appalachian region and about 15 percent for the Interior. As the nation’s largest coal producer,
Wyoming alone is responsible for almost one third of U.S. production.

Economics of scale related to the large surface mines of the Powder River Basin aliow those
facilities to produce coal at a much cheaper rate than their Appalachian or Intenor counterparts,
or even other Western mines. An analysis of 1996 prices indicated that Appalachian coal might

cost as much as $20 a ton more than Powder River Basin coal. However, the transporiation

charge to bring Wyoming coal to distant markets by rail may be as much as $20 a ton. l=veling
e
fhe plaving feld

-—

In addition to the developed coalfields, there are other huge untapped coal resources in the U.S.

like those in Alaska. Far from markets. these resources are not likely 10 be developed in the near

future.

The abundamt nature of coal has led it 10 become the most widely produced energy resource tn
the U.S., outsmpping natural gas production in 1983 and crude oil in 1985. In fact, according to
the US. D.OE.. since 1983 domestic coal production has increased 40 percent while U.S. crude

oil production has declined and natural gas production has increased by 27 percent.

Coal 15 the only energy resowrce in the US. which is both umported and exponied 1! anv
sicnificant volumes. Even so, coal imports into the U.S. totaled less than one percent o U.S.
consumption or about 9 million tons in 1999. Colombia, Venezuek, Indonesia and Canada were

leading suppliers of coal to the U S.
The US. was the world’s third largest exporter of coal in 1999, afler Australia and South Africa.

exporting 59 million tons or about 5 percent of domestic production. However. the US share of

world market is in jeopardy due to wntense global price competition.
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Coal consumption in the US. now stands at | billion tons a year. The wend of increasing
demand for coal is tied directly to coal's expanding role as a fuel for electncity generauon in the

U.S. More than half (56 percent) of the nation’s electnicity is generated with coal.

To underscore the relationship between coal and electricity, it may be noted that about 90 percent
of US. coal consumption is for elecuicity generaton The remainder is for indusmal steam
purposes or production of coke for use in steelmaking blast fumaces. Coal use by residential

and commercia} sectors in the US. is negligible and virally no coal is used for transponation

purposes.

Although coal dominates in terms of domestic energy supplies and plays a major role in US.
energy conswmption, changes that have taken place in the domestic coal industry over the last

two to three decades are generally not recognized. As the price of coal has decreased markedly.

productivity has substantially increased, broving the coal industry to be an agile one.

———— -

A recent DOE analysis demonstrated that between 1986 and 1997 coal production increased by
22 percent. the number of mines decreased by almost 60 percent, and productivity doubled while
the average mine pnce for coal was cut roughly In half. Table 4. details data relating to coal

productivity measures.

Table 4.1

Coal Productivity Measures

1986 and 1997 (Tota) U.S.)

1986 1997
Number of Mines ' 4473 1838
Coal Production (rmutlion shorn tons) 890 1.090
Productivity (tons / miner per hour) 3 6
Average Mine Prce (real dollars / shon won) $29.52 S16.14

Source: U.S DOL. LIA Ths U.S. Coa: Industry an the 1990°s: Low Prices and Record Production
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The factors that have led to improved productivity include a shift to larger mines, a move that
reflects the success of the Mam mines. Productivity increases are also
reflected in a decline in mining employment. Ower the period 1986 10 1997, coal industry
employment in the US. decreased by 47 percent from roughly 155000 to 82,000, while

production increased by more than 20 percent.

Productivity increases have had their pnce. Lower revenuss have forced out smaller producers.
Mergers and acquisitions have created larger companies which, through economies of scale, can
rely on corporate balance sheets rather than project financing. The larger companies have also

diversified to spread nsk.

The two big uncerainties facing the coal industry today are mv@g@oh’cies and efectric
yﬁs&\mcmal issues that relate 10 the Clean Air Act Amendmenss of 1990
(% *90) includs acid rain and smog (ground level ozone). Regulations reducing sulfur and
niwogen emissions as a result of the CAAA '90 became effective January 1, 1995. Additional
reductions were required on January 1, 2000 and further reductions must be made by 2010. In
addition to sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NOx), another federally regulated ermussion

associated with coalfueled electricity 15 particulate maner.  Additionally, mercury (Hg) is

currently under federal regulatory review.

Resolution of the debate over greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions will undoubtedly impact the coal

industry.  Coal-fueled power plants also ernit carbon dioxide (CO2). Identified as a greenhouse
gas. CO2 1s at the heart of the global warming debate. Although the U.S. has signed the Kyoto
Protocol. dealing with GHG emussions, the U.S. Senate has not ratified the measure. In fact.

there seems to be little support for the measure in the Senate.

<1
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In 1993, the U.S. administratively adopted a Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP) 1o stabilize
GHG emissions at 1990 levels by the year ZOOO“ Although emusston levels in 2000 are expected

o be about 15 percent above 1990 levels. voluntary programs by U.S. industry have reduced
emissions by over 700 mullion tons of carbon equivalent. Electric utilitics are responsidie for

more than 75 percent of these reductions. However, rapidly increasing energy consumption 1

the U.S. 1s outpacing ermission reduction efforts.

==

There is a swong basis from which to pursue further coabrelated technological development.
Since the emcﬁmt of the Clean Air Act in 1970, power gencration from coal has more than
doubled while the emission rate (lb/mmbtu) of SO, has fallen by about 66 percent and the rate
for NO, has fallen by almost half. The standard for stte of the art flue gas desulfunzation
(FGD) units is 95 to 98 percent SO» removal. For NO, control, the state of the art is 50 percent
reduction with low NO, bumers and 80 to 90 percent reducuon for selective catalytic reduction.
With the use of elecrostatic precipitators or bag houses. more than 99.5 percent of particulate

matier may be removed from coal generation emissions.

Government and industry have worked together to make substantial improvements in the cost
ancé removal efficiency of pollution control technology applicable 10 coal plants in use today. As
a3 larger percentage of the nation's existing coal plants are rewofited with FGD and NO, conwols
1o comply with Phase II of the Clean Air Act Amendments, emissions will decline significantly

from today's levels.

The second challenge to coal's dominance is electric restructunng which is taking place on a

ﬂe-by-stale basis. as well as federally. Generally, elecmc restructuring _mca;xs the introduction

of competition to certain sectors of the electricity industry, specifically the generation sector.

With resructunng comes the advent of merchamt power plants. The need for new power

generation 1n the US. is substantial and the vast majonty of planned genemtion plam.% are
smaller. pas-fired. uruts.  Although coal 1s a cheaper fuel, the capital costs of gas-{ired turbines

are usuallv less than coalfueled units.
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While coal will likely place second to natural gas in terms of new generation units, coal is
expected to remain the primary bascload fuel for U.S. electic generation for many years to
come. However, there is little doubt that the electric generation industy is entering a penod of
intense- price competition, increasing fuel pnice volaulity and movement away from long-term

fuel supply contracts.

Given the importance of coalfueled generation to the nation's electncity gnd, and consequently
to the economy, it is no exaggeration to say that addressing the environmental concemns relative

to continued coal usage is an essential challenge of this decade.

The nation's Clean Coal Technology (CCT) program is a parmership berween government and
induswy begun in the mid 1980's. The program has fostered a number of advances in emission
control technology, as demonstrated in 38 pioneering projects. Chief among these are fluidized
bed combustion systems, which not only reduce SO2 and NOx emissions but work to eliminate
waste streamms, as well. Existing power plants are being re-tooled for environmental compliance.
Fuure plants  will feamre improved fluidized bed combustion, integrated coal
pasificauon‘combined cycle generation, coakto-methanol processes and advanced turbines.
Research related to GHG concemns will impact coal usage and is- focused on carbon

sequestration.

Additonally, the U.S. Department of Energy is pursuing a project designated as “Vision 21", a
Zero emussions energy plant s]at_ed to become a reality by 2015. Vision 2] is capable of
producing electncity and an entire suite of products from a wide vanery of fuelstocks: prnmarily

coal. but including oil, natural gas, biomass and municipal waste.

Pravaie sector initiatives are also underway to produce zero emussion power from coal.  Such
projects seek not only to produce coalfueled generation with zero emissions but 10 double
current efficiencies.  Continued regulatory, adrmurustratuve and funancial suppont for coalrelated

research is essential if the U.S. is to benefit from the nation's vast coal resources.
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COAL STRATEGY STATEMENT

Coal 1s the most plentful fossil energy resource in the US. Coal generates well over half the
mation’s clectnicity. It is economically, as well as environmentally, imperative that technology
continues 1o be developed to address coal combustion efficiency, emission concerns and the

viability of this resource.
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National Energy Strategy
Background Paper - 2001
Renewable Energy

Categorized under th= heading of "renewables” are a number of nor-fossil, non-nuclear fuels,

with widely varying characteristics as to efficiency, costs, and environmental impacts.

Renewable energy accounts for about 8 percent of US. energy consumpuon. The nation’s
primary renewable energy sources are wood and wood waste (48 percent) and conventional
hydroelecmnc power (46 percent). Geothermal power makes up 4 percent of the renewable
power used in the U.S.. solar and wind each account for | percent of renewable power. Figure

5.1 Renewable Energy as a Share of Total Energy, 1999, illustrates the component sources of

U.S. renewable encrgy sources.

Renewable encrgy resources are predominantly located in the Southem and Western parts of the
nation. Federal power authonties have long hamessed hydropower in the Tennessee Valley and
in the Paciiic Northwest. Wood and wood waste from the forest products and paper industnes

makes Deep South states like Alabama and Georgia leaders in biomass energy.

As Figures 5.2. Contiguous US. Annual Wind Power Resources; 5.3, Conuguous U.S. Annual
Average Daily Solar Resources; and 5.4, US. Geothermal Resources illustrate. much of the

nation’s wind. solar. and geotherma! resources are found in the West.
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Figure 5.1

Renewable Energy as Share of Total Energy, 1999
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Source: Annual Energy Review 1999 DOEEIA - 0384 (99) (p. 252)
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Figure 5.2

Contiguous U.S. Annual Wind Power Resources

304 (164 11)
Power  Lhnd Power Soeed
Class (L/a?) {r/s)
<200 <56
200-300 Sé-64
300-400 64-70
400-500 70-78
$00-600 7%-80
€00 -800 8.0-88
Y800 >8.8

~N OV AW N

Source: Renewable Energy Issues and Trends 1998 DOE/EIA - 0628 (98) (p.48)

4567

DOEQ08-0710



Figure 5.3

Contiguous U.S. Annual Average Daily Solar Resources
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Figure 5.4

U.S. Geothermal Resources
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Even though concenuated in the South and West, renewable energy sources are found
throughout the nation. The forest-related industries in states like Maine and Michigan make use

o’ b:omass for power and process heat purposes. The Midwest 1s the source of more than half of

the naton's ethanol.

Although not the leading use of remewable energy (that distinction goes to Washington suate with
s extensive use of hydropower) California might best be called the "Renewable Energy Suate”
It has the distinction of being the only state to generate elecmncity from all the major npes of

renewable energy: hyvdropower, biomass geothermal. wind. and solar.
FH)
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The indusmal and electmic utility sectors are by far the largest consumers of renewable energy in
the United States, accounting for 92 percent of renewable energy consumption. Residenual and
commercial consumers account for 9 percent of renewable energy use in the United States, while
the transportation sector consumes only | percent of the nation’s renewable energy. virtually all
of itJ ethano! (biomass). Figure 5.5 illustrates Renewable Energy Consumption by Sector for
1999.

Figure 5.5

Renewable Energy Consumption by Sector, 1999
(Quadrillion Btu)
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The industmal sector, including non-utility power producers, uses pnmanly wood and wood
wastes (85 percent) with some geothermal (9 percent) and small amounts of hydropower (3
percent) and solarwind (3 percent). Virtually all the renewables used by clectnc utiliies to
generate power in 1999 was hydropower. Renewable use by the residential and commercial

sectors was mostly wood (83 percent) with a small amount of solar (17 percent).

Hydropower, the nation's leading renewable, is sometimes classified as a “conventional fuel”
rather than as a renewable. Hydropower is used to generate electricity by utilities, cogenerators,
independent power producers, and small power producers. Hydropower has long been a supply
of inexpensive power, however the relicensing of a number of hydroplants is being subjected to
increasing scrutiny as environmental concens, based on the requisite damming of otherwise

free-flowing rivers, are raised. Additionally, because there are no new sites for larpe dam
- T

‘meom and there is discussion of removing some dams, it is

unlikely that energy production from hydropower will increase.

Biomass is organic non-fossi mawenial of biological origin. The largest category of biomass is
wood and wood waste. Included in this category is wood generated from timber harvesting and
processing as well as liquors and sludges from pulp and paper operations. Municipal sohd
waste, as well as landfill and digesier gas, are considered biomass fuels, as are agncultural
byproducts/waste. sludge waste, and waste alcohol. Tires are als§ classified as biomass by the
DOE.

In 1999. biomass consumption was up overall but consumnption of biomass for electric generation
was down. This reflects the fact that industrial process heat applications are utilizing more
biomass. especially in the pulp, paper and forest industries. The forest industry uses waste wood

by-products for drving, kilns, steam and electricity.

The average sawmili produces enough wood waste to exceed its own energy requurements by 10
to 30 percent. Wood for energy may cause price increases for forest. pulp. and paper industnes

for competing uses for the resources.
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Location is a consideration in using biomass and especially wood wastes for electnicity
generation.  Transportation to the combustion site can be expensive, as can the transmussion of

biomass-generated electricity to power consumers. Additionally, the combustion of wood for

home heating purposes can cause air quality problems.

Ethano! is the only rencwable energy source used by the U.S. transportation sector. About 3
million gallons of gasoline equivalent of ethanol was used in the United States in 1999, more
than 42,000 times that much gasoline was used.

Geothermal energy is used to generate electncity when water or steam is extracted from
geothermal reservoirs in the Earth's crust and supplied to steam turbines. A geothermal heat
pump may be used for year-round heating and cooling, as well as to provide hot water during
some parts of the year. The electmc uulity, industrial and residentialcommercial sectors all

unlize geothermal energy but 84 percent 1s used by industry.

Wind energy generates electncity. Promoted through state and federal tax credits, the wind
industry has expenenced techmcal, as well as environmental, problems. Technology has not
been able 1o signuficantly bnng down costs as hoped, and the reliability and performance of wind
generating units have been problematic.  Environmental problems like wisual obstructions, bird
kills and noise poliution have been drawbacks to the wind power industry. New projects are

underway tn Texas, Minnesota, Vermont, Hawaii. and lowa which may address these problems.

Solar power accounts for only 0.08 percent of the energy consumption in the United States.
Photovoltaic power is electncity generated from sunlight through solid state sermuconductor
devices. This power is used in remote areas for purposes like radio communications and

navigational aids.

Solar thermal encrgy uscs the heat of the sun to heat a medium. whuch muy then be used as a heat
source or to generate electncity. The most prevalent end use of solar thermal energy 1n the
United States (92 percent) 1s by the residential sector 10 heat pools. Eight percznt of solar

thermal energy 15 used 1o hzat water and for other uses.
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There 1s another potential source of energy, usually referred to as an altemauve energy source,
that bears discussion. Fuel cells currently under development and comunercialization produce
energy for use as electric power or as a transportation fuel for electric or hybnd vehicles. Fuel
cells convert the chemical energy of a fuel directly into electrical energy, without combustion
and the related emussions. Hydrogen and oxygen are supphed to the fuel cell extemnally.
Federally supported resecarch in the Umnited States 1s competing with foreign interests to

commercialize a viable fuel cell for distributed energy, as well as for transportation purposes.

The outlook for renewable fuels is cloudy. The billions of dollars committed to research and

development of renewables by the U.S. govemment since the oil crises of the 1970s have not

delivered the desired efficiency or price breakthroughs to allow renewables to- significantly

!-——""'_’—,-—
penetrate energy markets.
e ———

The differences between renewables and convertional fuels may only be highliphted with
electric respuctunng.  The pnmary purpose of restucturing is to introduce competition to the

generation sector, thereby lowering prices to consumers

Restuctunng 1s lkely to favor convenuonal fuels, particularly natural gas, ow'ables.

Fossi! energy is efficient and. with &m&hncﬂogy. growing cheaper.  Moreover, the
physical plant for a project like electnc generation from natural gas is much less capital intensive
than a comparable renewable energy plant. Renewable energy from non-udlity generators may

sell at a price two and one half times the average wholesale price of clectricity.

As electnic restructuning is adopted by suates, renewable portfolio standards (RPS) are being
inclided 1n the legislaton. The RPS provision usually requires that a certain percentage of total
rewil electncity sales be generated at facilines using non-hydroclectric renewable energy
sources.  Credits for qualifying renewable generation could be used. saved or sold. The
Administration's restructuring bill before Congress in 2000 involves a price cap on the sale of

renewable credits and a sunset provision afier 15 years
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Cenainly the reduction of air emissions generated by fossu fuels is a goal that may be balanced
agawnst the higher cost of renewables. Analysis may be required to demonstrate the most
economically efficient means of reaching clean air goals. The promise of changing the basis of

electricity generation, from combustion to chemical power generation without air emussions is
virally uresistible.
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RENEWABLE ENERGY STRATEGY STATEMENT

Renewable energy sources are characterized by a broad range of technologies. costs, efficiencies
and environmental concems. Recognizing this spectum of resources, it shall be the stratzgy of
the Unuted States to institute a long range, stable Rencwable Encrgy Development Program that
idennfies and assists renewable energy sources from resecarch and development through
demonstration projects and commercialization in a cooperative effort among wndusty, higher

education and the national labaratonies.

Renewable energy resource development must be ranked and funded on the basis of factors
including  energy  efficiency, =conomic  competitiveness,  environmerzal  impacts, and
technological adaptability. ~ Pan of this program, and criticai to its success, is federal
cevelopment of altemative technologies that improve renewable energy efficiencies, cut costs,

and assist in integrating renewable energy into existing energy systems.
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National Energy Strategy
Background Paper - 200}
Electricity

The electricity industy in the U.S is a $240 billion a year busmess. Electmaty 1s used by
residential  (houscholds), commercial  (businesses, malls, hospitals) and industnal
(manufacturers) consumers and others. As illustrated in Figure 6.1 - 1999 Electric Generation by
Fuel Type, electric power in the U.S. is geneﬁned primarily by coal (51 percent), while nuclear
power accounts for roughly 20 percent of generation, natural gas for 15 percent, hydropower for
8 percent and petroleum for 3 percent. Renewables other than hvdropower produce 2 percent of

the nation's electncity.

Figure 6.1

1999 Electric Generation by Fuel Type
(By Percentage)

Industry Total = 3,681 Billion Kilowatthours

Coal Other petroleum
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As Figure 6.2 indicates, the use of coal as a generation fuel has nearly tripled since
1970, while the use of oil has decreased. Notably, nuclear power generation has also increased

significantly over the last 30 years.

Figure 6.2

US Electric Generation by Fuel Type
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As the second largest source of U.S. electnic generation, nuclear power is an essential pant of the
U.S. energv mix. Nuclear plants serve the nation’s baseload demand, operating conswantly for
extended penods at low average cost. Fursther, since nuclear plants do not bum fuel, thev emnt no
combustion by-products into the atmosphere. As electric deregulation evolves. it is imporunt
that nuclear plants be recognized for their clean air conwribution to the nation's electneity supph

and not disadvantaged tn efforts to promote emission reductions for other fuel generation.

Nuclear plants in the US. were onginally licensed by the federal govemment to operate for a
penod of 40 vears. Scheduled rcfueling operations occur at least once even mwo vears.
providing regulators and nuclear plant operators regular opportunities for thorouzh nspections.

maintenance and refurbishung.
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In part on the basis of these regular, detailed inspections, fed=ral regulators have begun
extending nuclear plant licenses for an additional 20 years on a plant-by-plant basis. The
Nuclear Regulatory Commusston recently granted operating license extensions to five nuclear
reactors in Maryland and South Carolina and other utiliies plants to file for relicensing of an

additional 23 reactors in the near term.

Federal statutes also provide that, over the cowse of the life of a nuclear plant, regular
contributions are made to a decommussioning -fund. At the conclusion of the plant's operation,

the decommissioning fund finances regulated decommussioning activities.

By federal statute, the U.S. Depanment of Energy is required to locate, build and operate a
geologically suitable repository for used fuel from commercial nuclear plants.  In reun for
payments by nuclear electcity consumers into the federal Nuclear Waste Fund, DOE was
obligated by law to begin accepung used nuclear fuel by January 31, 1998. Despite more than
$15 bilhon in payments and ineerest into the Nuclear Waste Fund, DOE has not yet begun

accepung used fuel.

The development of the repository is |3 years behind schedule and no site has been selected for
an intenm storage facility. Site characierization for a repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada
continues and the earhiest date for fuel acceplance is 2010. Several utliues have been forced 10

build additional fuel storage capacity at their nuclear power plants at an additional cost of
millions of dollars.

There are 104 nuclear plants in the U.S., concentrated primarily in the eastern half of the nauon.
Like other rypes of elecmic peneration, nuclear plants are owned and operated by investor owned
uuliies (IOUs). privale power generation investors, and federal power, as well as murcipal.

entilies.

Ovenll. 71 percent of the elecmcity consumed in the U.S. is generated by 10Us. In 1999, non
utility peneration was 17 percent.  Federal power entities generated nine percent. while

muncipal power authonties generated three percent.
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Rural electric cooperatives provide service to consumers in 46 states and two-thuds of the
counties in the US. Although they generate only about four percent of the nation's power.
consumer-owned electric cooperatives own about half of the dismbution lines in the US.

serving seven percent of the load. Figure 6.3 demonstrates generation ownership percentages.

Figure 6.3

1999 Generation Ownership Percentages

Industry Total: 775,885 Megawalls
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Source: DOE/EIA (hutp/iwww etadoc.govieneafielecincity/epavl/fig2 himb)

The US. electnciry svstem is currently in the midst of being resguctured. In fact the industry
has been in turmoil for more than two decades, which is tn marked contrast 1o the twenty-five
vears immediately following World War 0. Dunng the earlier period, the utility industry was
vimually defined by venically integrated systems that pencrated electnemy at large fossil-fueled
or hydropower stations, transmitted the power over high voltage networks and delivered it to ali
wpes of customers.  While municipal power authorities and rural electncal cooperatives

distnbuted power to end users, most of their power was generated by IOUs and sold to them

through the wholesale market.
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A regulatory scheme had developed which granted the federal government oversight of the
wholesale market and the transmission sector {(except in Alaska, Hawaii and pants of Texas),
while the states regulated retail sales and service temitones. The regulatory relationship is based
on a regulatory compact. The utilities agree to be regulated tn return for a fair rate of retum n
investments, established by the swmte regulatory bodv. The utlity gets a franchise from the local
government, an agreement 0 use public rights-of-way, in retumn for paying that franchise and

agreeing to serve customers in that area.

The natonal (lower 48 states) transmission grid is the interconnection of generators and
transmission Systems. There are, in fact, three separate interconnects -- the Easten interconnect,
the Westem interconnect and a Texas interconnect. Power trading is largely limited to
mansactions inside each of the three specific regions due 0 physical conswamts. Alaska and

Hawai are not part of the interstate gnid.

The great Northeastem Blackout of 1965 led to an increased emphasis on reliability and the
formation of the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). Comprised of ten
regional rehability councils zind an affiliate (Alaska), as shown in Figure 6.4, the members of
NERC represemt all segments of the electiaity industy and account for virtually all the
tlectneity supplied in the Continental U.S., Canada and pan of Mexico. The regional reliabiiry

counctls coordinate planning, construction and operations to improve reliability.

The post-war period was a good one for the electricity industry.  Technological advances
resulied in declning costs. Increasingly larger generating unuts improved efficiency and nuclear
power plants were expected- to produce low cost electncity. Demand was steadily growing and

utilities were 1n an expansion mode.

This stability ended in the volatle 1970s, when the energy cnses of that decade had a profound
wnpact on the indusry. Fuel prices drove power prices up and, in response. demand decreased.
Further. inflation and the high cost of capital slowed plant constructuon. especially for large-scale

nuclear power plants.
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Figure 6.4

The North American Electric Reliability Council
in the Contiguous United States

3 FRCC

2
-
o~

2

=
- ’f'—‘-\m
= ]. NERC Reglonal Councils
/»:~ i ECA - EastCenval Area Rebabity Cooranavon Agreement
v ASCC i ERCOT = Electnc Rehabihty Council of Texas
~ - ] FRCC - Fionaa Reuabhity Coomanaung Councat
¢ . : MAAC = M-Atanic Area Councat )
<. ;':-',?\1. . MAIN =~ M-America Interconnecied Network
s 2 . MAPP = M-Conunent Asrea Power Pool
j,:’sf 3 NPCC = Nonheasi Power Cooromaung Councs
,/ ﬁ SERC - Sowneasiern Elecine Relapity Counce
’_’.-" SPP = Sounwest Power Pooi

b

b

0

O
J

Wesitem Systems Coordinaung Councst

Source US DOE. EIA (hup.iswww .eia.doc.govicneaf/electricnyichg_ str_fuel’himi/fic02 hunl)

61

4581

DOEO008-0724



Increases in the price of electricity led generally to more intense oversight by state regulators at
the same time that federal regulators were imposing additional envionmental and safety
regulatons. At the federal level, clean air regulation particularly impacted coakfired utlines.
The acaident at the Three Mile Island plant tn Pennsylvania led to the imposition of detailed and
costy federal safery regulations on the nuclear power induswy. In the wake of Three Mile

Island, the average construction time on a nuclear power plant went from 3.5 10 |1 years.

As the price of elzcuicity went up, the relationship between utilities and state regulators became
adversanal.  Public service comurussions conducted prudency reviews, which disallowed uulites
from clarmmg billions of dollars of plant construction in the rate base. Seeking 10 lower costs,
state regulators also imposed demand-side management programs and invoduced outside

stakeholders into the utility planning process.

In 1978. responding to the energy crisis and rising prices. Congress addressed the naton's fear of
energy shorages with the National Energy Act (NEA), a set of five energy bills including the
Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act (FUA) and the Public Uulity Regulatory Policies Act
(PURPA). Acung ‘under the wrongful impression that natural gas was a depleting resource. the
FUA limuted the use of oil and gas for industrial applications including power generauon.  The

FUA. coupled with the relatively low cost of coal, led to marked increases in coakfired

generation.

As a dramauc aliernauve to the waditional generation paradigm, PURPA favored renewable fuels
and encouraged the use of cogencrated power. PURPA requires electric utilities to interconnect
with. and purchase cogenerated energy from, qualifying cogeneration and small power
production faciiiies so long as avoided-costs tests were met. PURPA introduced competition.

on a lumuted basis. to the wholesale electnaity market.

The combunation of new PURPA power availability and slackening of demand growth led

utilines o slow down nev: power plant constuction. During the 1990's most new generating

capacity was provided by cogeneration or independent power producers.
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The next major change came in 1992 with Congressional passage of the Energy Policy Act
(EPAct '92). Against a backdrop of tekcommunications and natural gas industnes rcstrﬁctunng,
EPAct '92 opened access to the transmission network and created a class of wholesale generators
exempt from the restrctions of the Public Utility Holding Company Act (PUHCA). (A 1935
federal stanze, PUHCA resticts companies in utility holding company sysiems from engaging in
business acuvities not related to the electric utility induswy.) EPAct '92 called on the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to define exempt wholesale generators (EWG) and

ensure availability of wransmussion facilides.

In Apn) 1996, FERC issued two rules to address the wholesale competition issue. In Order 888,
FERC requures all jurisdictional utlities that own, control or operate interstate-connecled
tansmission  facilites to file non-discriminatory open-access ftariffs to apply to parues
contracting for wransmission service. Order 888 also encourages regions to create Independent
System Operators (ISO) to eliminate discriminatory practices in providing access to bulk power
markets.

Funther. FERC addresses the issue of swanded costs in Order 888. Without a mechanism to
recover prudently incurred costs, the financial viability of utibties would be undermined and any
transition to a competitive market jeopardized. Therefore, FERC provides for direct assignment

of stranded costs 10 depaning wholesale customers.

FERC Order 889 establishes an Open Access Same-Time Information Systemm (OASIS) and
related standards of conduct. Public utilities that own, control or operate interstate transmission
facilities are required to provide an Intemet bulletin board dewiling real ume information abou
ransmussion prices and the availability of capacity on transmussion lines. Order 889 also
requires that transmission service functions be separated from gensraling and markeung

funcuons.
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All of these changes, market as well as regulatory driven, increased the demand for competition
in the electric industry. Independent power producers wanted greater access o customers; large
energy consumers wanted the ability to shop around for the best price and service; utilites
wanted the ability to expand beyond their traditional service temtories. The result is an evolving
restuctwred clectricity industy.  Individual states are pursuing or considenng restnucturing

depending on the circumstances within the state.

However, restructuring is not deregulation. It-may better be referred to as redefined regulation,

because regulators have moved, generally, from price setting to market oversight.

Although the generaton and retail sales of electricity are being opened for competition, dramatic
changes in both the tansmission and distnibution sectors are necessary (0 assure that the
advantages of competition reach consumers.  Indeed, 'msu'ucturing relates to unbundling
generation comparies (sometimes referred to as géncos) as separate entities and assuring open

access 1o wansrnission lines. as well as a retail market for the competitively generated power.

Legslatively, swates are leading the effort in resoucturing. California was among the first 10 pass
legislation authonizing competiion for retail elecmcity sales.  As of mud 2000, twenty-three
sates and the Dismct of Colombia have legislatively addressed the issue, while another has
restructured by regulatory order. However, some states, especially rural swates with low cost

power, maintain that effons 10 restructure or deregulaie will only pose unnecessary increases 10

consumers. Figure 6.5 illuswates the stans of state resgucturing.
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Figure 6.5

Status of State Restructuring

November 2000
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The form resquctuning is taking in most states is establishment of retail energy providers (REPs)
which offer elecmic service and possibly other services directly to customers. Distnbution to
customers 1s through the established utility. now known as the "wires” company. The REPs can
generate electneity themselves or buy it for resale. and zhc_;' conmact with the wires company for
deliverv. Transmission of energmy berween power plants and the wires companues is managed by

regional ransrmussion organuzations (RTOs).
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Customers, as a result, will no longer be dealing with ther traditional uality but a retal energy
provider. In addition to new competitors, utilities have their own rewil energy provider

subsidianes offering services to customers.

Given the wide array of stakeholders, the passage of electricity restructunng legislation is a
notable political achievernent. Even so, many issues are left by legislation to be resolved by statz
commissions. In Texas, the state's public utility commission has a two year schedule in place to
deal with the issues raised by the Texas restructuring legislation in advance of competition,
which is scheduled to begin in that state in January 2002. Leading the list of topics to be
addressed are allocation and collection of stranded costs, separation of competitive energy
services, market power mitigation and code of conduct, customer protection rules and rate of

return for gansmission and disoibudon systems.

On the federal front, Congress has not yet passed restructuning legisiation. Some argue that
natonal restructuring legislation is required 1o assure efficiency and reliability. It 1s feared that
regional advantages are being lost in the state-by-state restructuring. Others feel that a federally

mandated program could harm important state wnterests.

Arguments as to the voluntary or mandatory nawre of regional mansmussion organizations are
pant of the discussion. The role of FERC as an oversight body for the market is also subject to
Congressional debate.  Questions relative to FERC's junisdiction over transrnission, markel
power, utility mergers and environmental protection have been raised. At least one member of
FERC has called for a federal interconnection policy beyond the cument FERC policy, in order to

assure that new generation has open access to the grid.

In the meanume. the tndusty is moving ahead. Whole classes of new plavers have developed.
Independent power producers (IPP) have accounted for vistually all new generation planned in
the US. in recent vears. and utility affiliates also have several thousand megawans of capaciny in
construction or planning. Moreover, a3 number of [PPs are affiliated with waditional utiliues.
Aggrepators are actively selling iarge blocks of power, while marketers are making large power

buys.
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Mergers and acquisitions have characterized the electnicity bustness for the last few years. Some
involve companies that have previously worked in the pawral gas industy; these combinations

are forming so-called "pipes and wires" or "convergence” companies.

As the wansmission seclor considers a common carrier concepl, questions relating to operation
management, emergency response, reliability and planming must be addressed. Debate relative
to the swructure of the transmission sector relates to two RTO models: independent system
operators (ISO) and independent transmission companies (ITC).

FERC Order 888 favored the ISO approach in which a non-profit organization works like an air
traffic coritroller for a given regional transmission system. Owned by utilities, with a board that
mcludes outside stakeholders, the ISO would take over security and operational control of the

ransmission system. However, there are questions as to whether a non-profit 1SO structure can

funcuon efficiendy.

Also known as transcos, [TCs are corporations either with ulility owners as shareholders or
publicly waded stock. Although ITCs may be stuctured 1o have non-votng input from other
stakeholders (e.g. municipal power companies, vco-operatives. power marketers and IPPs),
concems have been raised that owner utilities would receive preferenual weatnent. Others fear
that such comparues may not have the right incentives 10 make the overall market efficient.

Some beheve that the formation of RTOs has not provided protection for consumers.

Therc are many models under consideration i the U.S. and overseas for' swucturing generation
supphv markets. The underiying question is how to assure that consumers - - both at wholesale
and rewil - - reap the benefits of competiion in the generation sector. Two models have
dominaied debate in this area: poolco and direct access via bilateral contracts. Although some

suggzst these models as altematives, they may also co-exist.
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A poolco is an institution that uses a power exchange (PX} to bnng buyers and sellers together.
The PX ranks bids for power sales and purchases until demand is satisfied, setting a "market
clearing” price which all sellers receive. Poolcos have been used in markets intemationally. but
do not allow market parucipants to make ther own deals (or bilateral contracts) other than

through outside financial arrangements (e.g. hedging arrangements).

The model for a bilateral contract market in the retail supply sector is the competitive
telecommunications market where buyers and sellers arrange personalized service (e.g., cell
phone service with roaming and long distance allowances). Detractors claim that this one-on-
one interacton is more complicated than the "group” approach allowed by the poolco but tends

to produce more competitive prices.

Looking ahead, the biggest single challenge in the distribution sector to a resumuctured electnciry
industy s reliability. Both the quality of power and its availability” are essenual elements of
reliability. Both will become increasingly imponant as the national economy becomes ever more

dependent on electncity for applications such as computers and electronic commerce.

Currently, the changing suucture of the electricity industry has heightened x.he need 1o address
reliabiliy  problems.  Responsibility for reliability is now divided among several market
paﬁicxpanls including the transmussion and dismbution companies, marketers. RTOs, and
generators.  The increasing number of participants in the industry makes reliability coordination
more difficult.  Finally, the existing tansmussion and dismibution infrastucture is aging and

access for new construciion is proving difficult
A recemt US. Department of Energy study team repon on power outages suggested that
operational pracuces. repulaiory policies and technical tools are all pan of the answer 10

tmproved rehability. Opcrauonally, a reliable clectncity system will be dependent on

redundancy and availability of reserves.
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Demand side management (DSM) is the term used for programs that affect the timing and
amount of customer usage of elecmicity. However, customers need a means of receiving real
ume information on the cost of electicity if they are to respond in an economucally ranonal

manner. DSM may be useful in providing flexibility in meeting reliability challenges.

Also, distributed energy resources (DER) (smaller power generation units located to serve
discrete purposes or specific consumers) are likely to play an increasingly important role in
future generation. A number of smaller units connected to the grid may lend redundancy to the
system. One of the appeals of DER is the flexibility it provides consumers. Insututional bamers
to DER (e.g. interconnection to the gnid) are problems that must be resolved before the potential
of DER is realized.

The role of long-temn transmission and distribution planning must be recognized and claimed
either at regulatory direction or on a voluntary, industry-wide basis. Certainly, regulators may be
expecied to designate responsibility for reliability. Legislators may well be asked to establish
incenuves 1o replace aging wansmission and distribution infrastructure and to assure access for

new infrastructure construction.

Technology will also play a role in assuring reliability, although the impacts may not even be
envisioned at thus wme. The convergence of the Intemet, the nation's telecommurnications
nerwork and the electnic system will, no doubt, further wansform the electric industry's
infrastucture.  Real time monitonng, a digitalized grid and superconductive matenials are some

of the technologies that hold promise for improving the electricity system.
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ELECTRICITY STRATEGY STATEMENT

The U.S. electricity sector today is marked by wemendous diversity; for instance, there are
differences in existing electrical networks, the number and types of customers, access to the

nterstate gnd, rates, environmental considerations and fuel usage.

State and local governing bodies are close 1o, consumers, utilities, industries, and arc concemned
for the economic well being of therr states and local communities. They are tn the best pasition
to evaluate consumer needs, questions relative to fuel choice, economic development
implications, the best manner in which to implement compedtion, and system reliability.
Therefore, implementation of federal legislaion that fails to mainuin diversity and ovemdes

state legislative or regulatory directives will harm consumners and the economy.

Elecmicity research and development efforts shall be intensified with regard to energy efficiency,
superconductivity, advanced and reasonable environmental controls in power generation.
distmbuted generauon, fuel cells and the development of cost-eflective renewable supply
technologies.  The development of safe and efficient electnic vehicles shall also cononue to be

pursued.

Nuclear power must continue as an essential component of the nation’s clectncity system,
providing rehable. clean-air bass load power. Neither deregulation paolicies nor relicensing
regulatory delays should be allowed to impatr the ability of domestic nuclear plants to continue
1o provide the nation with enussion- free base Joad power. Further, the federal tax

code should be updated 10 maintain deductibility of decommissioning expenses.

The Depaniment of Energy shall continue 1o characterize a repository for the disposal of used
nuclear fuel and begin to operate such a repository as quickly as is safely possible. The federal
government has a legal responsibility to manage commercial reactor fuel. Congress must assure

that payments made by law into the Nuclear Waste Fund for constuction and operation of a

repository under custent Depanment of Energy milestones be available for such purpose.
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Responsibility for reliability and long range planning shall be established. Agng infrastructure
and access for construction of new infrastructure shall be addressed. Maintaining rehiability of

the U.S. electicity system shall be a primary goal of policy makers and tndustry parucipants,
alike.

N
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CAT |
(5 Tripodi, Cathy v - @’5’

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 8:30 PM
To: Tnpodi, Cathy
Subject: FW: Agenda for Monday's Principals’ Meeting
j
AGENDAI .doc
----- Original Message-----

From: John Fenzeifovp.eop.goviinternet [mai_]to:John_Fenzel@ovp.eop.govJ
Sent: Friday. March 0S, 20Cl 4:10 PM -

T0: Kelliher, Joseprh: Anderson, Margot

Subjec:: Agenda Zor Monday's Principals’ Meeting

See aztaches Ilie: AGENDAl.doc)

uneditec version of the Agenda for Monday's

Icrward It tc Secretary Abraharm prior to the
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: Kelliher, Joseph .
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 7:56 PM
Ta: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: Reliability Legisiation

Reliability AU legisiation (short
Legistation - Core... form)l.d...

————— Original Message-----

From: Dave Nevius [mailto:dave.nevius@nerc.com}

Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2001 6:38 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Cc: lstuntz@sdsatty.comsinternet: dcook@nerc.combinternet
Sudbjecr: Reliability Legislation

Joe

Lindez just scnt you a PDF file of a shorter version of reliability
legislation that Charlie Curtis had developed when we started this whole

crocess. Attacned Is a Word version that David Cook developed from thact
*or

version, 1in which he included some language to indicate deferénce to

Interzcnnection-wide requests for Variances. [There was a note in the
cor

versior that indicatec some WSCC language would be inserted.]

1

2 developed this short version of the legislation for Shirley Neff

o
m

or 2:ngaman's stzff when she was wcrking on the Democratic versicrn

ama D
cod v O

czmgrenensive kiil, Originally she said the NERC language was “oo icng

th

ircluae only Bingaman's Z page versior tha: gave TIXT

verything. Ve urged her to include AT LEAST the sncr:

cI

ever. though it lacked some of the additions that The
Ic &s th:s thing evclved. In the final analysis,

ec vers:on in the Bingaman bill. which incliuded
T2 kmenaments, tne State Savings Ciause, the Regional

svizzry ZoTw lantusge, rore Jetailed deference language, etc.
&é.sc a:zacheZ an upcated version of the Core Prirciples documer:z

ie¢ worc versicrn. Hope this helps. Call 1f vou have any
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CORE PRINCIPLES FOR RELIABILITY LEGISLATION

. Accreditation of a single North American SRRO

e FERC to approve a single SRRO.

e Procedures for an applicant to apply for SRRO status, and the procedures and
requirements for FERC to approve such an application.

» Requires that all system operators be members of the SRRO.

e Provides procedures for the SRRO to modify its procedural, governance and funding
rules.

. Authority for that SRRO to set and enforce standards

e Specifies the procedures for the SRRO to file with FERC for approval of reliability
standards.
« Provides that such proposed standards are to be approved uniess FERC finds that

they are unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or preferential, or otherwise not ~

in the public interest.
« Provides that FERC is to give due weight to the technical expertise of the SRRO.
e Gives the SRRO the authority to enforce its standards, subject to FERC review.

_ Allowance for the SRRO to delegate authority for implementation of standards and

enforcement of compliance to regiona! organizations
« Permits the SRRO to delegate. certain authority to regional entities by agreement.
+ Such agreements would be filed with FERC for approval.

". Funding authority

» Provides for the assessment and allocation of SRRO and regional entity costs to
system operators, to be recovered from system users, through a non-bypassable
charge.

_International arrangements

* Governs international agreements and recognition of the SRRO.

_Anti-trust protections

e Provides for a rebuttable presumption that activities undertaken under the Act are in
compliance with the antitrust laws.

Transition mechanism

« Provides for the optional filing with FERC of existing standards by NERC and
regional councils prior to approval of an SRRO, which FERC could approve and
enforce. A

March 1, 2001
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: _ Keliiher, Joseph -

Sent: Tuesday, July 03. 2001 8:45 PM

To: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: Ultra-deepwater Production R&D

Authonization  Kelliher One pager Kelliher Paragraph
language 032901....  032001.doc 032001.doc

----- Original Message~----

From: Kyle Simpson [mailto: kyleslmpson@morganmeguue com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2001 2:38 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Sutbject: Ultra-deepwater Production R&D

Dear Joe:

Here are three brief documents describing the Ultra-deepwater project

Tnat

ve discussed last week. This would be a very important project for our

energy future.
Regards,

Kyvle

DOED08-0751
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DRAFT - modified by Jim Longbottom 19/March/01

ULTRA-DEEPWATER RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

(a) IN GENERAL - The Secretary of Energy shall develop and implement an accelerated cooperative
program of rescarch and development to develop natural gas and oil reserves in the ultra-decpwater of
the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico. This research and development program shall include close
cooperation with consortia of industries, educational institutions, national laboratories and others.

{b) PURPOSE - The purpose of the program shall be to promote rescarch, development, and
demonstration of technologies to —

(1) Lower the total cost of ultra-deepwater U.S. resource recovery

(2) Improve the cfficiency of finding, developing. and converting fuel supplies to useable form from
ultra-deepwater reservoirs

(3} Rejuvenatc U.S. encrgy industry leadership and competitive position in world markets by giving
preference to U.S. companies m the program while recognizing energy is a global busincss

(4) Develop high intensiry design
(5) Accelerate reservoir explontanon
(6) Develop subsca production technology
(7) Transmit the energy resource to market
(8) Ensure environmental management
(c) AREAS - In carrying out this section, the Secretary of Energy shall consider ultra-deepwater nawral
gas and oil production research and development for:
(1) New Systems Architecture
(2) High Intensity Design Engine
t3) Component Optimization Modules
(4) Reservoir Property Verification Methods
(5) Subsea Gathering Systems
{6) Reservoir Monitoring and Conuol Methods
(7) Raserless Dnilling Systems
{8) Consolidation While Drilling
(9) High Capacity Production Wells
(10) Low Cost Inmervention Systems

(11) Subsca Processing & Flow Assusance
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(d)

(e)

(g}

(12) Hydrocarbons to Clean Fuel, Feedstock. Products
{13) Offshore Power Generation/Transmission

(14) Greenhouse Gas Sequestration

(15) Well Control with Near Zero Spill Volume

RESEARCH , DEVELOPMENT. and DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM PLAN - Within 180 days
after the date of emactment of thus section, the Secretary of Encrgy shall prepare and submit to the
Congress a five year program plan to guide activitics under this section. In prepanng the program
plan, the Secretary shall consult with appropriate representanves of the natural gas industries, relevant
educanional institutions and other entitics invalved in ultre-deepwater program. A closed consorta
design competition approach is recommended to expedite bold and decisive results.

IMPLEMENTATION - The Secretary of Energy shall have primary responsibility for ensuring the
five year plan provided for in subsection (d) is implemented as intended by this section. A U.S.

Energy Research Center should be established on the U.S. Gulf Coast to coordinate this program with
the energy industry.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS - The Secretary of Energy shall report 1o the Congress annually on the
status and results to date on the implementation of the research and development program plan.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS - There is authorized to be appropriated 1o the Secretary
of Energy for carrying out this section up to $2 billion through fiscal years 2002 through 2009. The

Secretary may only release such sums when cost sharing amounts are contributed from a sousce
outside the federal government.
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Ultra-Deepwater Central and Western Guif of Mexico:
America’s Challenging Energy Frontier

The largest oil and natural gas resource ever discovered in the United States lie beneath
the ultra-deepwater of the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico. The pace of
development of the resource and the realization of ultimate contribution that can be made
to the energy security of the United States is impaired by the enormous cost and physical
challenges to the development of these resources. Lowering the cost and improving the
efficiency of developing this new resource must be a prionty of our national energy

policy.

The size of the resource in the ultra-decpwater Gulf of Mexico is massive. Ultra-
deepwater development, in principle, could change the rate of domestic oil production
form its current level (5.9 million barrels per day) to approach or exceed the peak
achieved in 1970 (9.6 milhon barrels per day). The possible additions to daily natural gas
production are equally impressive. Barely at the nascent stage, expected reserves are
more than 20 billion barrels of oil equivalent, the same magnitude as all Alaska reserves
discovered to date. This is only the beginning. Total reserves will likely be multiples of
this as exploration drilling moves from 5,000 to 10.000 foot water depths, by far larger
than any other remaining or likely-to-be-discovered resource anywhere in the United
States.

The ulira-deepwater Gulf of Mexico will also make a profound direct contribution to the
domestic natural gas and electnc power supply. Natural gas, which to date has been
mostly and inconvenience in the uitra-deepwater will ulumately be the prize. These vast
new reserves will increase our supply of natral gas. One can also imagine seafloor
based offshore electric power generation stations sending electricity 1o shore and
improving the efficiency and aesthetics of offshore developments while dramatically
reducing safety and environmental concemns.

Not unlike the collateral benefits of the NASA space program or California’s Stlicon
Valley. the development of technology for the ultra-deep offshore will bring about a
renaissance in American technological leadership worldwide. Literally thousands of new
enterprises will be spawned, and their global contnibution will go way beyond the mere
extraction of hydrocarbons.

Because ulira-deep offshore resources are unquestionably the largest ever discovered
worldwide, a successful resolution in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico will spread far and wide.
Developments in the much larger Mexican pant of the Gulf of Mexico and very large
discovenes off Nova Scotia will benefit the United States directly Equally important,
discovenes elsewhere, from West Afnca to South Amenca and the Far East, will provide
energy self-sufficiency to potential competitors for energy resources as the economics of
the world’s developing nations grow and become more energy intensive.

The Department of Energy should establish a high-level concept development
competition for the next generation deepwater architecture. Several competing

DOE008-0754
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revolutionary ideas can be envisaged and proposed by consortia of
industry/universities/national laboratories/and others. Conceptually, the selected consortia
could then be supported in critical mass by federal government to achieve a new open
system architecture standard into which all of industry can invest each with its own prece
of the technology puzzle.

To overcome the physical and technological barriers and to lower the cost of producing
natural gas and oil from the ultra-deepwater of the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico,
the Congress should establish a public/private partnership for an Ultra Deepwater
Research and Development Program within the Department of Energy.

4612

DOED08-0755



59’

Ultra-deepwater Central and Western Gulf of Mexico:
America’s Challenging Energy Frontier

The largest oil and natural gas resource ever discovered in the United States lies beneath
the ultra-deepwater of the Central and Westerm Gulf of Mexico. The current pace of
development of this resource, and ultimately its ability to contnbute to U.S. energy
security, is impaired by enormous cost and physical challenges. Yet, it is widely believed
that a cntical and intensive research and technology effort can resolve these issues and
reduce costs in the deepwater Gulf of Mexico by 30 to 50 percent, enabling significant
new investment and domestic production. Lowering costs, improving the efficiency and
safety of new ultra-deepwater developments must be a priority of our national energy
policy.
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: Kelliher, Joseph ’

Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 B:45 PM

TJo: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: Ultra-deepwater Research and Development

B ) ) |
Kelliher Deepwater Joe Kelliher C Kyle Simpson
Paragraph 0... ane-pager.doc (E-mail).vcf

----- Original Message-----

From: Ky.le Simpson [mailto:kylesimpson@morganmeguire.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2001 6:00 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: Ultra-deepwater Research and Development

Dear Joe,

1 have been working with the University of Houston, Texas A&M, LSU and

others to develop a program that could stimulate the development of a
new

architec:-ure for oil and natural gas reserves from the ultra-deepwater
of

~he Central and Western Gulf of Mexico.

Here are a paragraph and a one-pager on our proposed R&D program to
lower

costs and improve the efficiency and safety of systems for developing
ano gas resources from ultra-deepwater in the Central and Western Gulf
ci

Mexico. 1 nhope this program will be a part of the Administration’s

lnz2usiry’'s capacity to safely werk in the ultra-deepwater.

Regsras,

Rvle

C. Kyie Simpson :

*resident & CED, Morgan Meguire, LLC

1223 1 Street, NV, Suite 600

Washington, DC 20005-5960

2C2-66:-6190 FAX: 202-661-6182
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Ultra-deepwater Central and Western Gulf of Mexico:
America’s Challenging Energy Frontier

The largest oil and natural gas resource ever discovered in the United States lies beneath
the ultra-deepwater of the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico. The current pace of
development of this resource, and ultimately its ability to contnibute to U.S. energy
security, is impaired by enormous cost and physical challenges. Yet, it is widely believed
that a critical and intensive research and technology effort can resolve these issues and
reduce costs in the deepwater Gulf of Mexico by 30 to 50 percent, enabling significant
new investment and domestic production. Lowering costs, improving the efficiency and
safety of new ultra-deepwater developments must be a prionty of our national energy

pohicy.
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Ultra-Deepwater Central and Western Gulf of Mexico:
America’s Challenging Energy Frontier

The largest o1l and natural gas resource ever discovered in the United States lie beneath
the ultra-deepwater of the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico. The pace of
development of the resource and the realization of ultimate contribution that can be made
to the energy security of the United States is impaired by the enormous cost and physical
challenges to the development of these resources. Lowenng the cost and improving the
efficiency of developing this new resource must be a prionty of our national energy

policy.

The size of the resource in the ultra-deepwater Gulf of Mexico is massive. Ultra-
deepwater development, in principle, could change the rate of domestic oil production
form its current Jevel (5.9 million barrels per day) to approach or exceed the peak
achieved in 1970 (9.6 million barrels per day). The possible additions to daily natural gas
production are equally impressive. Barely at the nascent stage, expected reserves are
more than 20 billion barrels of oil equivalent, the same magnitude as ali Alaska reserves
discovered to date (can you cite USGS or other source?). This 1s only the beginning.
Total reserves will likely be multiples of this as exploration drilling moves from 5,000 to
10,000 foot water depths, by far larger than any other remaining or likely-to-be-
discovered resource anywhere in the United Siates.

The ulra-deepwater Gulf of Mexico will also make a profound direct contribution to the
domestic natural gas and electnc power supply. Natural gas, which to date has been
mostly and inconvenience in the ultra-deepwater will ultimately be the prize. These vast
new rescrves will increase our supply of natural gas. One can also imagine seafloor
based offshore electric power generation stations sending electricity to shore and
improving the efficiency and aesthetics of offshore developments while dramaticaliy
reducing safety and environmental concems.

Not unlike the collateral benefits of the NASA space program or California’s Silicon
Valley, the development of technology for the ultra-deep offshore will bnng about a
renaissance in American technological leadership worldwide. Literally thousands of new
enterpnises will be spawned, and their global contribution will go way beyond the mere
extraction of hydrocarbons.

Because ultra-deep offshore resources are unquestionably the largest ever discovered
worldwide, a successful resolution in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico will spread far and wide.
Developments in ‘the much larger Mexican pan of the Gulf of Mexico and very large
discovenes off Nova Scotia will benefit the United States directly. Equally imponant.
discovenes elsewhere, from West Africa to South America and the Far East. will provide
energy self-sufficiency to potential competitors for encrgy resources as the economies of
the world’s developing nations grow and become more energy intensive.

The Depanment of Energy should cstablish a high-level concept development
competition for the next generation deepwater architeciure. Several competing

4616

DOE008-0759



revolutionary ideas can be envisaged and proposed by comsortia of
industry/universities/national laboratories/and others. Conceptually, the selected consortia
could then be supported in critical mass by federal government to achieve a new open
systemn architecture standard into which all of industry can invest each with its own piece
of the technology puzzle.

To overcome the physical and technological barmiers and to lower the cost of producing
natural gas and oil from the ultra-deepwater of the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico,
the Congress should establish an Ultra Deepwater Research and Development Program
within the Department of Energy.
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NATIONAL ELECTRICITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY ACT
*(NEET)
Preliminary Estimate of Environmental Bepefits

Enactment of the National Electricity and Environmental Technology Act (NEET) would provide
cost sharing for investment by the electricity generating industry for pollution control and repowering
technology. It 1s projected that 50% of the owners of eligible units greater than 300MW would retrofit
these units with a system(s) of continuous emission conwol to control emissions to levels of the new
source performance standards for steam-electric generating units. It is projected that one-third of the
operators would mstall flue gas desulfurization (FGD) for the control of sulfur dioxide, one-third would
install selective catalytic reduction (SCR) for the control of nitrogen oxides and one-third would install
both FGD and SCR. It is also projected that berween 10% and 25% of the operators of units of 300MW
or less would repower these units 1o control emissions 1o levels of the new source performance standards
for steam-clectric generating units and increase their thermal efficiency by at least 500 Btu per kilowatt
hour. The completion of these instaliations is projected 1o coincide with any new or anticipated
regulatory requirements for eligible units. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the availability of the tax
credits will result in the installations of controls before it may have otherwise occurred.

The projected reduction in emissions from the retrofit of systems for continuous emission control
and repowering are significant. Nitrogen oxide emissions are projected 10 be reduced by over 740.000
tons per vear, a 24% reduction from 1999 levels. Sulfur dioxide emissions are projected to be reduced by
over 2,457,000 tons, a 28% reduction from 1999 levels. Despite the fact that the installation of systems
of continuous emission controls decreases unit efficiency and increases carbon dioxide emissions by 2%,
the reduction in carbon dioxide emission from the repowering applications are projected to result in a net
reduction of over 11.722.000 tons. a 0.9% reduction from 1999 ievels.

Projected Emission Reductions

NO, SO, CO,
Coal-based Unuts > 300MW
Emissions before NEET 1,956,545 4941615 860,211,290
| Emussions after NEET 1.434.539 3,375.988 865.948.899
Reduction 522,006 1.565.627 -5.737.609
Coal-based Units 23 % of capacity <= 300MW sepowers |
« ___Emissions before NEET 1,099,160 3.754.884 | 443.357.462 §
Emissions after NEET 879.328 2.863.099 425.897.237 |
Reduction 219.832 891.785 17.460.226 !
- Total Emission Reducuion, Tons 741838 24574124 11.722.616 .
Percent Emission Reduction : 24% 28% | 0.9% .
. !
* Coal-based Units 10% of capacity <= 300MW repowers
Emissions before NEET 1.099.160 3.754.884 1 443.357.462 -
Emissions after NEET 989.245 3.398.170 | 436373372 .
| Reduction 109.916 356,714 4 6.984.090
: ! i ‘
" Total Emussion Reducuon. Tors 631.922 | 1922341 ! 1.246 481 !
21% | 22% 0.1% ;

Percent Emussion Reduction

C \DOCUME-~ i \tnpodic \LOCALS- 1 \Temp \NATIONAL ELECTRICITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY ACT

prelum est of env. benes doc
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12/18/2000

OUTLINE
The National Electricity and Environmental Technology Act

Title 1 Accelerated technology research and development program for new and existing coal-
based peneration facilities

e Authorizes the Secretary, in consultauon with the private sector, to establish R&D cost and
performance goals that can be achieved by 2007, 2015 and 2020 by existing and ncw coal-based
generating facilities.

» Authorizes the Secretary to study the technologies capable of achieving thc‘ performance goals and
make recommendations for the programs required to develop those technologies.

s Authorizes the appropniations necessary to carry out the RD&D program to advance the technologies
identified in the study as being capable of achieving the cost and performance goals.

* Authorizes the Secretary to carry out a power plant improvement initiative that will demonstrate
commercial applications to new and existing planis of coal-based technologies that will advance the
efficiency, environmental performance and cost competitiveness beyond that of facilities in service or
demonstrated to date.

* Authorizes 50% private scctor cost sharing along with the use of uncommitted Ciean Coal
Technology program funds to provide the federal share of the demonstration projects.

Title I1 Tax credits for emission reductions and efficiency improveéments in existing coal-based
generating facilities

e Estabhlishes a 10% investment tax credit for investments in systems of continuous emissions controls
retrofitted to existing coal-based electricity generating units.

e Estabhishes a production tax credit (0.34 cents/kWh) for the first 10 years of electricity output from
existing coai-based gencration units that arc repowered with qualifying clean coal technologies.

Title JI1 Tax credits for early commercial applications of advanced coal-based generaune
technologies

= Establishes a 10% investment tax credit for investment in qualifying advanced coal-based generaung
technologies for use in new or repowered units.

« Establishes an efficiency-based production tax credit for clectricity generated during the first 10 vears
of operation of a new or repowered unit using qualified advanced coal-based generation technologies.
in subsequent vears. eligible technologies must achieve increasingly higher levels of efficiency to
qualify for the credus.

» Esiablishes a nisk pool amounting 10 5% of the cost of the new technologics 1o help defray the cost of
any modifications necessary to achieve design performance levels.

Title IV Refundable or offser credits for electnc cooperatives, publicly owned electmic uiihinies and the
Tennessee Vallev Authority
e Establishes refundable or offset wax credits for clectric cooperatives and pubhicly owned electric
utilies.
o Establishes an offset aganst payments required as an annual rctum on appropnations by the
Tennessce Valicy Authority.
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: '12/18/2000
OVERVIEW
The National Electricity and Environmental Technology Act

The National Academy of Engineering recently identified “Electrification - the vast
networks that power the developed worid” as the single most important achievement of the 20"
century. The economy of the 21 century will require increased amounts of reliable, clean and
affordable electricity. Coal, the nation's most abundant energy resource, can help meet these
requirements if new technoiogies are developed and deployed to convert this resource to
electricity more efficiently and cleanly.

Background

» By the year 2020, U.S. electricity consumption is projected to grow 35% and worldwide
electricity is projected to grow by 70%.

o Today, more than one half of U.S. electricity is generated from abundant, low-cost,
domestic coal.

s On average, the cost of electricity from coal is less than one half the cost of electricity
generated from natural gas or oil, and it is less than nuclear power.

* Coal constitutes more than 85 percent of U.S. fossil fuel resources, enough to last more
than 250 years at current rates of consumption.

» Overall emissions from U.S. coal-based generating plants have been reduced by one third
since 1570, even while electricity produced from coal has tripled.

Reasons for Stimulating Advanced Coal Generating Technologies

* Uncertainty about new environmental requirements and electricity deregulation, as well as
optimistic projections about natural gas prices, have led generators 1o rely heavily on
natural gas for new electric generating capacity. Consumption of natural gas for electricity
generation is projected to triple by 2020.

« Average wellhead prices for natural gas in 2000 now exceed $9.00/mcf, well above the
$3.66/mcf price DOE forecast for 2020. Large-scale conversion to natural gas generation
could double retail electric pnces ~ a significant hardship for low and fixed income
consumers. It would also eliminate an advantage the U.S. enjoys in the world marketplace.

+ Only expensive retrofit technologies can achieve the more stringent emissions limits being
considered for existing coal-based generating facilities. Advanced technologies for
converting coal into electricity can effectively eliminate health-based pollutants and
substantially improve efficiency in new power generating facilities.

* Initial commercial deployment of new coal generating technologies entails significant risk
which generators are unwilling to accept in a newly competitive electricity market.

The National Electricity and Environmental Technology Act provides a measure of
burden-sharing to cushion the cost of improving the environmental performance of
existing coal-based generating facilities. it also stimulates deployment of advanced
technologies to further reduce emissions and improve efficiency in new generating
facilities, allowing our most abundant domestic energy resource to help meet the
nation’s growing need for clean, reliable and affordabie electricity.
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Purpose

Enact a comprehensive coal-based technology program to reduce
emissions and improve efficiency in existing coal-based generating
plants and stimulate deployment of advanced technologies to further
reduce emissions and improve efficiency in new generating facilities

Program Elements

< R&D program that addresses long term technology needs to improve
efficiency and reduce emissions from coal-based generation

< -Financial incentives program designed to cushion the financial
burden of applying technologies to existing coal units to improve
emissions control and increase efficiency

= Demonstration program that provides tax incentives and/or financial
assistance to deploy the initial commercial-scale applications of
advanced coal-based generatlng technologies
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Background

DOE Fossil Energy R&D programs do not have a comprehensive
program that addresses the environmental constraints and timeframes
facing the existing fleet of coal-based generating units

DOE Fossil Energy program is supporting the development of
advanced coal-based generating technology, but program does not
have specific performance goals or milestones for commercial

- application

Vision 21 calls for the development of commercial designs after 2015

No program exists for supporting early commercial application of high
risk, higher cost advanced coal-based technology.
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Major Provisions

Title |

& Accelerated Technology Research and Development Program for
Advanced Clean Coal Technology for New and Existing Coal-based
Electric Generating Facilities

Title It

@ Credits For Emission Reductions And Efficiency Improvements In
Existing Coal-based Electricity Generating Facilities

Title I

@ Incentives For Early Commercial Applications Of Advanced Clean
Coal Technologies

Title IV
@ Treatment Of Certain Tax-Exempt Entities



Titl.e | -- Accelerated R&D Program

69.0-800300

9Iv

~@ Part A -Establishment of a national coal-based technology
development plan and applications program
® Sec. 101 Purposes

Sec. 102 Cost and performance goals

¢ establish cost and performance goals for technologies that are
available in 2007, 2015 and after 2020

4 establish goals in consultation with industry and issue for public
comment

- @ after accounting for public comment, submit goals to Congress

Sec. 103 Study

¢ identify technologies that are capable of achieving the goals

¢ recommend programs to develop and demonstrate such technologies
) Sec. 104 Technology research and development program

¢ implement the R&D program identified in the study
(&) Sec. 105 Authorization

¢ 3100 M per year -- 2002 through 2012
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Title | -- Accelerated R&D Program

@ Part B - Power plant improvement initiative

Sec. 121 Power plant improvement initiative program

€ demonstrate commercial applications of advanced coal-based

technologies applicable to new and existing power plants and co-
production facilities

4 Conduct SOMW or greater demonstrations that achieve levels of
performance well beyond current or demonstrated levels for:
~ significant improvements in
» efficiency, or
» environmental performance
- cost competitiveness

@ Sec. 122 Financial assistance
¢ solicit and select 50% cost shared projects

¢ applicable to 25% of existing fleet of coal-based generating plants
@ Sec. 123 Authorization |

¢ redirect excess Clean Coal Technology program and other funding to

carry out program
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Title Il -- Credits for Existing Units

@ Sec. 201 Credit for investing in qualifying clean coal technology

10% investment tax credit on 1st $100 million investment in a

qualifying system of continuous emission control installed on an
existing coal-based generating unit

exempt from new source review
10 year “safe harbor” for pollutant controlled to NSPS level

& Sec. 202 Credit for production from a qualifying clean coal
technology unit

& production tax credit of 3.4 mills/lkWh during 1st 10 years of

production from an existing unit, 300MW or smaller, repowered with
a qualifying clean coal technology.

qualifying clean coal technology must reduce heat rate by not less

than 500 Btu/kWh or achieve a heat rate of less than 9,000
Btu/kWh

& exempt from new source review

(3 10 year "safe harbor” from further regulation under Clean Air Act
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Title Ill -- Incentives For Advanced
Clean-Coal Technology ‘

@ Sec. 301 Credit for investment in qualifying advanced clean coal
technology |

10% of total investment in qualifying advanced clean coal technology with
design efficiency of not less than 36%

Qualifying facilities:

a total of 5,000MW advanced pulverized and atmospheric fluidized bed combustion -

a total of 1,000MW pressurized fluidized bed combustion

a total of 2,000MW gasification combined cycle

a total of 2,000MW unspecified technology with 15% efficiency improvement

@ Sec. 302 Production tax credit

[ 10 year variable rate based on date placed in service and design heat rate
(greater efficiency required to qualify in later years)

) Multiple demonstration periods for facilities placed in service:
- Before 2008 with a design efficiency of 39% to 41%
- After 2007, before 2012 with a design efficiency of 41% to 44%
- after 2011, before 2016  with a design efficiency of 44% to 46%

31 exempt from new source review and 10 year “safe harbor” for pollutant
controlled to NSPS level

!
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Title Ill -- Incentives For Advanced
Clean-Coal Technology (continued)

@ Sec. 303 Risk pool

Establishes a risk pool to defray the cost of any modifications
required to achieve the design performance

Not to exceed 5% of total investment
available during first three years of operation
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~ Title IV -- Treatment of Certain Tax-
Exempt Entities

@ Sec 401 Credits or offsets for cooperatives and publicly owned
utilities
Establishes refundable or offset tax credits for electric Cooperatives
and publicly owned electric utilities

= Sec. 402 Offsets for annual payment obligations

&l establishes an offset against payments required as an annual
return on appropriations by the Tennessee Valley Authority

10
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Environmental Benefits

@ Retrofit of systems of continuous emission control that achieve
the new source performance standard levels will:
@ significantly reduce NOx and SO2
increase efficiency and decrease CO2

@ repowering with technologies that achieve the new source

performance standard levels and increase efficiency by 5% will:

significantly reduce NOx, SO2 and CO2
@ Total emission reduction
& NOx - 24%-21% (742,000 -631,922 Tons)
SO2 - 28%-22% (2,457,000 -1,922,341 Tons)
&) CO2 - 0.9%-0.1% (11,722,000 -1,246,481 Tons)

11 -
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Investment and Revenue Impacts

‘@ $48 billion projected capital investment by owners of coal-based
generating units who install systems of continuous emission
control or repowering technology

50% of eligible units over 300MW are projected to retrofit systems

of continuous emission control

10% -25% of units equal to or less than 300MW are projected to
repower

@ $1.7-$2.2 billion projected revenue impact for 1st five years
% $3.2-34.5 billion projected revenue impact for 2nd five years

@ Total revenue impact projected to be $8.3-$11.2 billion over 24
years

12 -
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Keﬂlher Joseph

‘rom: . Dana Contratto [dcontratto@msn.com]
~ent: - | Thursday, March 22, 2001 12:04 AM
fo: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: national energy policy
importance: High
Joe,

Of course, if 1 were King we would already have a national eneray policy
that would have kept California out of the mess in which it now finds
itself. Also, I was pleased to see that the Secretary is now saying
that

OPEC pricing is the action of a cartel and not market forces -- he 1is
certainly on the right track.

Now, to the point of your guestion, what to do about pipeline

certification -

and pricing. Frankly, I do not recall much of the gas title that was

basically dropped from the 92 EPAct. I do recalil that much of what the

pipelines wanted was on the pricing side, and not just market pricing,

but

"cost of service" at such, in my view, ridiculous things as replacement

pricing, which is basically "profiteering” of the worst kind because it

is

with the government as "regulator," ancd market pricing for existing

systems

irrespective of the pipeline's market power. Anyway, enough bemoaning
et

.2 pipelines wiil seek. -

i

Ql tn

cert
ng.
s

ification or licensing, the process is both mature and

rt O
,J
}.l

y

m

ems tc be little that can be done in terms of reducing

jencrs

(such e&s restricting intervention from competing fuels, like oil
~- by the way, this notion once "had legs”, but I would not

3
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the simple reason that, while one could theorectically restrict

such intervenors, the EIS process still reguires the

Yot (T QO e

(p 1g et b
el

i that, perforce, brincs in the alternative fuel

aryway). There are some things around the edges that could be done,
such as
what FERC just proposed for California service -- that is, reaising the

collar level for facilities built under blanket certiiicates, which

helps in

terrms of adding compression. In short, I do think that the certificate
rocess is seriously process ”onstra‘ned but, absent sugcgestions that

W uiz
be highly controversial, I do not see much procedurally that can be done
in ‘
terms of really expediting 1it. (Remember the ill-fated Optional
Zwpeditied
Certificate procedure -- basically saying that if the pipeline aqgrees to
"tzke the economic risk"™ of the project, it could proceed much mcre
pldliy.
fortunately, pipeline certificates come with rights of eminent cdomain
=nc
zllowing such on an expedited basis is truly problem atic, If rct et the

oo
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‘sefrificate stage itself, then when the pipeline goes to court to
condemn . '
property and is challenged on public benefit grounds.)

- .0, having said that, what can be done. Here are some ideas: First,
while

the process itself is constrained with environmental assessments and
EISs,

it seems to me that the government could do something to make sure that
the

process is not resource constrained. In other words, my guess is that
more

resources at FERC for some period of time -- perhaps outside contractors
so

as not to commit to higher staffing for the next century -- could
expedite

pipeline certificates substantially. Presently, my recollection is that
FERC costs the government nothing -- that is, the fees and charges
generated .

by FERC are sufficient to cover its costs of operations. Nonetheless,
the

idea is that if it takes two FERC staff people two weeks to review an
application, four staff people should be able to do so in less time.
Granted that this increase in FERC resources might cost the surplus some
few

tens of millions of dollars, it probably could have a significantly
beneficial impact on the time it takes to complete a certificate
application

review.

Second, and in a similar vein, I do not think that FERC has the power to
control other agencies that are necessary to process a pipeline
certificate
- for example, the Corps of Engineers for water crossings or dredge and
i1l permits or DOI's Fish and Wildlife for endangered species

determinzations. I believe that one idea floated 1in the past was for
FZRC to

he-the central clearing agency. The problem is, what do you do when the
agencies do not comply with FERC deadlines -- it is politically
unacceptable

o say, well, if you do not meet the deadline, whatever you are looking

o}
[ ]

e deemed done and acceptable. So, again, this is another kind of
s constraint that in my view can also be viewed as & resource
aint -- that is, 'if more money could be put into the process to
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', perhaps contracting out 1is the real answer) qualified people to

M 0 3

ob done in a more time manner, it could in fact be done in a more
manner. S0, again, increase the resources as necessary to move
ne certificate applications and related requirements of other

e
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ter manner. Do not compromise the substance, just get it done
with more resources.

QO
¥
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Finally, the norm for gas transmission operating pressures in the U.S.
is

around 1000 psi. 1In other parts of the world, pipelines are cperating
at '

higher pressures -- the Bolivia-Brazil line is 1400 psi. With higher
pressures, more gas moves. Obviously, some pipelines could not handle
such

~igher pressures, but new pipelines could be built to move more gas a:
chn
_gher pressures. This is an idea I would take up with INGAA, also with
the
obvious first order being safety.
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As“mentioned above, rates, that is money and returns on eguity,.are

central

to incentives. To my mind, rolled in pricing is problematic from the
©..utset -

anless there are truly system benefits that are fairly evenly spread in

terms of better service or lower rates. Incremental pricing in my mind

should, however, be the order of the day -- that is, those who use the

incremental capacity created by the project or system enhancement pay
for

it. The good thing about this is that it guells complaints by existing
customer, which can kill projects. Another interesting pricing idea is
to

allow market rates on new projects where there are more than one
competing A

pipeline for the customers and where the pipeline does not possess
market

power -- obviously, it is gquite difficult for a pipeline to possess
market "

power when it 1s trying to enter a new market. The downside to this
from an .
existing coustomer perspective is, how do we know that the pipeline will
really be able to operate at such prices ~- that is, what happens when
it

fails and tries to put the cost on other customers or tries to increase
rates to cover its higher cost of capital for having a large failed
project.

Having said this, I still believe that negotiated, market rates on new
projects would greatly enhance the pipelines' incentives to build new

projects. The customers are usually large and sophisticated and do not
need
government protection from the hands of market power because the
pipeline
1st does not have market power in these circumstances where it is
ying to - ‘
cuilo new facilities to serve new customers. The key, to me, is tc
require

the pipeline to bear the risk of failure on such projects.

50, there you have it. The best of my quick thinking at the moment
recognizing that I am alsc on vacation in St. Lucia at the moment. I
will

[P SRS

be back next week and be able to discuss this or other items further

5

wn ¢t g
S0 0
I
m
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i*f you want. By the way, as to ANGTS, I have not reviewed 1t for
me. However, anything done in 1976 probably should be revisited to

3
s still viable. Sorry I do not have more at this time td offer on

————— Original Message-----

From: Kelliher, Joseph [mailto:Joseph.Kelliher@hg.doe.gov}
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2001 5:44 PM

To: 'Dana Contratio’

Scbjecz: national energy policy

. f you were King, or 11 Duce, what would you include in a national &
SN
‘ energy I’

4636



A

IBOEEEXLAespecially wWwith respect to natural gas issues? Should I look at
;gzi%e gas pipeline provisionshin the House EPAct bill that weré'dgopﬁed
ignference? I -am just looking for your immediate thoughts, please do
53; a lot of time into this. I am working up the policy elements, and
iZSS coniident of my judgement on gas pipeline issues than other areas,
iggught I would pick your brain. With respect to the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Act c¢f 1976, I am operating a suspicion that law would

have
to be substantially amended to serve as a basis for licensing an Alaskan

. gas

‘pipeline. Do you agree?

T e

—
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MEMO
TO:
FROM;

DATE:

Joe Kelliher
Cathy Tnipodi
4/1/01

BASIC OVERVIEW OF US REFINERY CAPACITY
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Reference Case Forecast

Table A11. 'Pelroleum Supply and Disposition Balance
{Million Barrels per Day. Unless Otherwise Noted)

Reterence Case 2"3“':
. 1
Suppty snd Disposition 1999-2020
199¢ 1999 2008 2010 2018 2020 (percent)
Crude Oil .
Domesuc Crude Froduction’ ... . ..... .. €.2: 5.8t 5865 5.1¢ s5.0? 5.0¢ £0.7%
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TowlCruse Suppdy . ... ... ... .......... 14.87 14.80 1534 16.6¢ 16.9% 17.19 o™
Nt sl Gas Plomt LIQuids .. .o..ooenennn ... 1.7t 1.8% 21a 23 2.63 2. 2.1%
Other inpwts’ 632 0.60 029 .82 o [ S 4] -4 A
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Gioss Renned Froouct tmpons 1€ V.72 1.9 24t 3.X a2¢ 4.4
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Emerwmoon: ... . L L. . 0C. 0ot 0.00 0.0t 0.0( 0.0C N
kxoonm: . e e OE: 0.8c a6c [N 0.8« 0.8¢ 03X~
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Molor Cesowme’ . . E: b4z 940 101 107! 1.3 1 4.
Jet Fue’ Vi 1¢7 1.8¢ Fal 25 2.8¢ 2.¢€.
Drevnigre Fue™ A KKV 4.1z ac 47t 5. 1E
Resioual i, ce Ot: 06> o~ 0.%¢ 0 6 v e
Orree -’ ot 50 57 &= L L2 o
Yoral L e 18 19.5¢ nn 2.7 24 2t 258> 1.3%
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Figure A3. Petroleum Administration for Defense Districts

Source: Energy Information Administration, Othce of Integrated Analysis and Forecasting.

Energy Informetion Administration/ Supplement to the Annual Energy Ovtlook 19958 Pal) 4646
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: ) White, Thomas *
Sent: Friday. March 30. 2001 3:08 PM
To: " Tnipodi, Cathy

Subject: RE: Refinery capacity

Cathy, here is more matenial on MTBE and ethanol.
Tom ’
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----- Uriginal Megsage--—-

From: Tnpodh, Cattyy
Sent: Fnday, March 30, 2001 11:39 AM
To: white, Thomas

Subject: RE: Refinery capacity

Yikes. | 9o not mean to be demanding maybe they have something -- THANK YOU. 1s this what you refer to as

toutique fuels?

----- Ongnal Message-----

(9]

DOE008-0796
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Anderson, Margot .

Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 11:04 AM

To: Kelliner, Joseph

Subject: FW: NPRA Recommendations on National Energy Policy

Lid I send this to you? PO guys took a look at the NPRA recommendations.

----- Origara. Ma2ssage-----

Trom: Breegd, Vi_lianm

Sent: Irigay. Marcrn 23, 2001 5:05 PM

70: Anaerson, Mergos

Cz: MoNuzti, Berry

Suzlect: RI: KFF~: Reczommendations on National Energy Policy
~fter teln:ing with Barry, here are some comments:

4654
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William Breed
Acting Director, Office of Energy Efficiency,

Alternative Fuels, and 0Oil Analysis (P0O-22)
202-586-4763

----- Original Message-----

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2001 11:58 AM

To: Breed, William

Subject: FW: NPRA Recommendations on-National Energy Policy

Bill,

Can you ask your crack staff if any cf these policy recommendations from
NPRA have meriz?

Margot

-----Original Message-----

from: Kell:her, Joseph

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2001 ©:04 MM

To: Anderson, Margot

Scbieczt: NPRA Recommendazions on National Energy Pclicy

----- Original Message-----
or.: Siaugh:ier, 3ob {mailto:Bob_Slaughter@npradc.org:
nt: Thursgay, Merch 22, 2001 3:52 PM
r , Josegh
Be<:ty:; Sternfelis, Urvan
WER~ Recommendations on National Energy Policy

Rttached is a short document which includes NPRA‘'s curren-:
wnat changes 1n national energy policy are needed 12 help

inT seztc:r.
I woulzs lire specifically to highlight three:
Qre. Ve pel:ieve tra: the Administration is missing an importan:

opporzunity
to improve enercy oolicy by not adcéressing the onroad diesel sulfur

re-€. ‘

Th.s rule w.1! have a greater adverse supply impact than any other :n
~he ) '

nex:t flve years end shouid be reviewed. 1Instead of reguirinrg
essenzially

136t of conroad ciesel output to be reduced from 500 ppm tc 1S pIx osulicr
oy

n:a-200€, a- a cost of 58 billion, the Administraticn could move ne

4655

DOE008-0798



William Breed
Acting Director, Office of Energy Eff.ciency,

Alternative Fuels, and Qil Analysis (P0-22)
202-586-4763

----- Original Message-----

Frem: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2001 11:58 AM

To: Breed, William

Subject: Fw: NPRA Recommendations on National Energy Policy

Bill,

Can you ask your crack staff if any of these policy recommendations from
NPRA have merit?

Margot

----- Origiral Message-----

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Friday, Marcr 23, 2001 9:04 AM

To: Anderson, Maract

Subject: NPRA Recommendations zn National Energy Policy

————— Origina: Messzge-----
from: Siaughier, Bob [mailto:Bob_Slaughterfnprazc.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 2z, 2001 3:52 PM

e K iher, Joseoh
C=: An:nonry, Be:iily:; Sterniels, Urvan
Saziect: NPRA Recommendations on MNational Energy Policy

Joce Kelliher: Rttached it a short document which includes NPRA's current
t-inking as ic what changes in national energy crolicy are needed to helr

ning secior.
I wouls Like specifically to highliaat three:
One. We believe zhaz the Administration is missing an imp>riant

coortuniTy .
<o irprove energy policy by not addressing the onroad ciessl sulfu-

This ©ule wiil have a greater adverse supply impact than any otper in
the :
nex: five years ancg should be rev:ewed. Insteal of recuilring

essent:a’ly
100t of onroec ciesel ouiput o be reduced from 500 pem te 1D prm osulfur
by
mia-200€, a7 a zos: ¢f S8 killiion, tne Adminisiratiicn could move the
2
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required supply date back to 2008-9 and providz a reduction in the
diesel

excise tax for 1Sppm sulfur diesel sold in acdvance of the 2908 date.
This

could provide all the necessary supply for new trucks which need the
diesel

in 2006-7 (probably only 5% of demand). There are nc environmental
benefits

from using the new diesel in old truck engines, so the program in its
current form constitutes massive waste, since those trucks aren't a
sufficient force in the market until 2008 at the earliest. This change
will help prevent loss of diesel supply and refinery closures waich will
take place under the rule in its current form. The overall bensfits of
the )

program are not reduced. We would like to talk with you more on this.

Two. The EPA's enforcement campaign against U.S. refineries should be
halted and reexamined. RAs you know, it is impossible to build new
refineries, so the industry has had to add capacity at existing sites in
an

attempt to maintain an adequate supply of products for consumers in the
past

twenty years. Even at that, the industry has been able to keep U.S.
capacity only flat over the past decade, so new demand has been met by
increased imports of refined products. The Browner EPA launched an
extensive

ana ceorcinated campaign against the industry, alleging that capacity
additions diring the past twenty years were not appropriately permitted.
This despite the fact that refinery improvements were made with the
knowledge of both state and federal environmental agencies and in
keeping

with permittiné reguirements as they were understood at that time. The
TPA

has sen: section 114 requests, in effect blanket sutpoeras, to most
refiners, anc many are now Zacing notices of violation and legal action.

-~

I

few nave settlec beczuse they believe that it is easier to pay a fine,
$1an .

& consent cecree and move forward than resist. All this comes at a time
wner federai and state authoritlies have urged the industry to continue
TS

nercriean efiorts to produce product all-out to avoid shortages. EPA's
oCutions &re really nothing more than an 3ztemdt to discredit the

triobute in the form of fines in order to allow refiners tc

orn. with their business. We believe that everyone in the industry shoulcd
law, ang we believe that they do, often under difficult

. bBut’tnis activity goes far beyond the pale ci reasonable
er.fcrzement acT:iivity and should cease.

ne 'ngcal patents, receatly upheld by a federal court of

tne Supreme Court ie:t stand, provide no real penefrt tc

zonsumers. The huge royalties granted by a California

5.3/4 cents/gallon--are far in excess of the cost of even the
reformulated gasoiine program ancd may well cost consumers over 5200
mill:on

per year when :implemented. The existence of the payents will increase
the

cost of gasoline, reduce supply., and el:minate all of the ircentive £
overcomcliance with environmental regulations. The paten: will
make 1t

(o

also

ever narder 1o use etharol in gasoline where ozone frcolems ex:s: auring
“he
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summer months {e.g. Chicago anc Milwaukee). The Administraticn snould
study .

this issue and take steps to put ény royalty colleczions on held.

Otherwise, this situation will affect Miowes:ern ard East Coes: casoline
. . . - ..

supplies adversely this summer, as it dic last year.

The rest of our thirking is attached. Thank you for your call

vesterday. 7
i'm available to discuss these matters with you at any time.

Bob Slaughter {
NPRA 202.457.0480 x 152; home A

<<natenergypul?2.doc>>
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: Kelliher, Joseph .

Sent: Tuesday. July 03, 2001 5:15 PM

To: Tnpodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: hydro licensing for principal's meeting

Predecisional: draft NEP recommendation

—---Oniginal Message---—

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2001 9:43 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph; Kolevar, Kevin
Cc: Mansueti, Lawrence; Carrier, Paul
Subject: hydro licensing for prinapal’'s meeting

Yy talking pomts
NEP.wpd

Joe and Kevin,

Margot

4832
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: Kelliher, Joseph i
Sent: Tuesday. July 03, 2001 5:36 PM
To: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: Talking Points

Predecisional: draft NEP recommendations

----~QOriginal Message——
From: Angerson, Margot
Sent: Monday, Aprit 02, 2001 6:22 PM
To: Ketlihes, Joseph
Subject: Talking Points
Will this do?

Energy Efficiency

alking poin...

DOE008-0978
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Kelliher, Joseph

I
N

Y

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

importance:

Joe,

Vemel, Jean .
Tuesday, May 01, 2001 3:12 PM
Keliiher, Joseph: Anderson, Margot
Conti, John; Carter, Douglas

RE: NSR

High

Just 3ot to look at this. I was out of the office yesterday and this
morning at a conference. Please let me know your reaction, and where

this stands.

4837
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Jean

————— Original Message-----

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2001 5:05 PM
To: Vernet, Jean; Anderson, Margot
Subject: NSR

Sorry for the delay. What is your reaction to this? Looks pretty weak
to me. Please advise. Thanks.

----- Origiral Message-----

From: Schmidr.Lcrie@epamail.epa.govitinternet
{marltc:Schmidt.Lorie@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Tuesdaay, April 24, 2001 12:08 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Cc: Stevenson, Beverley

Subject: NEPD Recommendations

_:eve zrnat Tom and Rob will want to talk to you about this again --
rink wWe &7e Trving tc set ur something for Wednesday or Thursaay.

I Ziantz zzizh Jean's last name, sc could you please forward this :c

{See atteznec file: nsr rec 4-24.wpc)

4838
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Michael McCabe .
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2001 5:50 PM
To: Kelliner, Joseph

Cc: Haspel, Abe

Subiject: RE: Appliance Standards

Abe Haspel asked that | send you the following answers to your questions on appliance standards. It reflects Mark
Friedrichs input.

Michael J. McCabe
Acting Chief of StaF

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
(202) 586-9155

4839
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2001-003899
Secreta_ry,Th; _ ﬁﬁ 35 3 5

From:

Sant: Friday, February 09, 2001 6:46 PM
To: Secretary, The

Subject: Consumer Information Commen! Form
FROM:

NAME:

SUBJECT: Energy Task Force

Z21P: 36549 |

“PARM.1: TOthe secretary@hq.dos.gov
SUBJECT . Consumer_information_Comment_Form
STATE: AL
TOPIC: Other
SUBMIT: Send Comrwnents
CONTACT: email
COUNTRY: USA
MESSAGE: Please convey my displeasure to the Energy Task Force
(Cheney, elc) in there even being the slightest consideration to
‘waive federal environmental protecton taws® to assist
Calfomia in their need for new power plants. | uncerstand that
govemor Gray Davis has requesled the Bush/Cheney administration
to consider. They have plants that can generate the power and
those companies opted to NOT put in the retrofits needed to
update their machinery and systems. They either run at only peak
times or sold

0%
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2001-003452

Secretary, The

From:

Sent: Monday, February 05. 2001 3:15 PM
To: Secretary, The

Subject: Consumer Information Comment Form

SUBJECT: VP Energy Task Force

2P: 19082

city:

PARM.1: TO:the.secretaryaniq.doe.gov
SUBJECT:Consumer_Information_Comment_Form

STATE: PA

TOPIC: Other

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email

COUNTRY: US

MESSAGE: Dear Friends, My name is Rob McMonagle. | am e’h.D.
student in the Political Science Department at Temple
University...and a former employee at both the RNC (1994) and for
Congressman Robert F. Smith, Ret. (R-OR).' My dissertation topic
concems America's failed energy policy during the 1990s. | am
trying to reach someons at the Vice President's Energy Task
Force. Would you kindly forward me that information? In

addition, are you aware of any DOE programs that can heip to fund
my dissertation resear

MAILADDR

L RE,

DOE008-0985
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. 2002-001163 1/18 A7:52
Secretary, The

From:

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2002 10:58 AM

To: the.secretary@hq.doe gov

Subject: investigate energy task force

Dear Mr‘ Secretary: U U l ' b 3 IC:Z Jr.-’ |!j-' L. -]: 52

| am writing to ask that you act to make the Bush-Cheney Energy Task Force meetings public
information as required by law.

The Energy Task Force meetings were held in secret mostly with people who would benefit
financially from the exploitation of our natural resources. The American peopie have a right to know
who formulated the energy policy and what their logic was in focusing on dwindling dangerous old
style technotogy rather than pushing for clean renewable energy sources.

Particularly in light of the Enron debacle whose officials were part of the specially selected secret
participants should this information be provided to all Americans. There are at least 17 provisions in
the bill which benefit Enron. The information from the meetings might provide some insight as to why
these decisions were made and should be public information.

I ask for your support in making this information available to investigative committes, the GAO, and
the true government of this country, the American citizen.

Sincerely,

Chat with friends online, try MSN Messenger Click Here <http://qo.msn com/bgl/hmtag1
etl EN.asp>

4843
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2001-011820- 5/8 3:56

Secrntaz, -

From: .
Sent: Ronday, May 07, 2001 13:06 AM
TJo: Secretary, The

Subject: Policy

FROM.

NAME :

SUBJECT: Poucy

Z21P: 80207

CITY: Denver

PARM.1: TOthe seowtsry@hq.doe.gov

STATE: CO

TOPIC: Energy Task Force

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: emadl

COUNTRY: USA

MESSAGE: Osar Reader-Could you plegse provide ma with g kst of
the names.and ccapations of those individuais serving on the
Enerpy Task Foroa with the Vice President and the Secrotary of
Energy. i the list exists hare on the & t,
Provice me with the website address. Thanks very much for your
help. Sincergly

MAILADDR

DOE008-0987
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W 2001-011820 I
Sweeney, Terrenthia . 0(26/_” gj@

From; Friegrichs, Mark
Bent: , - Thuredav June 21. 2001 4:04 PM

To: ; Vo 1

Subject:

"XTSt 01 mempers o1 vauwnial Energy Policy Development Group
U,)\b Dﬁr

In response to your e-mail of May 7, the list of the members of National Energy Palicy Development Group is contained in
the forward to the National Energy Policy Report issued on May 16. This forward is attached. The full report can be

accessed through either the White Houss (www.whitehouse .gov) or the Department of Energy (www.energy gov)
websiles.

1 hope this information s helptul, although 1 suspect it comes too late.
forvarg pa

Mark D. Friedrichs (PO-2)
Policy Office

U.S. Department of Energy
Washngton, D.C. 20585
202-586-0124

Fax: 202-586-3047

4845
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2001-020617

Department of Energy

/ .‘. a
Washington, DC 20585 LD Ao

October 25, 2001

Dear

I am responding to your letter to President Bush which commented on several
aspects of the Admintstration’s National Energy Policy released in May. You can
obtain more information by visiting the White House website at: ’

www whitehouse pov/energy.

Let me assure you the National Energy Policy is being implemented in 2 manner
that will assure accountability. By Federal law, performance objectives are
established for all major programs implemented by the Department of Energy and
other Federal agencies, and progress toward achievement of these objectives is
regularly wacked and reported.

Y our recommendations conceming expanded nse of nuclear energy and release of
information on development of the National Energy Policy have been conveyed to
key decision makers within the Department.

Thank you for wnting,.
Regards,

Vicky A. Bailey
Assistant Secretary
Office of Policy and Intermational Affairs

4846
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L12001-020617 9/6/01 9:35 DY Ll (ot

THE WHMITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

020b11 (700 SEP -b A % 35

TO: Do

DATE. __ g -27~

We are forwarding the enclosed constituent mail because your agency is best suited to reply.
President Bush would like ail Federal agencies to respond 1o, constituent mmail in 30 days. Plcase

retarn a copy of yow agency response and the original incoming correspondence to me at the
White Housc at the following address:

Mail Analysis

" Room 58
Eisenhower Executive Office Bulding
Washington, D.C. 20502

1f you have questions about these procedures or peed 10 provide updated contact information,

you may reach me at (202) 456-5490; fax at (202) 456-9050; or by email at Gertrude A.
Roddick(@who.eop.gov

President Bush appreciates your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Trudy Roddick
Director
Mail Analysis

4847
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August 8, 2001
Goorge W. Bush, President )
The White House

Washington, DC 20500

Mr. President

Thanks for the national energy policy :Overview”. Although the content appears 1o be very
comprehensive with a broad stroke approach and some detail in graphic form it falls short
of accountability to be held 10 budgeted dollars and time.

Six of the seven notable recommendations lack definitive timetables and the one that does,
on clean coal technology and co-fired biomass credits fails to separate the ‘clean coal’ dollars
from the 'biomass credit dollars. Results at messured 10 2 productive program'’s timetable is
the only way 10 extract full value from the $2 bilbon.

Nearly fifty ycars ago over-fire-sir-jets dramatically improved both coal fired efficiency and
the rediiction of emtissions. With ‘fhuid fuels’; pulverized coal and hagh pressure stcam mjected,
even great efficiencies have been achieved. And. conversion is relatively simple.

While we have made remarkable progress in nuclear powered sub and surface craft technology
we refuse w follow the reuse of nuclear fuels as practiced by France and Japan. As a stop-gap
measure 10 being flexibility into the electrical energy facet of our crisis coastal regions could
be served by nuciear powered systems built into barges o be placed where the need is 10 cover
an emergency of a growth demmand sitnation. And, any new nuclear power plants would be
requared to adopt the proven ‘reuse’ technology.

Now then, get that ‘saddie bury’ removed which has drawn blood. Vice President Cheney should
release the names of the people called upan to formulate the epergy policy. He is s docent man.
That is likely one of the reasons you seiecied him. He should be sllowed / required w perform

ali of the peopie's business in ‘the sunshine’ . Just do it- That is all the more compelling now that
you are about to appoint a Texas oil man to the F E.R.C. Them Siztsons cast long dark shadows.

Smcerely,

PSR

PS: Piease push op that investigahon of steel imports. If domestic steel production contmues to
be reduced, in time; this nation will face an economic crisis far greater than the energy cxisis.
And like the energy crisis, we will have contributed to it becfise we have allowed if o
heppen. QP EC 77 How about SPECT?

4848
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Kripowicz, Robert - .

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2001 9:55 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: oil pipelines

The industry is of two minds on this, but the Association of Oil Pipelines(Ben Cooper.phone 202-408-7970) is doing a study
of the problems and attemnpting to get a consensus on what the industry posttion is. | understand that they are meeting on

this report on April 16th_ | am trying to get more information,but you might want to call Ben directly. He was formerly on the
Senate Energy Committee staff.

—-—Original Message--—-

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2001 2:32 PM
Jo: Knpowicz, Robert; Anderson, Ariene

Subject: o pipelines
Importance: High

4849
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Kelliher, Joseph

(

%

From: Faulkner, Doug
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2001 1:26 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: SEP
——Original Message-—--
From: Keliiher, Joseph
Sent: Monday, Apnl 30, 2001 9:29 AM
Yo: Fauikner, Doug

Subjecr:  RE: SEP

-—--Original Message—-—
From: Faulkner, Doug
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2001 8:49 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: SEP

on this and the previous message from you: c¢an i share with the program to discuss? when do you need
answers? have a couple of other questions, so maybe we should talk for couple minutes?

~—-Onginal Message--~-

From:
Sent:

Kelliher, Joseph
Sunday, April 29, 2001 3:98 PM

To: Faulkner, Doug

Subject:

SEP

4850
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Kelliher, Joseph : - JO/ L
From: Fautkner, Doug .
Sent: Tuesday. April 17, 2001 9:11 AM
TJo: Kelliher, Joseph; Hutto, Chase
Subject: RE: reliability/superconductivity r&d funding

——UNGIN3! MESSage-——

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Monaay, April 16, 2001 8:36 PM
Yo: Faulkner, Doug; Hutto, Chase

Subject: reliability/superconductivity r&d funding

4851
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Kelliher, Joseph 7
From: Anderson. Margot .
Sent: Sunday. February 25, 2001 12:50 PM
TJo: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: regional reality check
--——0Orginal Message-—--
fFrom: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Sunday, February 25, 2001 12:43 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: RE: regional reality check
—---Onginal Message-----
.From:  Anderson, Margot
Sent:  Sunday, February 25, 2001 12:25 PM
Yo: Kelliher, Joseph .
Subject: regional reality check
Joe,
Margot << File: secreg.doc >>
1
fd

DOE008-0935
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Kelliher, Joseph

(50,

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don't every say that in lowa:

Anderson. Margot .
Thursday, February 22, 2001 6:01 PM
Kelliner, Joseph

RE: propane

Propane is used on 660,000 farms for irrigation pumps, grain dryers. standby generators and other farm equipment. It s
an essential fuel for crop drying, flame cultivation, fruit npening. space and water heating and food efrigeration. More than
14 million families, many in rural areas not served by natural gas infrastructures, use propane to fuel their furaces. water

heaters, air conditioners, outdoor grills, fire places, dryers and range tops.

—Onginal Message—-

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kelliher, Joseph
Thursday, February 22, 2001 5:52 PM
Anderson, Margot

propane

DOEQ08-0996
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Kelliher, Joseph

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Joe:

Phillip

Phillip Tseng .
Thursday, Aprit 05, 2001 3:22 PM
Kelliher. Joseph

Haspel, Abe; Zimmermman, MaryBeth
Section 1602 of EPACT92

DOE008-0997
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Kelliher, Joseph

B-5

From: . Burdette, Michael .

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2001 5:44 PM

To: VAGTS, KEN; O'Donovan, Kevin

Cc: Kelliher, Joseph: Karen_Y._Knutson@ovp.eop.gov™ <SMTP:Karen_Y.

Knutson@ovp.eop.gov> at DOEHQ%hg; COOK, JOHN

Subject: RE: fact check

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

----- Original Message-~----

From: Vagts, Ken

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2001 2:33 PM
To: Burdette, Michael

Subject: FW: fact check

As d-scussed.

----- Orig:nal Message-----

om: O'Donovan, Kkevin

nt: Tuesday, Aprii 24, 20C1 1:26 PM
Vagrs, Ker

ucrect: FW: fact check

————— Orizznsl Message-----

Tror: Joseph Keliiner_at HQ-EXCH at X400PO
3ent: Tuesaay, April 24, 2001 12:33 PM

To: C'Zcocnoovan, Xevin

S:zzrect ezl cnecr

Kev.r, zan ycu confirm thig and get back to me and Karen? Thanks.

igina. Message-----

er. Y. Xnuisonfovp.eop.goviinternet
c:Karer. Y. Knutson@ovp.ecp.gov!

ert: Tussaay, ACril 24, 200: 10:26 AM

c: ¥gll her, Josech

SupreTIi: CEn you &Sk some to verify this for me?
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Angulo, Veronica *

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2001 5:07 PM

To: ‘Charles_M._Smith@ovp.eop.gov’

Cc: Kelliher, Joseph: 'Karen_Y._Knutson@ovp.eop.gov'
Subject: Comments on Chapter 10

Dear Charles,

I sent Karen Knutson and Matt Macmanus comments on Chapler 10 yesterday. | know that Margot Anderson is gathering
comments from here at DOE. but | had wanted to give Karen and Matt a heads up on mine. Do you have a deadiine on
receiving comments? (l am helping Margot gather {A's comments here at DOE since we are the only ones other than
Policy here likely to have any comments).

| am attaching the text of my email to Karen below.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions or comments.

Karen,

Please :2. ne know if you have any guestions or comments.

“ith oes: regzrds,
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Kelliher, Joseph . ' ]
From: Angulo, Veronica .
Sent: Monday. April 23, 2001 4:55 P
To: ‘Karen_Y._Knutson@ovp.eop.gov%intemet’
Cc:

Kelliher, Joseph; Hudome, Randa; McMonigle, Joe; 'Robert_C._Mcnally@opd.eop.gov',
‘William_W._Mcllhenny@nsc.eop.gov’
Subject: Comments on intemational Chapter

Karen,

Please let me know if yocu have any gquestions or comments.
With best regards,

Veronica Angulc
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Carrier, Paul .

Sent: Tuesday. May 08, 2001 2:38 PM
To: Anderson, Margot; Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: FERC hydro projects
Iimportance: High

Joe.

Paul

————— Original Message-----

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2001 9:03 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph; Carrier, Paul
Subject: RE: FERC hydro projects

Paul,

Tan you ciarify for Joe?
Margo:

----- Original Message----~

Trom: Xe:lihe=-, Joseph
Seni: Tuesday, May OE, 2001 8:55 AM

Te: Zarrier, Paul
CZ: fnderson, Margot
Suchect: TZRI nydre projects
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2001-010194 4/16 A 11:42 o
. /8

Spencer Abraham, Member Cheney’'s
Interagency Energy-Policy Task Force
1000 Independence Ave, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

I'm confident that you, Secretary Abraham, as one of the
seven members of the Cheney’s Interagency energy-policy task
force, agree that nuclear power should account for a higher
percentage of U.S. electricity than the current level of 20%.
However, Leader Chenev has acknowledged that the task force
hasn’t figured out what to do with the nuclear waste.  The
attached document presenting the production-proven PURE process
provides that answer.

Eleven years ago Admiral James D. Watkins, President George
H. Bush’s Secretary of Energy, also acknowledged this nuclear
waste problem: he did something about it. With his in-depth
knowledge of and hands-on nuclear power experience, Rdmiral
Watkins acted decisively in 1990 and ordered an immediate
thorough evaluation of the PURE-process alternative to the
troubled Yucca Mountain Repository Project.

John W. Bartlett, Director of DOE’s Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management, was charged with carrying out
Admiral Watkin’s orders for a prompt evaluation of the PURE
alternative. Within three months Director Bartlett’s ten-man Ad
Hoc team reported back that the PURE process was technically
feasible and economically attractive and should be studied in-
depth by DOE’s Washington-based research department.

Shortly thereafter the Clinton Administration took office:
further evaluation of the PURE alternative to the Yucca Mountain
Repository Project got lost within the bureaucratic maze.

You, as a member of Cheney’s seven-person energy Task Force
are in an enviable position to capitalize on Admiral Watkin’s
1980 vision: you can be instrumental in implementing this
production-proven PURE process alternative which resolves the
nuclear waste issue.

Respectfully yours,
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THE YUCCA MOUNTAIN REPOSITORY 1S A NUCLEAR BOON-DOGGLE

CREATING, NOT RESOLVING, PROBLEMS FOR NUCLEAR ENERGY

i et T —
LA ““April 11, 2001

“I'm a strategy builder, I love strategies and I believe a
strategy is critical”, declared retired Admiral James D. Watkins
in responding to his appointment in January 198% by President
George H. Bush to be Secretary of Energy. It was a typical
approach for this can-do, full-steam-ahead submariner from Hyman
Rickover’s rigorous nuclear navy. Watkins brought a strong
support and knowledge of nuclear power to compliment President
George H. Bush’s knowledge in-depth of the o0il) and gas issues

Upon completing his first year as Energy Secretary in
shaping a “national energy strategy” that would give President
George H. Bush some policy options in the future, Admiral Watkins
had discovered that being a strategy builder has its limits
especially when dealing with conflicting missions and the
pressures of national politics.

In discussions with John Sununu, President Bush’s Chief-of-
Staff, Admiral Watkins became aware of a process alternative to
the Yucca Mountain project, called PURE - Plutonium Recovery and
Recycle, that removes one hundred percent of the plutonium from
the spent fuels: this essentially zero-cost recovered plutonium

could replace the expensive uranium-235 as the fuel for nuclear
power reactors. '

Admiral wWatkins noted 3 major advantage to the PURE process
over the Yucca Mountain Project in that with the plutonium
removed, the remaining radiosotopes in the spent fuels would
decay to trace levels within five hundred years. These residual
wastes could be safely stored in titanium cylinders for that five
hundred-year period of time thereby greatly reducing the long-
term demands for a waste repository. He ordered an immediate
thorought evaluation of this PURE alternative. '

John W. Bartlett, Director of DOE's Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management, was charged with carrying out
Admiral Watkin‘s orders for this prompt and thorough evaluation
of the PURE alternative. Director Bartlett immediately
formalized a ten-man evaluation task-force; a few months later
they reported back that the PURE process was technically feasible

and should be studied in-depth by DOE’s Washington-based research
department.

Shortly thereafter, the Clinton Adminstration took office.
Hazel O’Leary, who had no experience or knowledge of nuclear
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energy, was appointed Secretary of Energy. Further evalu;tion of
the PURE alternative to the Yucca Mountain Repository Project got
lost within DOE” s bureaucratic maze.

These then are the plutonium and nuclear waste problems
left by the previous administration that are facing Vice
President Cheney’s interagency task force as they evaluate
nuclear energy options for meeting the Nation's energy needs.

PLOTONIUM PROLIFERATION - WORLDWIDE

Every nation or group that has access to a nuclear reactor,
whatever its type, has a readily available inventory of
plutonium. For terrorist or rogue nations, the readily available
spent fuel being discharged annually from power reactors is an
easy way to accumulate plutonium for bomb purposes.

Contrary to today’s politically motivated consensus,
recovery of this plutonium can be readily implemented by a
conventional process requiring only commercially available
equipment. It can be implemented by any group having a basic
knowledge of chenristry. They do not need the hazardous, multi-
cycle reprocessing facilities currently employed by the developed
countries. Instead, by holding these spent fuels for five years
following reactor discharge, natural radiation decay reduces the
radiation level by one thousand-fold. Plutonium can then be

recovered by a simple, well-known, ohe-step, anionic resin
extraction process.

Today in the United States, the “politically correct”
burial method for disposing of power reactor plutonium is a sham.

1n January 1998, the Government Accounting Office, GAQ, issued a
report, GAO/0OCG-00-6 stating:

DOE has spent $6.5 billion over 15 years for a permanent
disposal site for highly radiocactive waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nevada. This project is currently 12 years
behind schedule, and DOE has not yet determined whether the
site is suitable for a repository.

Regardless of the problems with the Yucca Mountain Project,
any rogue group, using the Yucca Mountain example, can justify
accumulating plutonium in its spent fuel form. Easy recovery of
the plutonium can be anytime five years following spent fuel
discharge from the reactor. That would not require constructing
a complex repository: the fuel could even be held in the reacror

storage basin for the five years cooling that facilitates
plutonium recovery.

DEFINING THE PROBLEM
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Over fifty years ago our country’s political, scientific 4
and engineering leaders coalesced around the Manhattan Project in
an all out team effort to produce the world's first atomic bomb.
In their view our national security was at stake. Within three
years following President Roosevelt establishing the Project
team, kilogram quantities of plutonium were being produced.

Plutonium production started out fifty years ago as a
closely guarded military program with a limited objective. The
world’s attention is now focused on controlling so-called
“weapons-type” plutonium as exemplified by the Test Ban Treaty
negotiations.

Today, plutonium produced -in light water power reactors is
being falsely defined as separate and distinct from weapons-type
plutonium produced in graphite moderated reactors. The truth i3
that bombs have been constructed and successfully tested using
plutonium produced in light water power reactors. OQOur national
leaders are either unaware of, or choose to ignore, that by far
the greatest risk to our national security is the plutonium being

produced in the 436 licensed nuclear power reactors operating in
the world today.

The most recent exanmple of our blindness to this
.threat is our financing of two light water moderdted reactors for
North Korea in exchange for their promise to shut down their
exl1sting graphite moderated reactor.

The facts are that the bomb quality of the plutonium
produced in any type reactor is directly related to the total
exposure time of the fuel in the reactor. 1In today’s power
reactors that residence time is normally about four years and
yields a product containing 80 percent of the fissionable form of
plutoniun. Shorten the fuel cycle time and the fissionable
quality of the plutonium will be improved proportionately. The
only known way to eliminate plutonium by peaceful means is to
convert it into useful energy. As the leader of the world, it is

imperative that the United States show the way in this critical
mission.

It is disturbing today to find proposals being advanced to
extend and even double the forty year service life of existing
power reactors. Such actions fly in the face of common sense.
You cannot inspect in safety; you can only build it in at time of
construction. Ocean freighters, airplanes, trucks and railrocad
locomotive respect this fundamental truth. They are roctinely
retired at the end of their design life to be replaced by safer,
more efficient equipment. Common sense would Sseem to dictate
that the well-known catastrophic consequences of a2 reactor
failure, such as Chernobyl, would dictate at least equal caution
in dealing with nuclear reactors.
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RESOLVING THE PROBLEM

As a basic part of a plutonium elimination program,
existing reactor and fuel designs will have to be replaced. New
plutonium-consuming, power producing reactors, specifically
designed for efficiently destroying plutonium can and must be
built.

Such design philosophy 15 in marked contrast to existing
reactor and fuel designs where fission fuel efficiency is the
dominant theme. Critics will abound. What type of reasoning can
possibly justify such a total departure from today’s nuclear
concepts? There are four primary facts that mandate a full and
complete review of this proposal. They are:

1. The world-wide accumulation of plutonium by any group,
including rogue Nations and terrorist groups, that has
access to nuclear power reactors.

2. The ease with which plutonium can be recovered from the
spent fuels discharged annually from these reactors.

3. The well recognized capability of producing bonb quality
plutonium in each and every one of the 436 licensed
nuclear power reactors operating in the world today.

4. With essentially complete recovery of the 24,300 year
half-life plutonium, the remaining radioactivity in
the spent fuels decays to trace levels within five
hundred years. Containment in titanium capsules for
that period of time would resoclve the long-term nuclear
waste disposal problem.

The dedicated team effort of the Manhattan Project's
political, scientific and engineering leaders fifty years ago
created plutonium. In the ensuing years, political and nuclear
energy corporate leaders have usurped control and allowed
plutonium production to get out-of-control. Based on their
legislated decisions, the politicians appear to lack even a basic
understanding of the consequences of their actions. At the same
time the nuclear energy corporate leaders studiously avoid any
responsible for disposing of the spent fuels with their contained
plutonium. They lobby intensely and at length to keep that as a
government responsibility.

Today, an equally dedicated project team similar to the
Manhattan Project of fifty years ago is needed to first, clearly
identify this out-of-control threat posed by power reactor
produced plutonium and second., formulate an integrated effort to
eliminate it. Outstanding scientists, engineers and
environmentalists, free of borth internal corporate influence and
political pressures, are required to bring this about.
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What is needed to “put the show on the road”™ is a leader
who can maintain complete separation of the corporate and
governmental executives with their vested interests and the
scientific-engineering-environmental personnel who are reguired
to implement the program.

The author’s credentials that qualify him to speak on this
issue include three major plutonium patents and one fail-sate
nuclear reactor patent. He has had eight years of on-site
experience and served as the Head of the Redox Hanfoxrd Plant
Ruthenium Emissions Task Force, HW-32465,and chairman of the
Hanford Seven-Year Waste Management Program, HW-58329. Other
nuclear related activities include serving as an expert witness
in Congressional Hearings, serving as an expert witness for
Nebraska Public Power in its successful lawsuit against General
Electric, and being a consultant to the California Energy
Commission in formulating its nuclear legislation.
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2001-010085 4/12/01 3:40

April 8, 2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham .
Secretary

U.S. Depaniment of Energy

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

Dear Searetary Abraham,

During your interview last Sunday on This Week, you confirmed that aming funding for
energy efficiency and renewable energy programs by as much as 30 percent is being considered.
1 assume that this is happening, at least in par, in an Energy Task Force headed by Vice
President Cheney. My concern, based on your further remarks, is that you and this task force are
not receiving the information necessary to make well-informed decisions, “We're going to Jook
at these programs which have been widely scorned and criticized of oot having returned a very
good investment for the taxpayers...” 1 know of program examples that deserve scom and

“criticism bowever; | also know of programs that have demonstrated great present and potential
future value. My concam is that the oaly group being beard is & group that has only scom and

Your goal is appropriate (U.S. Chamber of Commerce, National Energy Summit), ~...to
make sure that America’s energy needs of the next 20 years are mef; that we succeed io—in
coafronting that challenge™ You also indicated the seed for a diverse energy supply policy; "It
witl be founded on the understanding that diversity of supply means security of supply ... and
that & broad mix of supply options — from coal to windmills, suciear o natural gas - will belp
protect consumers sgainst price spikes and supply disruptions.”  This timeframe 15 also
appropriatc for further development of diverse energy supplies. 1 have direct experience with
photovohaic programs that have been highly successful.  Photovohuic power generation has
unique benefits including supplying clean power at the point of use during times of peak
demand. Photovohaic power generstion is in its infancy relative to all other energy options.
Even 5o, photovoltaic technology has demonstrated successes for present energy generation and,
more importantly, demonstrated development successes indicating that photovohaic technology
will continue to meet DOE near-term and long-term (20 year) goals.

I request your support in all possible ways to insure well-informed decisions regarding our

energy future. The photovoltaic opuon is one of multiple renewable energy technologies that
deserve to be considered in the broad mix of energy supply options.

Best recards.

'\' .
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Carter, Douglas
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 11:23 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph
Cc: Rudins, George; Kripowicz, Robert; Anderson, Margot; Braitsch, Jay
Subject: RE: clean coal
Joe -
Doug
--~0Original Message-—~
From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 10:37 AM
Yo: Carter, Douglas; Anderson, Margot
Ce: Ruding, George; Kripowicz, Robert

_Subrject: RE: dean coa!

-—--Onginal Message—-—

From: Carter, Douglas

Sent  Tuesday, May 01, 2001 10:35 AM
To: Anderson, Margot; Kefiiher, Joseph
Cc: Rudins, George; Kripowicz, Robert
Subject: RE: clean coa!

If this doesn't work, please email or call me at x69684.

Doug
-----Oniginat Message-----
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2601 8:28 AM
To: Carter, Douglas
Subject: FW: dean coal
Doug.

Can you fill this 1s for Joe Kelliher?

DOE008-1009
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Kelliher, Joseph

s

A

From: Carter, Douglas .
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 10:35 AM
Jo: Anderson, Margot; Kelliher, Joseph
Cc: Rudins. George: Kripowicz. Robert
Subject: RE: clean coal

I this doesn't work, please email or call me at x69684.

Doug
~—0Original Message-----
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 B:28 AM
To: Carter, Douglas
Subject: FW: dean coal
Doug.

Can you fill this is for Joe Kelliher?

margot
--~-Ongina! Message-—-
From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Monday, Apnil 30, 2001 6:49 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: RE: clean coal

-----Onginal Message—-—-

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2001 6:19 PM
To: Ketliher, dJoseph; Knpow:cz, Robert
Cc: Carter, Douglas; DeHoratns, Guioo
Subject: RE: Clean coal

Joe.

Is this beyond what we already sent them (from FE) a few hours ago? If so. we should ask Doug Caner andror

Guido DeHoratiis to answer (I note that Bob K. s out today). By when?

Margot
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Kelliher, Joseph

LS

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe:

Charlie

Charles_M._Smith@ovp.eops,gov%internet [Charles_M _Smith@ovp.eop.gov}

Tuesday. May 01. 2001 12:25 PM
Kelliher. Joseph
One more item

DOE008-1011
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Charles_M._Smith@ovp.eopsgov%intemet [Charles_M._Smith@ovp.eop.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2001 10:29 PM

To: ' Kelliher, Joseph; Anderson, Margot; William_bettenberg@ios.doi.gov%intemet;
Tom_fulton@ios doi.govinternet

Ce: Kjersten_drager@ovp.eop.gov%internet; Andrew_D._Lundquist@ovp.eop gov%intemnet;
Karen_Y._Knutson@ovp.eop.gov%intemet

Subject: Chapter 7 requirements

Charlie
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- 2001-016387 7/9 P 12:47

Secretary, The

From: ' Mackall, Brenda
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2001 3:23 PM
To: Secretary, The
Subject: FW: In Response to Your Inquiry: Solar Energy R&D
016381 000 -9 PRud
—0Onginsl Message—-
from: Burrow, Ricnarg
Sent: Unndav Mav 14 2001 2:04 PM
To:
S:bbd In Response 10 Your mauiry: Solar Ensrgy RAD

Thank you for sharing your views on alternative energy technologies and on solar energy in particular. Asyou
may already know, Vice-President Cheney is leading an influential energy task force in a review our national

energy policy. Their report is due out later this weck and will address energy production and environmental
issucs.

[ would like to point out that the Department of Energy has extensive research and development programs in
new or alternative energy technologies, including solar, wind and photovoltaic energy technologies. These
programs are conducted at our national labs and in joint programs with industry. I've attached a copy of our
most recent Energy R&D Portfolio Report, which summarizes what is being done in our energy R&D
programs, why the investment is necessary, and what outcomes arc expected. This and other DOE mission area
R&D portfolio reports may be downloaded from hutp://www osti.gov/portfolio/. The report profiles the R&D

being undertaken by the Department of Energy to address energy production, distribution and utilization. 1
hope you find it interesting.

s

Encrgyinal pot

1 have forwarded your e-mail message to the Office of the Executive Secretariat for reassignment to the
appropniate office within the Department of Energy for a more comprehensive response to your solar energy
questions. Someone wil] contact you separately to follow-up on your concerns.

Sincerely,

Richard Burrow
Deputy Director
Secretary of Energy Advisory Board

From:

Sent: vauwrsoay, May 10, 2001 3:32 PM
TJo: Burrow, Richard

Subject: The Current Energy Crisis
Message Flag: Follow up

Due By: Monday, May 14, 2001 5:00 PM

Flag Status: Fiaggea
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May 10. 2001

Executive Director Vacant
1000 Independence Ave SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Executive Director:

| want to write/cormespond with all persons | can that may be abie to affect

& effect change in the curmrent energy crisis that is hitting our country and

in all eventuality, the world. Today, we rely on coal, nalural gas, nuclear
power, wind and fossil fuels to power this great nation of outs. Over the

last several months, we, your constituency and residents of the US, and
planet Earth, have been peppered with the realities of a supply that WILL
become axhausted and the ramifications of supply & demand in an hostile
environment. Coal, Natural Gas, Fossil Fuels WILL become exhausted. maybe
NOT in our lifetime, or our children's’, or maybe even our children's

children, but t WILL become exhausted. Not to mention the poliutants and
hazardous by-products these different energy sources spew into our air &
water—other natural resources that we truly CANNOT live without. And it
puzzied me that over these months, | have not seen in print or heard via the
various media sources the words: SOLAR ENERGY. Why is that? | know that
the sun, for all practical purposaes, is an inexhaustible supply of energy
(uniess you or anyone eise living today plans to still be here in another

couple of bilkon years), always relisble and FREE. If Jimmy Carter had

been allowed fo pursue and enact his solar energy agends over 24 years apo.
| wonder where we would be today from an energy supply, cost and dean
ariciean water standpoint??it Not to mention the advances we wouid have
enjoyed in the technology of hamessing the suns energy and the benefical
by-products & pernpherals of same. Where do you think we would be if we had
this opportunity?

'm not completely naive. | undefstand the power and hold BIG OlL & BIG
AUTO has on our nations elected officials, and how much we as a country,
worship the almighty dollar, but Sir: at what point is the cost

too great and the benefits too lithe?? ! iook into my daughters face, and

! see a face of hope and endiess, boundiess optimism, happiness and
creativity. But | wonder aloud today, what future does my country & planet
hold for her? When will the realities of what we have &/or haven planned
for her, slap that face and change everything? Do YOU want that
responsibility? Or wouldn't it be to EVERYONE'S ADVANTAGE to look at EVERY
atiemalive, regardiess of the iobbyist and money poured into campaigns, and
00 what's bes! for our nation; what's right for our planet?

1f anything, may | get some answers from you on these questions that § can
relay to my daughler and future generations. | would be much obfiged.

Thanks very much for your time & consideration.

Sincerely.

DOE008-1014
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2001-016607 7/11 A 10:57

Secretary, The )

" From:

Sent: TTINUCSAAY. AP 1Y, ZUUT CUS £M
To: Secretary, The
Subject: Select

rar—

‘FROM 1) 57
NAME GIbeW LA

SUBJEET: Select
ZiP: 55438
PARM.1: TOrthe.secrotary@ha.d

.1: TOthe. secretary@hq.doe.gov
STATE: MN %
TOPIC: Energy Task Force
SUBMIT: sqnd Comments

MESSAGE: Our company has modified Brazilian and Barbados sugar
cane technoiogy. used to produce low-cost ethanol vehicle fuel

8nd cogenerate efectricity, for a crop that can be grown in the

U.S. farm belt called sweet sorghum. Bush's energy task lorce
should advocate: 1) a requirement that all farm belt states

deregutats their sisctricity and gas markets, and 2) the phase-

out of MTBE to sthanol. Farm bett utiiites are blocking are

entrance into the market. In addition, an expansion in the use
of ethanol w
MAILADDR:

DOEO008-1015
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0215/2001 05:32 PM

To: Sam Baldwin
cc: MaryBeth Zimmerman/EE/DOE@DOE

Subject: Re: Transportation expanded section

Sam....you are the target audience for chapter 5 in the material prepared by transportation attached
below..... '

--—-—— Forwarded by Damrell Beschen/EE/DOE on 02/152001 05:30 PM
David Rodgers 02/15/2001 05:29 PM

To: MaryBeth Zimmerman/EE/DOE@DOE. Tom Gross, richard.moorer@®hq.doe.gov, John Ferrell, James
EbermardVEE/DOE@DOE, Gerson Santos-Leon/EE/DOE@DOE. Tien NguyenEE/DOE@DOE. Ed Wall,

cc barrell Beschen/EE/DOE@DOE, Michae! York/EE/DOE@DOE
Subject: Re: Transportation expanded section _;_‘]

Dear MaryBeth,

Thanks to a lot of writing/editing by Ed Wall, Gerson, and Tien. we now have an expanded section for

_transportation. The attached document is already on the P: drive and contains inserts for various

chapters, chapter 4 sections on transportation and alternative fuels and chapter 5 section on biofuels.

[w]

oTT NéP expanded ¢

Ed Wall will be out on Friday, 2/16. so please call me with questions at 6-8038 or 301-602-3482.

Thanks, David Rodgers

MaryBeth Zimmerman

¢ | MaryBeth Zimmerman 021412001 03:38 PM
To: David Rodgers/E E/DOE@DOE
ce: Darrelt Beschen/EE/DOE@ODOE. Michae! Yorx/EE/DOE@DOE

Supject: Re: FW: NEP Draft outtine A
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David Rodgers 02/14/2001 02:59 PM

David Rodgers 02/14/2001 02:59 PM

To: MaryBeth Zimmerman/EE/DOE@DOE
CC:

Subject: Re: FW: NEP Draft outline |

Dear Marybeth,

David

DOE008-1021
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@ MaryBeth Zimmerman 02/22/2001 06:50 PM
—_

To: Wiiiam Parks/EE/DOE@DOE, Linda Silverman/EE/DOE@DOE, Lawrence Mansueti/EE/DOE@DOE. Ed
Wall/EE/DOE@DOE, Philip PattersonVEE/DOE@DOE, Tien Nguyen/EE/DOE@DOE,
mmeguckin@energetics.com @ DOE, Douglas Kaempf/EE/DOE@DOE

cc: Tom Gross/EE/DOE@DOE, Robert DixonV/EE/DOE@DOE

Subject Redraft of Renewables 5 pager

Please make your suggested changes as red-line and e-mail back o Darrell, Mike York, and me.

Please forward this to others in your office who work on th's specific technologies, but please do not

circulate drafts outside of EERE. Thanks. Chanter 7 end of dav 22
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/’ James Rannels
© 0812272001 02:54 PM

To: kknutson@ovp.eop.gov
cc: Robert Dixon, William Parks
Subject: Solar Energy Synopsis

As per your request, attached is a synopsis of solar energy.

Solar Energy Syn

-

e . —— - e — e~ =t

DOE008-1023
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: COOK, JOHN

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 6:58PM

To: Tripadi, Cathy

Cc: Kelliher, Joseph; SHORE, JOANNE; O'Donovan, Kevin
Subject: RE: Refinery capacity

Cathy,

We can help you w/ some of this, but in order to clarify your neseds, can
we

get

together brieily on Tuesday, say 3:30. I'm ir 2G-0%1, cr we car meet .n
your :
office.

John

----- Original Messzge-----

From: Cathy Tripodi_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 9:47 RM

To: Cook, John

Cc: Joseph Kellinher_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO

Subject: Refinery capacity .
Dear John, Hello, my name Is Cathy Tripodi and I am new with the
administration and am trying to do some research for Joe Kelliher. I
was
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Fiease let me know if you can help me compxle_:hese typgs of_ specify
refinery capacity questions and any cther 1nsight ycu night have would
be

greatly appreciated. Thank you, Cathy Tripodi #62C03.
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Kelliher, Joseph
From: Cook, Trevor .
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2001 3:04 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: reprocessing paper
importance: High
Trevor
3-7046

——0ngina! Message-—-

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2001 1:50 PM

To: Cook, Trevor

Cc Magwood, William

Subject: RE: reprocessing paper
Importance: High

----- Onginal Message-----

From:  Cook, Trevor

Sent:  Tuesday, May 22, 2001 9:21 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Cc: Magwood, Wilhiam

Subject: reprocessing papet
Importance: High

Joe,
Here 15 the paper, its just over a page.

Trevor

<< File' ONE PAGER ON REPROCESSING.doc >>

-—--0ngmal Message-----
From: Keliher, Joseph
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2001 3:15PM
To: Magwood, William; Cook, Trevor
Subject: heanng prep: reprocessing

DOED08-1028
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Joseph Kelliher@HQMALL on 02/20/2001 07:22:46 PM
. L
To: MaryBeth Zimmerman/EE/DOE@DOE@HQMAIL
cc: Abe Haspel/EE/DOE@DOE@HQMAIL, John Sullivan/EE/DOE@DOE @HQMAIL, Margot
Anderson@HQMAIL

Subject: RE: NEP drafts

----- Original measage-----

Prom: MaryBeth Ziomerman

Sent: Tuecday. February 20, 2001 6€:1) PM

To: Kellaber. Joseph

Cc: Anderson. Margot: Hagpel. Abe: Sullivan, John
Bubject: NEP drafts
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Of course. please let us know if you need anything further.

Thanks,

Mary Beth Zimmerman
6-7249 )
<< File: Chapter 4 - efficiency mbzsfb.doc >>
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‘;l MaryBeth Zimmerman 02/2072001 06:33 PM
—
To: Joseph Kelliher@HQMAIL @ HQDOE
cc: Margot Anderson@HQMAIL @ HQDOE, Abe Haspel/’=E/DOE@DOE, John Sullivan/EE/DOE@DOE

Subject: NEP drafts

| have a couple of brief follow-up questionsfitems related to the energy plan:

Of course, piease let us know if you need anything further.

Thanks,

Mary Beth Zimmerman
6-7249

Chapter 4 — efficiencv r
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: ] Anderson, Margot .

Sent: Monday, March 12, 2001 11:07 AM

To: Kelliher. Joseph

Cc: Fygi, Enc; Haspel, Abe; Friedrichs, Mark
Subject: RE: Appliance Standards

Joe.

----- Onginal Message-—--

From: Kelther, Joseph
Sent: Saturday, March 10, 2001 5:50 PM
To: Fygi, Enc; Haspel, Abe; Anderson, Margot

Subject: Appliance Standards
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| 2. <
Kelliher, Joseph oo o -
From: Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2001 6:06 PM
To: Conti, John; Haspel, Abe; Zimmerman, MaryBeth; Lockwood, Andrea; Breed. Wiliiam;

KYDES. ANDY; Whatley, Michae!; Carter. Douglas; Braitsch, Jay; Meichert, Elena; Cook,
Trevor; Breed, William; ‘jkstier@bpa.gov’; York, Michaet; Freitas, Christopher; Friedrichs,
Mark. Pumphrey, David; Kolevar, Kevin

Cc: Kelither, Joseph

Subject: NEP Update, Thursday 3/22

Thank you all very much!

Margo!
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Thursday. March 22, 2001 3.06 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: FW: DOl help

Joe,

In response to your DOI question.

Margot

————— Original Message----- :
From: William_Bettenbergf@ios.doi.goviinternet
(mailto:William Bettenberg@ios.cdoi.gov]

Sent: Thursday, March 22, 20C1 3:04 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Subiject: Re: help

“Lnderson, Margotl™

<Margot.Aagersonln Tc: wo_liax
Bet-enberg/PFL/OS/DITIRDDT

4893

DOE008-1036



g.doe.gov> . cc:
Sudject: help
02/21/2001 04:14 *

PM

Bill,

Margot
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Williams, Ronaid L

From: Joel Rubin
Sent: Fnday, February 16, 2001 3:05 PM
To: . , Anderson, Margot
Subject: Chapter.2 Re-send
-~ |lmportance: High

Chapter 2_Energy
Impocts_216... Margot -

My apologies for this... please use this attached version (entitled *Chapter 2_energy impacts_2.16.01%). There
were a few minor edits that were added at the last minute to this version.

Thank you,

Joel

' 4895
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Williams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
TJo:

" Ce:
Subject:

Margot ~

Bob Porter

Nuclear Fuel -
Infrastructure ..

—-0rigina! Message——

Porter, Robert

Friday, February 16, 2001 3:20 PM

Kripowicz, Robert; Anderson, Margot

DeHoratiis, Guido; Scalingi, Paula; Freitas, Chnstopher
RE: NEP Section 6 Infrastructure

From: Kripowic2, Robert

Sent: Fngay, February 16, 2001 3:09 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

o Porter, Robert; DeHoratiis, Guido; Sclingi, Paula; Freitas, Christopher

Subject FW: NEP Section 6 Infrastruttioe

Attached is the infrastructure piece.

—Qriginal Message——

From: frestas, Christopher

Sent: Fnday, February 16, 2001 2:33 PM

To: Kripowicz, Robert

Co DeHoratits, Guigo; Porter, Robert; Saatingi, Pauta

Subject: NEP Section 6 Infrastructure

Bob. FY| see attached which is due to Margot Anderson by 3:00 today.

<< File: Section F infrastructure.doc >>

Sincerely,

Christopher J. Freitas
Program Manager, Natural Gas Infrastructure

(202) 586-1657

DOE008-1044
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 10:34 AM
To: Kelliner, Joseph

Subject: RE: refinery action

No. just finished editing 8 and inserting graphics (no guidance from program offices on placement). | edited with a view
toward what are options are going to be - but this consistency check will take more work after we have the options hst.

--—~-0rigina! Message-—-

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 10:29 AM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: refinery acton
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Kelliher, Joseph

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anderson, Margot .
Saturday. March 24, 2001 9:35 AM
Kelliher, Joseph

RE: question

—-Orniginal Message-——

From:
Sent:
Teo:
Subject:

Kelliner, Joseph

Saturday, March 24, 2001 9:27 AM
Anderson, Margot

question
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Williams, Ronald L

From: ’ Carter, Douglas

Sent: Friday, February 16, 2001 3:23 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Ce: Kripowicz, Robert: Porter, Robert; Rudins, George: DeHoratiis. Guido: Shages. John; Cook,
Trevor; Baldwin, Sam

Subject: NEP Section 5

Margot -

Attached are 4 files for Section 5 of the NEP.

SECTION 5b.doc is the bulk of the product and represents material from FE.

NEP Chap 5 renewables...doc Is the renewables material.

NE input to doug.doc is the matenial from NE

Section 5 Figs.ppt is a Powerpoint file with 2 graphics for insertion into the text (At end of "Overview" for Electricity
subseclion)

Please call if you have questions or instructions.

&

NEP Chap 5 renewables SECTION 5b.doc NE 1nput to doug.doc Section 5 Figs ppt
2001-2-1..

Doug Carter (FE-26)
US DOE

Washington, DC 20585
202-586-9684
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From: : Kellher, Joseph
Sealt: : Tuesdsy, July 03, 2001 8:24 PM
To: " Tripodi, Cathy
Subject: . FW: Stietement on Energy Policy/implementation
importance: High
= )
NEP Statement.doc
----- Original Message-----

From: Jim Ford [mailto:Fordj@api.orq]
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2001 2:06 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph :

Subject: Statement on Energy Policy/Implementation
Importance: High

As we discussed, please find attached a short paper on the U.S. oil and
natural gas supply situation, together with a list of steps that the

Administration could take at once to alleviate the situation:s 1 will
senZ

ycu sadizional materials under separate cover.

1
"
0
LA}
0

Al

Reliszions Director
n Pezroleum Institute

}u ) ty
O Mmoo
ty Ao L

[ L]

(AT 1}
"o e

ci.org <maiito:fordjRapi.org>
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Overview: U.S. Oil and Natural Gas Supply Situation

Energy has not been an overriding government priority for some time. The energy problems of
the past year have showcased the price we are having to pay for the failure to develop an
effective national energy pohcy. Timc is not on our sidc. U.S. cnergy concerns must have a place

at the decision-making table and the energy impact of government decisions must be carefully
weighed.

Crude O1l

The Department of Energy has forecast U.S. energy consumption between 1999 and 2020. While
natural gas rises from 23 percent of consumption in 1999 to 28 percent in 2020, oil stays about
the same (40 percent in 1999 and 39 percent in 2020). Seventy percent of petroleum consumed in
the U.S. is for transportation. Most recent energy studies agree that this share 1s likely to
continue well into this century — even with strong increases in energy efficiency and a rapid
infusion of new technology. '

However, under the best of circumstances, the U.S. will become more and more dependent on oil
imports. This dependency now amounts to about 57 percent of U.S. oil demand. DOE projects
that 64 percent of oil demand will be met by imports in 2020. In order to ensure reliable and
secure sources of oil, we have no choice but to diversifv the sources of our supplhies, bath
domestic and foreign. and increase both. The U S. oil and natural gas industry has the advanced
technology needed to find and produce oil and gas in an environmentally safe manner.

However. domestically, access to federal government lands has become an acute problem. For
example. from 1983 to 1997, access to federal lands in eight Western states declined by more
than 60 percent — and that does not reflect major land withdrawals since 1997. At the same ume.
the U.S. o1l and gas industry’s ability to compete for opportunities abroad have been threatened
by two U.S. policies: the alarming tendency to use unilateral economic sanctions against oil
producing countnes as an instrument of foreign policy -- despite the evidence that they don’
work -- and the adverse tax treatment of foreign source income of U.S. oil and gas companies.

-- Refinerv Capacity and Utilization. Even if we obtain all the oil we need. our eneryy suppiv
would sull be under an enormous strain. While environmental requirements now' in place are
giving us the maost environmentally-sensitive fuels ever manufactured. these requirements have
drasticatly reduced refinery flexibility and further ughtened the U.S. supply situation.

The U.S. refinery system is basically maxed out. Capacity utilization averaged 92.6 percent in
2000. At peak levels of seasonal demand. 1t topped 95 percent. This compares 10 an averave
capacity utilization rate in other industries of 82 percent. Refinery capacity utilization is high
because our capacity is below what it was 20 years ago. Recent increases have not kept up with
the growth in demand — so we’'ve had to import products. But we cannot import much morec.
because tightening fuel specifications and the proliferation of so-called boutique fuels make 1t
much more difficult for foreign producers to meet the U.S. demand for refined producis.
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-- Regulatory Burden. Increased regulation of fuels and refinenies 1s a major reason why refinery
capacity has not kept up with demand. We haven't built a major new refinery in this country mn
20 years. Moreover, complex, time-consuming permitting requirements greatly limit the ability
of refiners to increase capacity. They also inhibit efforts 10 increase pipeline capacity. The
pipeline system in the U.S. was designed decades ago 10 handle some 70 percent of liquid fuel
transportation, but the increased demand and proliferation of fuels 1s making this system
increasingly inadequate.

-- Boutique Fuels. The Clean Air Act Amendments require state implementation plans (SIPs)
under which individual metropolitan areas can create their own fuels to meet clean air
requirements. There are 15 different types of gasoline now in use because of clean air
requirements. This balkanization of fuels greatly reduces refinery flexibility. The reduced
flexibility means that relatively minor disruptions and down-time for maintenance can have a
much more disruptive impact on the flow of supply.

Natural Gas

Natural gas is a clean, safe, efficient and rehable fuel. Consequently, demand is nising,
particularly as the fuel of choice for new power plants. Approximately 85 percent of the natural
gas consumed in the U.S. is produced domestically. Most of the remainder comes from Canada.
The landmark natural gas study issued a year ago by the National Petroleum Council - a DOE
advisory committee — projected that producers would have 1o invest about $658 billion between
1999 and 2015 to meet the growth in gas demand.

The growing demand for natural gas underscores the urgent need for increased access to
potentuially gas-nch govermment lands. However, most government lands with the best prospects
for new gas discovenes are off limits to development: 100 percent of resources offshore on both

coasts; 56 percent of the eastem Gulf of Mexico resources; and 40 percent of the Rocky
Mountain region resources.

Needed: A National Energy Policy

What 15 needed from government decision-makers is a senous effort to address U.S. energy
problems and shape a fair and effective national energy policy. That is why AP[ welcomes the
energyv policy imtiatives now underway in both Congress and the Administration. However. it
took some 25 vears to get into today's energy situation - and the problems will not be solved
overmight. So 1115 extremely important that energy be fully represented at thc government

decision-making table and that the energy impact of environmental and other decisions be fully
considered.

After more than two decades of inaction. the American public can no longer afford the luxury of
not coming to grips with U.S. energy needs, while maintaining a clean environment. The nation
can do both. Meeting U.S. energy needs and protecting the environment are both critical 10 our
nation's continued economic growth - and to achicving the future prospernty and well-beiny we
all seek.
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Available Administrative Actions on National Enerov Policv in the Qil and Natural Gas
Sectors:

Require Executive Branch agencies to avoid significant adverse cpergy consequences in proposing regulatory and
other adnunistrative actions.

Require Executive Branch agencies to review existing rules and policies and revise them as nccessary to chrminate
significant adverse energy consequences.

Make energy policy a key assignment for a senior White House aide.

Direct-the Interior Department, in consultation with other federal land management agencies and the Energy
Depanment, 1o complete the inventory of federal oil and natural gas resources mandated by the 2000 amendments to
the Energy Policy and Conservaton Act.

Direct the Energy Department, tn consultation with the federal public land management agencies. to identify

admunisuative barmers 1o timely exploration and development of federal oil and gas resources and take sieps 1o
remove those barners.

Provide a “surike force™ to complement existing staff of public land management agencies 10 immediately reduce the
nemendous backlog of pending applications for permuts to develop federal oil and gas leases, to revise resource
management plans, and to complete required environmental analyses. Ulumately, provxdc adequate
stafling/resources 1o mantain and expedited timetable for these activities.

Direct the interior Department to expand royalty-in-kind (RIK) programs onshore and offshore, with any RIK o1l 1o
be nansfzrred into the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

Maintain the Decemnber 2001 schedule for OCS Lease Sale 181.

Grant California’s request to the Environmental Protection Agency for a waiver from the Clean Ar Act’s oxygen
mandate for reformulated gasoline.

Ensure that the first annual repont from the advisory group to EPA on technological feasibility {equipment and
construction resources) of the on-road diesel sulfur rule includes meaningful conclusions and recommendauons that

the agency can use quickly 1o decide whether modifications should be made to avoid adverse fuel supply and price
consequences.

Ditect the Labor Deparument. in consuliation with the Energy Department. to develop recommendations for 2 job-
rraming program designed to fill employment needs in the oil and natural gas industry

Direct the Office of Management and Budget to determine whether fiscal 2001 funds could be reprogrammed to

increase granis 1o states for low-income heating and weatherization assistance.

Direct OMB 1o determine whether funds could be reprogrammed to ensure full funding of LS, Coast Guard navtical
charuny programs and Corps of Engincers harbar maintenance activitics to ensure that tankers can move needed
peroleum products safely and expeditiously.
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Tripodi, Cath I \ .ot
From: . Kellther, Joseph .

Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 8:32 PM

Yo: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: Nuciear power plant safety

importance: High

] @)

Nudiear plant PPT Skde-Steady
satety.doC Improvernems .

-----0Original Message-----

From: KANE, John [mailto:jek€nei.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 10:31 AM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: Nuclear power plant safety
Inpertance: High

g up on our conversation this morning, 1 am forwarding a

Ly

ar ssfety ard a good graphic representing the dramatic increases

v mergins the industry has been able to produce over the last

:€ase Za_. me :f ! can be of any further help.
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Nuclear power plant safety

In 2000, the nuclear power industry had a record year for safety and elecincity production. In
fact, there has been a steady improvement in nuclear power plant safety for several years, as
demonstrated both by NRC and industry plant performance indicators. This outstanding safety
record has set the stage for the NRC’s transition to a new nuclear power plant oversight process.
This process will focus attention on those areas of the plant mast important to ensuring safety, as
indicated by a regular NRC inspection program based on 19 plant performance indicators.

Throughout the 1990s. capacity factors for nucclear power plants increased from 65 percent to
90 percent as a result of improved operating practices and maintenance. training and reduced
plant outage time. Safety performance—ineasured in several areas by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission—has improved in paralle} with this economic performance. For example, 18
“unusual events” at nuclear power plants were reported to the NRC by the industry in 2000. an
all-time low (see attached chart). Improved safety is due to better industry management of the
plants and to a new NRC nuclear plant oversight process that focuses on those areas of the plant
mosl important to safety. At one time, critics of nuclear power argued that reactor
operators would be pressured to cut corners on safety in pursuit of greater
economic return. The industry’s record, however, has proven that safety and
operational excellence go hand-in-hand.

Nuclear plants are designed according to a "defense in depth” philosophy that requires
redundant, diverse, safety systems. Two or more safety systems perform key functions

independently so that even if one fails. there is always another to back it up, providing
continuous protection.

Phyvsical bamers safely contain radiation and provide emergency protection if needed. First. the
fuel pellets are sealed inside rods made of special metal designed to contain fission products.
Next. the fuel rod assemblies are contained within a large, thick steel reactor vessel. Lastly. the
reacior vessel and extensive safety and steam gencration equipment arc enclosed. in tumn. in a
massive. reinforced sieel and concrete structure, the “containment,” whose walls are three to four

feet thick. The containment ensures that the Chernobyl accident of 1986 a substantial radiation
leak could not occur in the Umited States.

The nuclear energy industry maintains a comprehensive system of training and qualification for
all Key positions at nuclear power plants. Workers involved in operations, maintenance. and
other technical areas undergo continuous training and assessment. For example. reacior operators
spend every fifth week in traiming—a more ngorous schedule that the airline industry. Each
plant training program must renew 1ts accreditation every four vears. In addition. the NRC
routinely monitors plant training programs.
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: . Anderson. Margot .
Sent: Sunday, March 25, 2001 1.43 PM
To: ‘Poche, Michelle’; Kelliher. Joseph
Cc: ‘Symons.Jeremy(a)eEPA gov’
Subject: RE: DOT Comments _
3 S
Michelle,
Margot
Margot
——Original Message-—-

From: Poche, Michelle [maitto:Michelle.Poche @ost.dot.gov)

Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 4:18 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Cc

: Anderson, Margot; ‘Symons Jeremy(a)EPA.gov’
Subject: DOT Comments

Joe and Margot,

Here are some comments from DOT policy staff on your chapters. Since our systems don't always talk to each other,

I'i paste them below into this email as well as attaching a document. Please let me know if you have questions, and
T run them down with the folks who have offered these suagestions.

Jeremv_ Joe and Maroot.

Thanks,
Michelie

Chapter 3

~Page 1

Chapter 6
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Rewrite of Transpontation Section, Page 4 , g
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<< File: DOT comments.doc >>
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Kelliher, Joseph
From: Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Sunday, March 25, 2001 1:29 PM
To: ‘Poche. Michelle’; Kelliher, Joseph
Cc: ‘Symons.Jeremy(a)EPA gov'
Subject: RE: DOT Comments
Michelle,
Margot

—~—riginal Message—

From: Poche, Michelle {mailto:Michelle Poche@ost.dot.gov)

Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 4:18 PM

To: Kelither, Joseph

Cc Anderson, Margot, ‘Symons.Jeremy(a)EPA.gov'

Subject: DOT Comments

Joe and Margot,

Here are some comments from DOT policy staff on your chapters. Since our systems don't always taik to each other,
I'll paste them below into this email as well as attaching a document. Please let me know if you have questions, and

I'll run them down with the folks who have offarad thece cinnactinne

—leremy. Joe and Maraot.

Michetle

Chapter 3

Chapter 6

Rewnte of Transportation Section, Page 4

DOEO008-1081
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<< File: DOT comments.doc >>

DOE008-1084
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Anderson, Margot - .
Sent: Sunday. March 25, 2001 1:15 PM
To: ‘Poche, Michelle’

Cc: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: DOE comments/edits
Michelle=.

tia L yo

————— Originel Message-----

From: Foche, Michelle [mailtc:Michelle.PocheRost.dot.gov]}
Sent: cSaturday, March 24, 2001 2:49 PM

To: Ancerson, Margot

Sutject: RE: DOZ comments/edi:ts

Mar-qgor,
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--Michelle ¢

————— Original Message-----

From: Andersor, Margot [mailto:Margot.Andersonfhg.doe.gcv]

Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 8:59 AM

To: °*Michelle.PcchefOST.DOT.Goviinternet'
Cc: Charles Smith (E-mail); Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: DOE comments/edits

Michelle,

Here's a nice graphic to use in chapter 9 on pipelines.

We'll be sending

more to you Monday. Hope our edits you received from Charlie were

useful.

Margot

----- Original Message-----

From: Charles_M._Smith@ovp.eop.goviinternet
[mailto:Charles_M._Smithlovp.eop.gov)

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2001 B:27 AM

To: Michelle.Poche@OST.DOT.Goviinternet

Cc: Andrew _D. lLundquist€ovp.eop.goviinternet;
Karen_ Y. Knutgon@ovp_eop.govlinternet
Subjecr: DOZ ccmments/edits

Michelle:

Some sucoestea comments/edits on your chapter from DOE.

1

.See ettechec f:le: energyinfrastructure2.doc;

DOEO008-1086
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Kelliher, Joseph A ' :
From: . Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 2:30 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: FW: NEP

More useful comments on your list.

-----Original Message---—

From: Paik, Inja

Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 1:17 PM
To: Anderson, Margot; Friedrichs, Mark
Cc Marlay, Robest

Sudbject NEP

Morgot/Mark:

The following are my comments on NEP policy issues.

Inja
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Kelliher, Joseph . A B = (
From: Anderson, Margot .

Sent: Monday. March 26, 2001 2:00 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: FW: quick comments on list of policies

Comments from one of PO's office directors alerting you on some controversial items on the list.

—~—0riginal Message—--

From: Breed, William

Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 1:29 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: quick comments on list of polidies

Margot: here are some notes on what may be controversial and what may be missing from this momings
handout -- Bill '
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Anderson, Margot - .

Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 12:14 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: FW: Comments on NEP Goals & Actions
importance: High

From Paul Camer. Might be helpful.

-—-0nginal Message-----

From: Carrier, Pau

Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 12:02 PM

To: Friedrichs, Mark; Anderson, Margot

Cc Cony, John

Subject: Comments on NEP Goais & Actions
... Importance: High

49477

DOEO008-1090



AN

Kelliher, Joseph

From:

Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, Aprit 02, 2001 1:48°PM
To: Keliher, Joseph _
Subject: RE: energy efficiency one-pager
Joe,
Margot

-—--Qriginal Message-----

From: Kelliner, Joseph

Sent: Monday, April 02, 2001 12:19 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

_’Subject: RE: energy efficiency one-pager

-——0Onginal Message-—--

From:  Anderson, Margot

Sent:  Monday, April 02, 2001 10:51 AM

To: Keliiher, Joseph; ‘SymonsJeremy@epamail.epa.gov’
Cc: Kalevar, Kewin

Subject: RE: energy effidency one-pager

Joe.

How do you want to proceed on this? Have you drafted a revised?

Margot
----- Ongmnal Message-----
From: Kelkher, Joseph
Sent: Fnday, March 30, 2001 6:48 PM

To: Anderson, Margot; "Symons.Jeremy@epamail.epa.gov’
Ce: Kotevar, Kevin
Subject: RE: energy efficency one-pager

DOE008-1091
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—~—Onginal Message—--

From: Anderson, Margot.

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 5:40 PM
To: ‘Symons_Jeremy@epamait.epa.gov
Cc Kelliher, Joseph; Kolevar, Kevin
Subject: energy effiiency one-pager

<< File: energy efficiency one-pager.wpd >>
Reviewed/edited by EE. PO. Joe and/or Kevin. Problems?

Jeremy, can you let me know if you get this? | am having problems with your e-mail.

Margot
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Kelliher, Joseph

From: Anderson, Margot .

Sent: Monday, Aprif 02, 2001 10:51 AM

To: Kelliher, Joseph: ‘Symons. Jeremy@epamail.epa.gov’
Cc: Kolevar, Kevin

Subject: RE: energy efficiency one-pager

Joe,

How do you want to proceed on this? Have you drafted a revised?

Margot
~—Original Message--—
From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 6:48 PM
To: Anderson, Margot; 'SymonsJeremy@epamail.epa.gov’
Cc: Kolevar, Kevin

Subject: RE: energy effidency one-pager

--—-0riginal Message-—-

From:  Anderson, Margot

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 5:40 PM
To: ‘Symons Jeremy@epamail.epa.gov'
Cc: Kelliher, Joseph; Kolevar, Kevin
Subject: energy efficency one-pager

<< File: energy efficiency one-pager wpd >>
Reviewed/edited by EE, PO. Joe and/or Kevin, Problems?
Jeremy, can you let me know if you get this? | am having problems with your e-mail.

Margot

DOE008-1093
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Kelliher, Joseph =
From: i Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 1:47 PM
TJo: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: energy efficiency

~—Onginal Message-—

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, Apnl 04, 2001 12:35 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: energy effidency

4951
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Kelliher, Joseph - '

From: . Anderson, Margot - .

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2001 5:47 PM

To: Kripowicz, Robert; Kolevar, Kevin

Cc: Kelliher, Joseph; Braitsch. Jay

Subject: RE: integrating GHG Reduction into the NEP

Bob

margot

----- Onginal Message——

From: Kripowicz, Robert

Sent: Tuesday, Apnil 03, 2001 5:33 PM

Jo: Kolevar, Kevin

Ce: Anderson, Margot; Kelkher, Joseph; Braitsch, Jay
Subject: Fw: Integrating GHG Reduction into the NEP

lmportance: High

Kevin — Based on previous e-mails | offer the following:

4952
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40 'Cook, Trevor

From: Cook. Trevor :

Sent: Monday. May 07, 2001 3:26 PM
To: Anderson, Margot :
Subject:

an addiional fact not checked on friday

its in bright pink... the only pink text in the file. No. 73.

w ]

Cuanon Crece - NE -

€+ $ coz
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‘—Tvliook, Trevor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

NEMp.. CN3Caauovwe
Meeoed o3

Cook, Trevor

Monday. May 07, 2001 3:14 PM
Anderson, Margol *
here is one citation

DOEO008-1109
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qa&)Cook, Trevor

From: Cook, Trevor -

Sent: Friday. May 04, 2001 4:26 PM

To: Anderson, Margot, Magwoog. William
Ce: Braitsch, Jay

Subject: chapter 3 ne input...

’

did not find a specific reference to one ilem.. some of these things are statements of common experience. i e they sky is

blue!
v )

NE - CaauvonsCn) oot

4968
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l/“,]Cook, Trevor

From: _ Cook. Trevor -

Sent: Frigay, May 04, 2001 3:57 PM

To: Anderson, Margot; Braitsch.Jay, Magwood, William
Subject: attached 1s chapter 5 nuke fact check

all nudear facts in italics, could not find a reference for the very first one, all others covered

w ]
Camon Checn - NE -

CH $ ooc

4975
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M"‘:"Cook, Trevor

i

From: Cook, Trevor

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 10:04 AM
TJo: Keliiher, Joseph. Anderson, Margot
Cc: Magwood. William .
Subject: nuclear satety words

attached is a MS word file with the requesled text.

]

uckea- wstety goc
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Cook, Trevor b)
From: Cook, Trevor ~

Sent: Tuesday. May 01, 2001 9:45 AM

To: Anderson, Margot; Carter, Douglas

Cc: Magwood, William .

Subject: RE: Goinp o Press: chapter 3

J drafted the safety stuff, its in review, will have it out in about 10
mins.

Trev.

---~-0Original Message-----

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 8:49 AM
To: Cook, Trevor; Carter, Douglas
Cc: Magwood, William

Subject: Going to Press: chapter 3

Doug and Trevor,

By 10:00 if pess:ble. Thanks.

Margot

----- Orizinal Messane-----

From: Charies M. _Smith@ovp.eop.govitinternet

Imailrc:Charies_M. Snithfovp.eop.gov)

Serit: Monasy., Apr:l 32, 2201 10:25 pPM

To: KelXliner, JFcseph:; Anderson, Margot;
Moss.Jzc-cbleramzil.epa.govtinternet;
Wiiliam_beztesbergfios.ddi.goviinternet; Tom_fulton@ios.doi.goviinternet
Cc: Kiersten cragerfcvp.eop.goviinternet:

Ahndrew D. LinmZ3ulstéovp.edp.govi:_nternet;

Karer_Y. K sonfcvp.eop.goviinternet

Subject: chéegter I ~

The follow:in3 are the remaining open items in the Environment chapter:

———

4985
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I.need this literally first thing in the am. " Chapter 3 is tc be laid
out
starting about noon.

Charlie
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Cook, Trevor

From: Cook, Trevor

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 8:58 AM
To: ) Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: nuclear safety

Just gol this email, you will have it in an hour.

Trevor.

—--Original Message—-

From: Keltiher, Joseph

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2001 B:10 AM
Yo: Magwood, William; Cook, Trevor
cc Anoderson, Margot

Subject: nudear safety

DOE008-1130
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Williams, Ronaid L ' vt
From: Caook, Trevar :

Sent: Friday, February 16, 2007 1:30 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Cc: Magwood, William

Subject: NE input to chapter one

Hello Margot,

here is the NE input to chapter one... we had a last second glitch with power point and cant get the graphics ﬁles.to merge
in the document... if you can use the graphics files we had in mind separately... we will gladly provide them, but likely you
would have the same glitch.

anyway.... hope this made it to you in time.

Trevor.

NE - TWO PAGE PAPER
IN CHAPTER...

’ 4988
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G Williams, Ronald L

From: " Cook, Trevor .

Sent: Friday, February 16, 2001 1:40 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Cc: Magwood, William

Subject: here is the NE intemational piece, could you forward it to the coordinator?
Hi again Margot,

| am afraid | do not know the coordinator of chapter 7 and the intemational content, these few paragraphs are our input to
that section.

Would you mind forwarding this email to the proper person?

— Trevor— - - - - = e

INTERNATIONAL
SECTION INPUT FR...

4991
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Williams, Ronald L o | o

From: Cook, Trevor .
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2001 2:04 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: ppt files and annotated input
Margot,

attached are two power point files and our chapter one input with notes as to where the power point files go.

we couldnt get this to work... so dont try to hard, something about letter size scaling when moving from ppt to Microsoft
word... .

.......... again, | wouldn't sweat this, its nice to have, but we couldn’t solve the probiem.

Trevor.

NE - TWO PAGE PAPER
IN CHAPTER...

nuclear emissions.ppt

nuclear usa map.ppt

4993
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Williams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

NEPELG~] PPT

Watts, Edward .
Friday, February 16, 2001 3:00 PM
Anderson, Margot

Conti, John

NEP Electricity Text and Figures

NePelectricity3.D0C

DOE008-1141
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Williams, Ronald L

From: PETTIS, LARRY ‘

Sent: Friday, February 16, 2001 6:01 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: Fw: Chapter 1 NEP

) @) @] 3]

CH1.DOC OVERVIEW PPT JK_021~1PPT NEPELE—1.PPT
@j
NEPCOA~1PPT
Margot,

Attached are our inputs for Section 1. We merged al! the text together but
kept
the graphics separate —— in this order below ——overview, oil and
naturat

gas, electricity and coal.

in the text we have incorporated Policy and FE input and just tried to make
sure

the facts were correct.

——0riginal Message—

From: Kendell, James

Sent: - Friday, February 16, 2001 2:53 PM
To: Pettis, Larry

Cc:  Sizer, Scott; Holte, Susan; Hutzler, Mary
Subject:  Chapter 1 NEP

Lany,

Here's the text:

Here are the graphics:

JK

5008
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6 Stamos, John i '

From: Cook, Trevor -

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 9:53 AM

To: Connell, Elizabeth; Stamos .John; Herczeg, John; Johnson, Shane; Magwood, William; Knipp,
Robert; Marcus, Gail :

Subject: National Energy Policy Task Force Papers

Importance: High

5018
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Stamos, John

From: Savage, Buzz

Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2001 7:59 AM

To: Johnson, Shane .

Cc: Stamos, John; Cook, Trevor, Bartell, Joseph
Subject: Policy papers

Buzz

) W)

CONSTRUCTABASTY . NUKE
POLICY v2.¢oc - RASTRUCTURE SUPPORT v2

5021
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Stamos, John

From: Cook, Trevor

Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 10:54 AM

To: Stamos, John . o
Subject: FW: These are the remaining piaceholders for the nuclear policy initatives
Importance: High

——Original Message——

From: Cook, Trevor

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2001 12:54 PM
.Jo: Angderson, Margot

Subject: These are the remaining placeholders for the nudear policy initiatives

Importance: High

Thanks for getting these in, we will have full papers on Tuesday, possibly Wednesday, but these convey the gist of our
deas. : :

W) w)

Federat Sne for MARKET DRIVE
cormmerasl po. SPENT FUEL.0o¢
Owenr Funong of NRC NUKE
tees. ooz RASTRUCTURE SUPPORT oo
Acoerarec CONSTRUCTABILITY
Degreonion of Mo . POLICY. 0o

these go atong with the one | sent you yesterday on regulatory reform and the three priors, (waste management,
generation IV, sustainable classification)

Trevor.

5026
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L) Stamos, John

From: Cook, Trevor

Sent: Monday. March 26, 2001 9:24 AM

T0: Magwood, William

Cc: Stamos, John

Subject: Fw: Chapter 8 (Increased production of U.S. Energy Resources).
Bill.

Trev.

—--Original Message-—

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 10:41 AM
Jo: Conti, John; Haspel, Abe; 2immerman, MaryBeth; Lockwood, Andrea; Breed, Witliam; KYDES, ANDY; Whatley, Michael; Carter,

Dougias; Braitsch, Jay; Meithert, Elena; Cook, Trevor; Breed, William; ‘jkstier@bpa.gov'; York, Michael; Freitas, Chnstopher;
Friedrichs, Mark; Pumphrey, David; Kolevar, Kevin
Cc Kelliner, Joseph
Subject: .Chapter 8 (Increased production of U.S. Energy Resources).
Chapter 8 (increased production of U.S. Energy Resourcés).

St

Task Force Charlie: This can go out to other Agencies for review. Includes comments from meeting on 2/21.

i N

o 8 march 2¢ ooc Chaower 8 O aofvcs
Macn 24 p
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Williams, Ronald L

From: Brown.Ellen@epamail.epa.gov%internet [Brown Ellen@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2001%5:39 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: EPA comments

564-1669

“Anderson, Margot™ <Margot.Anderson@hq.doe.gov>

02/27/01 01:14 PM

To: Ellen Brown/DC/USEFPAJUS@EPA
cc:
Subject: RE: EPA comments

Please send me your phone number.

——0Original Message—

From: Brown Ellen@epamail.epa.gov%internet
[mailto:Brown.Ellen@epamail.epa.gov)

Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2001 12:45 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Cc: Symons.Jeremy@epamail.epa.gov%internet
Subject: EPA comments

€]

tmp htm

DOE008-1223
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£N
7 v
564.1669 f

“Anderson, Margot™ <Margot.Anderson@hgq.doe.gov>
To: Ellen Brown/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
cc:

02727701 01:14 PM Subject RE: EPA comments

Please send me your phone number.

----- Original Message-----

From: Brown.Ellen@epamail.epa.goviinternet
Imailto:Brown.Ellen@epamail . epa.gov)

Sent: Tuesday, February 27. 2001 12:45 PM
To: Apderson. Margot

Cc: Symons.Jeremy@epamail.epa.gcoviinternet
Subject: EPA comments

Dic://ICAWINDOWS TEMPump.htm - :508 1
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Williams, Ronald L

From: Cook, Trevor .

Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2001 1:29 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: comments on the draft - none important
Trevor.

DOEO008-1225
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Williams, RonaldL . \oooo
From: Kelliher, Joseph .
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 6:39 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: electricity prices

Can we get our group together at 9 or 9:30 tomorrow to go over our assignment? We should include NE and FE to the
group we assembled last time. Things are a little clearer after the White House meeting. The sooner the better. | have
an 8 tomorrow that should finish by 9, and may have to go to a 10:30 at the White House on Mexico. If 9 or 9:30 do not
work and the 10:30 does not fall away 12 is probably the next safest time. If we can't get the group together at 9 or 9:30
perhaps you, Conti and | could sit down and you can get to work in my absence. After | clarify our assignment to you or
the group we can start writing. We have to submit a drafl by 2/20, and a very good penultimate draft on 2/23. Perhaps
we should talk in advance about wriling teams.

=—Original Message——
From: Andersan, Margot
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 4:07 PM
Yo: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: electricity prices
Joe,

You asked about electricity prices. Tracy did some detective work:

N
Margoet

5084
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Williams, Ronald L

From: Kelliher, Joseph .

Sent: Tuesday. February 13, 2001 1:05 PM
Ta: Anderson, Margot

Subject: FW: Draft outline

)

Draft outline.doc
This is from the White House. Please review and comment. | have a meeting at the White
House at 3:00.

—0Original Message—
From: Karen_Y. Knutson@ovp.eop.goviiniemet

{mailto:Karen_Y._Knutson@ovp.eop.gov)

Sent Tuesday, February 13, 2001 12:53 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph; Bruce.Baughman@F EMA.gov%intemet;

Beale.John@EPA gov%intemet; Brenner.Rob@EPA.gov%internet;
Keith.Collins@USDA .gov%intemnet; Dina.Ellis@do.treas.gov%internet;
John_Fenzel@ovp.eop.gov¥internet,
Tom_Fulton@iosiscns1.ios.DOl.gov%internet;

Galloglysj@State govinternet; Joseph.Glauber@USDA govintermnet;
Karen_Y._Knutson@ovp.eop.gov%intemnet;
Andrew_D._Lundguist@ovp.eop.govikintemet; McManusmi@State govhintemet;
Robert_C._McNally@opd.eop.gov%internet; KMurphy@Osec.doc.govintemnet;
MPeacock@omb.eop.gov%internet; Michelle.Poche@O0ST.DOT.gov%internet;
Patricia. Stahischmidt@F EMA_gov%intemnet; Symons.Jeremy@EPA gov%intemet;
Sue_EHen_Wooldridge@10S.DO!.gov%internet

Subject: Draft outline

{See attached file: Draft outline.doc)

Attached is the draft outline. 1t looks like a great start.

Karen

5085
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Williams, Ronald L

From: . MaryBeth Zimmerman

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 3:05 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Ce: Friedrichs, Mark

Subject: 1 pager on energy

@

1 page energy needs.doc

DOEO008-1255
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Tripodi, Cathy

[ T

From: Kelliher, Joseph *

Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 6:11 PM

To: Tripodi. Cathy

Subject: FW: Attachments for Monday NEP meeting

Predecisional: draft NEP recommendations

---~Onginal Message—--

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Frigay, March 02, 2001 5:33 PM

To: Cook, Trevor; Scalingi, Paula; PETTIS, LARRY; KENDELL, JAMES; Zimmerman, MaryBeth; Sullivan, John; ‘jkstier@bpa.gov’;
Knpowicz, Rabert; Haspel, Abe; Magwood, William; ‘jkstier@bpa.gov; Whatiey, Michae!; Braitsch, Jay, Conti, John; Carter, Douglas;
KYDES, ANDY; Pumphrey, David; Mart, James; KYDES, ANDY; Breed, William, Conti, John

Cc Kefliher, Joseph :

Subject: Attachments for Monday NEP meeting

A,

Reminder that we will be meeting in room 78-040 at 1:00 on Monday (3/5) to begin the discussion of energy policy options
for the national energy policy (phase 2 of our efforts).

Attached is the draft (pdf file) of the interim report that we have been working on (the U.S. energy situation). A version of
the report will be going to the Task Force next week (this is still 8 document for internal discussion only). Also attached is
a preliminary list of policy goals to help center the discussion on policy options consistent with those goals.

Look forward to seeing you on Monday.

Margot
NEP Policy NatEnergy.pd!
Issues.dot

5114
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Williams, Ronald L

1,

From: Cook, Trevor .

Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2001 2:00 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: OOPS! Bill has the following two changes!
Importance: High

thats all ..

Trevor.

DOE008-1273
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Williams, Ronald L
From: Kelliher, Joseph .
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 7:12 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subiect: RE: more meeting attendees
from: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 7:03 PM
Yo: Kelliher, Joseph
Subfject: more meeting attendees
Joe. = ]
Margot
—Original Message—

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 6:39 PM

To:

Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: etecrricity prices

Can we get our group together at 9 or 9:30 tomorrow to go over our assignment? We should include NE and FE
to the group we assembled last time. Things are a iittle clearer after the White House meeting. The sooner the
better. 1 have an 8 tomorrow that should finish by 9, and may have to go to a 10:30 at the White House on
Mexico. f 9 or 9:30 do not work and the 10:30 does not fall away 12 is probably the next safest time. If we cant
get the group together at 9 or 9:30 perhaps you, Conti and | could sit down and you can get to work in my
absence. After | clarify our assignment to you or the group we can start writing. We have to submit a draft by
2/20, and a very good penultimate draft on 2/23. Perhaps we should talk in advance about wriling teams.

——0riginal Message—~—-—
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 4:07 P#
To: Kelliber, Joseph
Subject: electridty prices
Joe,

You asked about electricity prices. Tracy did some detective work:

DOE008-1274
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) _}s Williams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
To:
Cce:

Subject:

Porter, Robert *
Wednesday, February 14, 2001 2:50 PM
Anderson, Margot

Kripowicz, Robert; Rudins, George; Carnter, Douglas; DeHoratiis, Guido; Johnson. Nancy:

Shages, John: Furiga, Richard
RE: draft NEP instructions

Margot —~ We have reviewed the paper with Bob Kripowicz and have the following comments on the Section-by-

Section assignments:

Bob Porter

DOEO008-1276
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Office of Fossil Energy SR

~—Original Message—

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Wednesday, Febnuary 14, 2001 12:38 PM

Yo: Kripowicz, Robert; Haspel, Abe; Sullivan, John; Zimmerman, MaryBeth; Magwood, Willlam; Pumphrey, David; Hart, Carole; Salingi,
Paula; Whatiey, Michael

Ce Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: draft NEP instructions
All,
Please review.

What did | miss from the discussion today?

Note assignments are by office - some of you are asked provide names to Joe, me or other offices fo completé tasks.

If only one or two offices are contribtuing the bulk of the information, | am asking one office to compile the bits pnor to
sending to me. Saves me some time and | can focus on overall gaps.

Also attached outline Joe was working from.

Please get back to me by 2:30 (if possible) with your comments on the instructions. | will edit and send out “officially”
ASAP,

1 will also need to know who will be doing one so | dont’ have to bug you all the time.
Margot

<< File: NEP organization.doc >> << File: Draft combo outline WH.doc >>

5134
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Tripodi, Cathy

-
N

From: Kelliher, Joseph .

Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 5:53 PM
- To: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: DOT Comments

Predecisional: draft NEP recommendations

——Driginat Message-—
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent Sunday, March 25, 2001 1:19 PM
Jo: Kelliner, Joseph '
Subject: Fw: DOT Comments
Joe,

Looks like we have DOT's attention. If you keep scrolling down, you will see some policy recommendations. You should
take a look and deade if you want to keep or toss.

Margot

----- Original Message-~—
From: Poche, Michelle [mailto:Michelle Poche@ost. dot.gov)
Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2001 4:18 PM
To: - Kelliher, Joseph

Cc Anderson, Margot; "Symons Jeremy(a)EPA.gov
Subject: DOT Comments

Joe and Margot,

Here are some comments from DOT policy staff on your chapters. Since our systems don’t always talk to each other_ I'i
paste them below into this email as well as attaching a document. Please let me know if you have questions, and 'l run
them down with the folks who have offered these suqaestions.

Jeremy. Joe and Maraot.

Thanks,
Michelie

Chapter3
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Rewnte of Transportation Section, Page 4
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Williams, Ronald L

From: MaryBeth Zimmerman

Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2001 3:43 PM
TJo: Silverman, Linda

Cec: Anderson, Margot

Subject: OVP draft briefer

)

021301 OVP briefer

input.doc Linda, PO will be coordinating DOE responses to the State Department's international
piece. Please provide Margo Anderson with your comments as well as us. Thanks.
---------------------- forwarded by MaryBeth Zimmerman/EE/DOE on.02/14/2001 03:41 PM ~oeemsemsssrsssrenanees

"Dunn. Patrick M™ <DunnPM@state.gov> on 02/14/2001 01:06:34 PM

Tc: “Thompson, Griffin® <GThompson@usaid.gov>, ‘Robl, Terri L™ <RobiTL@state.gov>, MaryBeth
Zimmerman/EE/DOE@DOE
ccC:

Subject: OVP dratt briefer

<<D21301 OVP briefer input.doc>>

Grif/Narybeth:

1l welcome your thoughts. Thanks 10r your neilp-

5142
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Williams, Ronald L

From: . Porter, Robert

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 2:09 PM
-To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: Comments on Energy Strategy Outline

FE has reviewed the paper. Our only major changes are indicated in red on page 1.

There are also minor changes on p. 3, 14, 15. We have also inserted an item on p. 21 that was submitted n the DOT

paper.

Bob Porter

Draoft outline.doc

DOE008-1290
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: 6 Kelliher, Joseph B } 5

- From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: ‘ Friday, April 20, 2001 12:41 PM
To: . Vemet, Jean
“Cc: Carter, Douglas; Conti, John; Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: "RE: NSR
Jean,
Margot.
-—Original Message—-
From: - Vemet, Jean
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2001 11:36 AM
Jo: Anderson, Margot
Cc: Carter, Dougtas; Conti, John

Subject: RE: NSR

Margot: Report from the call. Brenner, Gibson, and Schmidt on call.

.

Bottom line:

4. **Joe said you had the latest environment chapter, and could share it with me (ii‘s difficult to discuss issues with
EPA when you haven't seen any version more current than the first.) Thanks.

Jean

----- Original Message—-—
from: Anderson, Margot
Sent:  Friday, Apri 20, 2001 9:15 AM
To: Vemet, Jean
Subject: RE: NSR

Thanks. { won't be there. | am swamped with WH orders for the NEP. | called Joe to tell him. Unless he insists, |
am tying myself to my computer.

5160
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Stamos, John L _

From: Cook, Trevor.

Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2001 12:12 PM

To: Magwood, William

Cc: ' . Stamos, John ..

Subject: _ Heads up on the National Energy Policy Development for Nuclear
Importance: - High

due today or early tomorrow

Bill, have you finished your testimony? Maybe we couid use some of that.
---—0riginal Message—

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: wednesday, March 21, 2001 11:57 AM
Yo: - Cook, Trevor
Subject: as we discussed
secl oot

Helpful to use redline method if you can/

DOE010-0019
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—Original Message—

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:57 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

sl | ] "

: 9'! | don't know when we will have comments.

——0Original Message—-

From: Anderson, Margot

“Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:54 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph '
Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

Joe,

Will do. Anything else you need done today? r

5 Are we expecting comments back on the outlines tomorrow?
7

4
|
Margot

—0nginal Message—

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:37 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

\)\

- [ T

TR e v e e s

——Original Message—
From: Anderson, Margot

‘Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:35 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

Joe,

Do you want me to add this to the outlines | sent you or just wait until the next round (presuming there is one?)

Margot

—-0QOriginal Message—

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:32 PM
‘0: Anderson, Margot

subject: FW: NEPD Outlines

FY1 - EPA submission

——Ornginal Message—

~ 40 5
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Williams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: Anderson, Margot

Kelliher, Joseph
Monday, February 12, 2001 5:38 PM
Anderson, Margot

RE: NEPD Outiines

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 5:21 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

Joe,

My thoughts on NEPD organization:

Margot

DOEOQ10-0045
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—~-Onginal Message——

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:57 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

Good idea about writing teams. How do you propose they be set up? | don't know when we will have comments.

-—0Original Message—

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4: 54 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: NEPD Oullines

Joe,

Will do. Anything else you need doné today?,
you?

Are we expecting comments back on the outlines tomorrow?

Margot

——0Original Message—

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:37 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject RE: NEPD Outlines

——0Original Message—-

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:35 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: NEPD Outlines

Joe,

Do you want me to add this to the outlines | sent you or just wait until the next round (presuming there is one?) -

Margot

——Original Message—

From: Keliiher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4: 32 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: FW: NEPD Outlines

FY! - EPA submission

DOE010-0046
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Williams, Ronald L

From: ) Scalingi, Paula

Sent: o Monday, February 12, 2001 6:00 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Cc: - Jim Peerenboom (E-mail)

Subject: . FW: Outline Changes

Margot,

Here are OCIP’s recommended changes. Let the DOT people know that we will provide the text for the report that
corresponds to the outline we provided, if this is useful. ‘

Cheers,
Paula

——0Original Message——
From: Peerenboom, James P. [mailto:jpeere
"Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 5: 47 PM
To: Scalingi, Paula

Subject:  Outline Changes

Outline_Changes.doc -
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Williams, Ronald L

From: Ketlliher, Joseph
Sent: ‘ Monday, February 12,2001 6:10 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: Outiine

—-0Original Message—

" From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 6:08 PM
To: Keliiher, Joseph

Subject: RE: Outline

Joe,
Just saw this note on formats. I'll take a look and we can use for next round. | guess | better leam WORD!
Margot

—-0Original Message-—

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 4:28 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: Outline

—-Original Message——

From: John_Fenzel@ovp.eop.gov%intemet [mailta:John_Fenzel@ovp.eop.gov]
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2001 3:45 PM

To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: Outline

Joe, We realized that DOE has been given the bulk of the work with the
three working groups you are assigned. If it is helpful, we wanted to
forward a completed outline that we received that you may be able to use as
a rough template. Please give us a call if we can be of any assistance!

Best Wishes,

John Fenzel

J
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Williams, Ronald L

From: MaryBeth Zimmerman
Sent: : Monday, February 12, 2001 6:51 PM
To: Anderson, Margot; Kelliher, Joseph
N of -3 FRIEDMAN, MARK; Haspel, Abe; Jeffery, Nancy; Garland, 8uddy
Subject: revised outline for Sec. D

Section D, revised.doc
We continued to clean up the outline for Sec. D a bit, and hope that this version is a bit
clearer than the 3:30 version. _
Please let us know if you have any questions.
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) ‘7 Williams, Ronald L

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: ' Monday, February 12, 2001 10:09 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: Outlines: regional information

toutregl.doc

5237

DOED10-0078



Williams, Ronald L

From: Porter, Robert

Sent: ' Tuesday, February 13, 2001 10222 AM

To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: Comments on Kelliher paper

Margot: o
: \(,.\;

Bob Porter

5240
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. oo
Williams, Ronald L -
From: PETTIS, LARRY
Sent: : Tuesday, February 13, 2001 1:40 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: RE: Outlines: regional information

We are working on this and ‘shduld have our changes to you by 11:00a.

——0Original Message—

From: Margot Anderson_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO

Sent Tuesday,February 13, 2001 8:26 AM

To: Pettis, Larry; Robert Porter_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PQ; William
Breed_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO; John Conti_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO
Subject: FW: Outlines: regional information

All, Wik \

Can you take a quick look at this?

P.S. Use WORD. Software of choice!
Margot

——0Origina! Message—

From:  Kelliher, Joseph

Sent:  Monday, February 12, 2001 10:09 PM
To:  Anderson, Margot

Subject:  Outlines: regional information
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Williams, Ronald L

From: PETTIS, LARRY
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2001 2:05 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: FW: Regional Issues
7
TOUTRE~1.DOC

Attached is a revised version.

—Original Message-——

From:  Skinner, Bill
Sent:  Tuesday, February 13, 2001 10:58 AM

To: Pettis, Larry
Subject:  Regional Issues

Here is what | have so far. | am bringing you a printed copy.

‘ 5248
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E Williams, Ronald L

/s

I

s

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: . Monday, February 26, 2001 1:36 PM

To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: new draft

Sure. A e et e

——0Original Message——

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:33 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subjgct: RE: new draft
Do you want me to send it around for DOE review to the program offices?

~——Original Message——
From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent:  Monday, February 26, 2001 1:26 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: new draft

Sorry, 1 just realized | never sent it to you

<< File: sec1.4.doc >> << File: secreg3.doc >>
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§ Williams, Ronald L

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: o Monday, February 26, 2001 2:24 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: new draft

Ow. Where will there concéms be?

~—QOriginal Messaga-——

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:20 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

Okayv, Sentit out.

—Qriginal Message-—
From:  Kelliher, Joseph
Sent:  Monday, February 26, 2001 1:36 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
" Subject: RE: new draft

Sure.i

~--0Onginal Message---—

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:33 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

Do you want me 10 send it around for DOE review to the program offices?

~--Original Message-—-

From: Keltiher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:26 PM
Yo: Anderson, Margot

Subject: new draft

Sorry. | just realized | never sent it to you

<< File: sec1.4.doc >> << File: secreg3.doc >>
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Williams, Ronald L

K (b,

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: . Monday, February 26, 2001 2:47 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: RE: new draft

~—0Original Message——

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:44 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

——QOriginal Message——

From:  Kelfiher, Joseph

Sent:  Monday, February 26, 2001 2:24 PM
Yo: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: new draft

ow.

—~—~Qriginal Message--—-

From: Angderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:20 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

Okay, Sent it ouf

—--Driginal Message-—-

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:36 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: new draft

Sure,

"—-Original Message—

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:33 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

Do you want me to send it around for DOE review to the program offices?

-—Original Message—-—

From: Keliiher, Joseph

Sent: Monaay, February 26, 2001 1:26 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: new draft

5291
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Sorry, | justrealized | never sent it to you

<< File: sec1.4.doc >> << File: secreg3.doc >>
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S
6 Williams, Ronald L

(L))

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

elec grophs ppt

Terry, Tracy

Monday, February 26, 2001 4:26 PM
Anderson, Margot; Conti, John

RE: NEP graphs - more on elec

Here are the graphs. | did the final chart a couple of different ways. If you want to play with the callout box on the final
graph, select "Draw” then "Ungroup” from the Drawing tooibar.

Tracy

——0Original Message——

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:36 PM
Yo: Terry, Tracy; Cont, John

Subject: RE: NEP graphs - more on elec

Help me. | am confused. Can you or John stop by and explain these to me.

——0riginal Message—~—
From: Terry, Tracy

Sent:  Monday, February 26, 2001 12:18 PM
To: Cont, John; Anderson, Margot
Subject: NEP graphs - more on elec

Marqot,

Tracy

<< File: elec graphs.ppt >>

——0riginal Message——

From:
Sent:

Conti, John
Monday, February 26, 2001 8:18 AM

To: Anderson, Margot

Cc: Terry, Tracy

Subject:

RE: NEP graphs - ¢lec

5293
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—0riginal Message——

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 8:04 AM
To: Conti, John; Terry, Tracy

Subject: RE: NEP graphs - elec

——Qriginal Message-——

From: Contl, John

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 B:02 AM
To: Tenry, Tracy; Anderson, Margot
Subject: RE: NEP graphs - elec

~—Origina! Message——

From: Terry, Tracy

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2001 5:26 PM
~To: Anderson, Margot

Ce: Conti, John

Subject: NEP graphs - elec

Mérgot - Attached is a Power Point file with the graphs we discussed

Tracy

<< File: elec graphs.ppt >>
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Williams, Ronald L

NS

From: ’ Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: . Monday, February 26, 2001 6:00 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: solutions

©  ——0riginal Message—-

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:44 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

—Original Message—-
From: Kelliher, Joseph .
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:24 PM
Yo: Anderson, Margot
Subject: RE: new draft

Ow

—-Original Message—-
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:20 PM
To: Kefliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: new draft

Okay, Sent it out.

—-Original Message—

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:36 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: new draft

Sure

-—Original Message——

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:33 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: npew dratt

Do you want me to send it around for DOE review ta the program offices?

——Original Message——

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:26 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

DOEOD10-0144
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Subject: new draft
Sorry, | just realized I never sent it to you

<< File: sec1.4.doc >> << File: secreg3.doc >>
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| é{) Williams, Ronald L ({g) (J)

From: KYDES, ANDY

Sent: . Tuesday, February 27, 2001 12:17 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: new draft

Margot

Andy

——0Original Message—

From: Margot Anderson_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:46 PM

To: Pettis, Larry: Kendell, James; Kydes, Andy: TREVOR COOK_at_HQ-EXCH

at X400PO: Paula Scalingi_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO;

jkstier@bpa.gov_at_internet at X400PO; Robert Kripowicz_at_ HQ-EXCH at

X400PO; WILLIAM MAGWOOD_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO: Michael Whatley_at HQ-EXCH
at X400PO; Jay Braitsch_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO; John Conti_at_ HQ-EXCH at

X400PO; Douglas Carter_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO; David Pumphrey_at_ HQ-EXCH

at X400PO: James HART_at_HQ-EXCH at X400PO; MaryBeth
Zimmerman_at_HQ-NOTES at X400P0: John Sullivan_at_HQ-NOTES at X400PO:

Abe Haspel_at_HQ-NOTES at X400PO -
Cc: William Breed_at_ HQ-EXCH at X400PO; Robert Marlay_at_HQ-EXCH at

X400PO

Subject: FW: new draft

Alf,

‘Margot

——-Original Message—

From:  Kelliber, Joseph

Sent:  Monday, February 26, 2001 1:26 PM
To:  Anderson, Margot

Subject:  new draft

Sorry, 1just realized | never sent it 1o you

s
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éq\:villiams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kelliher, Joseph

Tuesday, February 27, 2001 9:34 AM
_ Anderson, Margot

RE: solutions

Can you stop by after 112 We could talk about this and about providing input info the other sections of the report..

——Original Message——
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 6:20 PM
To: Kefliher, Joseph
Subject: RE: solutions
Joe

Sure we can get started.

Margot

(p)s?

———Qriginal Message—

From:
Sent:
TJo:

Keltiner, Joseph
Monday, Febiruary 26, 2001 6:00 PM
Anderson, Margot

Subject: solutions

(5Xs)

——0Original Message—

From: Anderson, Margot

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:44 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

(LX) .

——Original Message—-

From: Kelliher, Joseph
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:24 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Subject: . new draft
oviect:__BEioendah

Ow.

\

——0riginal Message—-

From: Anderson, Margot .

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 2:20 PM

Yo: Kelher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

Okay, $eni it out: ( b) (S)
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—-0Original Message——

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:36 PM
Yo: Anderson. Marnnt

Subject:

sure /
5 | |

~—-Original Message-—

From: Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:33 PM
To: Kelliher, Joseph

Subject: RE: new draft

Do you want me to send it around for DOE review to the program offices?

—~—0riginal Message-——

From: Kelliher, Joseph .
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2001 1:26 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: new draft

Sorry, | just realized | never sent it to you

<< File: sec1.4.doc >> << Fije: secreg3.doc >>
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Williams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

]

Renewables Chapter
Edited.bOC
discussed:

MaryBeth Zimmerman

Tuesday, February 27, 2001 11:13 AM
Anderson, Margot

Sullivan, John; Haspel, Abe

Efficiency items for NEP

) )

Efficiency chapter with Impacts chapter --
edits.... edited.0OC

L
(
N
A
N

here’s a crack at the paragraph we

DOEO010-0149
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é\lvznams, Ronald L | @ ) (&’)

From: Brown Ellen@epamail.epa.gov%internet [Brown Ellen@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: . Tuesday, February 27, 2001 12:45 PM
To: Anderson, Margot
Cc: Symons.Jeremy@epamail.epa.gov%internet
-Subject: EPA comments .
tmp.htm epol2-26new.wpd epol2-26rdin.wpd

: Margot, Here are our comments on the intro
and "Taking Stock”. Wt'sin '
redline and.also straight so | hope this will make it easier for folks to

use,

5324
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Margot, Here are our comments on the intro and "Taking Stock”. It's in redline and also straight so | hope this
_will make it easier for folks to use.!

file://CAWINDOWS\TEMP\tmp.htm 126332, 5
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Williams, Ronald L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ATTACHMENT.TXT

MaryBeth Zimmerman .
Wednesday, February 14, 2001 6:00 PM
York, Michael

Re: OVP draft briefer

)

021301 OVP briefer
input.doc Could you John and Linda's comments (both posed on P drive;

John's below), so that we can forward a single set of comments to PO? Mv observations:

Thanks.

John Miilhone
02/14/2001 04:12 PM

To: MaryBeth Zimmerman/EE/DOE@DOE

cce

Subject:Re: OVP draft briefer

Here's some quick inputs using redlines and strikeouts.

! | 5334
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Tripodi, Cathy

From: Kelliher, Joseph

Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2001 5:58 PM
To: Tripodi, Cathy

Subject: FW: Wednesday (3/21) NEP update

Predecisional: draft NEP recommendations

——0Qriginal Message—-

From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2001 6:35 PM
To: Anderson, Margot; Conti, John; Haspel, Abe; Zimmerman, MaryBeth; Lockwood, Andrea; Breed, William; KYDES, ANDY; Whatley,
Michael; Carter, Douglas; Braitsch, Jay; Melchert, Elena; Cook, Trevor; Breed, William; ‘jkstier@bpa.gov’; York, Michael; Freitas,
. Christopher
cc: Kelliher, Joseph
Subject: Wednesday (3/21) NEP update
All,

As most of know, the NEP deadline has been moved up and the Task Force wants to finalize the report (all 10 chapters)
and the policy options within the next two weeks. I'li be sending out a status report each day with any papers you might
wantneed to review. Please make sure that anyone who needs !o sees this e-mail does. Someone please send me Jeff
Stier's email address (his mail is bouncing back}).

Interagency group has met on Chapters 3, 6, 7,and 8 (DOE-lead chapters)

EE (Mary Beth and Michael York) are incorporating comments into chapter 6 - renewables (deadline Thursday GOB)

FE (Jay) and NE (Trevor) working on chapter 8 - increasing supply (deadline Thursday COB)

Policy (me) working on chapter 7 - efficiency (deadline Thursday COB). I'll circulate when I get comments in.

Policy {me) working on chapter 3 comments - impacts on consumers and trying to get chapter integrated into chapter 5. 'l
circulate when | get comments in.

Other papers:
Chapter 5 - economic impacts {Treasury). Met yesterday. No significant comments from any agency.

Chapter 9 - infrastructure. DOT keeps rescheduling their meeting to review. | am trying o locate the most recent copy and
will want Paula and Chris and Jeff to take a look.

Chapter 10. State turns this around so fast, we can't keep up. Attached is a new version but ljust sent them EIA and PO
comments today so | am sure they are not incorporated.

Margot

&)

03_20_01_NEPG
Study_R2.doc
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Williams, Ronald L '
From: oo Terry, Tracy
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2001 9:22 AM
To: Anderson, Margot
Cc: Conti, John
Subject: RE: national energy strategy
Tracy
~—Original Message—

From: Anderson, Margot :

Sent: Thursday, Febnaary 15, 2001 6:11 AM

To: Temry, Tracy

Cc: Conti, Johns
Subject: RE: national energy strategy

Tracy,

John fingered you to help out on the NEP.

Margot

~——0Original Message——

From:  Conti, John
Sent:  Thursday, February 15, 2001 7:54 AM
Jo: Anderson, Margot )
Subject: RE: national energy strategy

Margot,
On the macro section | nominate Tracy.
this area. L
t. -
—Original Message—
From: Anderson, Margot .
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2001 533 PM
To: Conti, John; Camier, Paul; Friedrichs, Maric Marfay, Robert; Newton, Bill; Breed, William
Subject: national energy strategy
All,

Please take a look. Mark F. and John C. will see their names.

Bill and John, | also want you to:

5358
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Thanks,

Margot

<< File: NEP organization.doc >>

<< File: Draft combo outline WH.doc >>
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Williams, Ronald L ’ oo -
. From: ’ Scalingi, Paula
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2001 11:34 AM
To: Freitas, Christopher; ‘jkstier@bpa.gov’
Ce: Jim Pesrenboom (E-mail); Kelliher, Joseph; Anderson, Margot
Subject: FW:

Christopher, Tony, Jeff, b
™o
Attached is the draft contribution from OCIP for the NEP per the instructions, .
: ) "We will send
these to you later this aftemoon. We are looking forward to seeing your draft. Would you be available fora conference
call at 4:00 p.m. with myself and Jim Peerenboom, head of the OCIP virtual analysis team, to discuss mutual comments?

Cheers,
Paula

——Original Message——

From: Peerenboom, James P. [mailtojpeerenboom@ani.gov}
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2001 10:53 AM

To: Scalingi, Paula

Subject:

~ Section F_021501.doc
Paula,
Ignore the previous version-| forgot to put “regionat™ in the first paragraph.

Jim
<<Section F_021501.doc>>
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7 wWilliams, Ronald L

From: ) Scalingi, Paula
" Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2001 3:47 PM
To: Freitas, Christopher; Como, Anthony,; Jim Peerenboom (E-mail); Anderson, Margot; Kelliher,
Joseph; jkstier@bpa.gov’
Subject: FW: Natural Gas/Electric Power Interdependencies
All,

Attached is the interdependencies draft for the NEP section F. The conference call is scheduled for 4:00. The number is
202-287-1301.

Pauta

—-0Original Message—

From: Peerenboom, James P. [mailto;jpeerenboom@anl.gov)
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2001 2:30 PM

To: Scalingi, Paula

Subject: Natural Gas/Electric Power Interdependencies

2

EP_NG .
Interdependencies.doc
Paula,

Atlached is a short, high-level description of the interdependencies between natural gas and electric power.
Jim
<<EP_NG Interdependencies.doc>>
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Williams, Ronald L

From: . Breed, William

Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2001 4:09 PM
To: Anderson, Margot

Subject: RE: national energy strategy

Margot:

Hilary will pitch in on the macro part {and think big thoughts...); Fred will pitch in on the micro stuff (in pan from his
familiarity w/ EE programs). | assume that John has identified specific reviewers also.

Let us know when things come down the pike. Bill

~—Original Message—
From: Anderson, Margot
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2001 5:33 PM
Jo: Cont, John; Carrier, Paul; Friedrichs, Mark; Marlay, Robert; Newton, Bill; Breed, William
Subject: national energy strategy

All,

Bill and John, | also want you to:

Thanks,
Margot

<< File: NEP organization.doc >> << File: Draft combo outline WH.doc >>
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