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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JAME~ LYNN 

SUBJECT: Synthetic Fuels Commercialization Program 

Issue: 

In January you announced a million barrel a day synthetic 
fuel goal by 1985. A decision is now required on the 
Administration position on an amendment in the ERDA 
authorization -- now in conference. Proposed by Senator 
Jackson, the amendment would facilitate a synthetic fuels 
commercialization program, principally through use of a 
$6 billion loan guarantee program. 

Background: 

January 1975 -- You announced the million barrel a day 
synthetic fuel goal by 1985. 

February 1975 -- Synthetic Fuels Task Force formed under 
OMB chairmanship to assess options for 
achieving goal. 

July 1975 -- Senator Jackson amended ERDA authorization 
bill to facilitate million barrel a day 
synthetic fuel goal by adding "synthetic 
fuels" to the Nonnuclear Energy Research 
and Development Act of 1974 and by 
authorizing loan guarantees up to $6 
billion. 

You -- from Helsinki -- authorized Adminis
tration effort to modify Jackson amendment 
on Senate floor to mesh with Task Force 
recommendations, subject to consultation 
with the Vice President. 

The Vice President advised against attempting 
such modification in view of ERFCO proposal. 

Digitized from Box 5 of the Richard B. Cheney Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



Issue: 

2. 

August 1975 -- Task Force completed six-month study 
(involving over 50 contractors and 100 
government personnel) and sent four volume 
Report to the Energy Resources Council 

September 1975 

(ERC) with recommendation to start 
immediately on 350,000 barrel a day program, 
to be run by ERDA, with a decision in 
1978-1979 on whether to go to a one million 
barrel a day program. 

You requested ERC to provide full scale 
"mock-up" of ERFCO which would include 
responsibility for a synthetic fuels 
program. 

ERC staff received and analyzed comments 
on the Task Force Report from nine agencies; 
further work toward completion, including 
circulation among your advisors, of a 
Presidential decision memorandum would 
take about a week, but has been deferred 
in view of your consideration of the 
ERFCO proposal. 

Western Governors Conference requested 
and received access to Task Force Report. 

You received ERFCO decision memorandum 
and the views of your advisors on ERFCO. 

In view of upcoming Conference on ERDA 
authorization, Committee staffs requested 
Task Force Report, and Chairman Teague 
today requested Administration witnesses 
and position on Jackson synthetic fuels 
amendment on Thursday of this week. 

Since Administration officials have already made the Task Force 
Report available to the Western Governors Conference, I believe 
that, as a matter of law, we will have to make it available to 
anyone who wants it. Further, in view of the copies that are 
already "out" (Jack Anderson claimed to have a copy last Sunday) , 
I think it would be counteroroductive to trv to "scrub" the 
Report. A brief summary of the Report is at Tab A. 
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Now the question is: 

Should the Administration 

o oppose the Jackson synthetic fuel amendment and 
encourage the House Conferees not to accept it, 

or o support a modification to the Jackson amendment 
to accommodate, as nearly as possible, the Task 
Force recommendations? 

The modification contemplated would 

o limit the scope of authorized projects to synthetic 
fuels 

o expand loan guarantee authority to nonrecourse 
arrangements 

o extend 75% of project cost limit on loan guarantees 
to construction period as well as operating period 

3. 

o eliminate requirement to report each project approved 
to Congress for a 90-day "wait-and-see" period. 

Even if we do get the above modifications, plus some other 
technical changes, we will still need 

o dollar authorization for price supports (although 
we already have price support authority in organic 
act) , and 

o appropriation action both to make funds available 
and to set borrowing authority limits. 

Oppose the Jackson amendment: 

Pros 

Since neither ERC nor you have yet accepted 
Task Force recommendations, nor have you decided 
the ERFCO issue, support of modification of the 
Jackson amendment would be premature. 

You could make the synthetic fuel initiative more 
visible by proposing new comprehensive legislation 
either for ERDA or, more broadly, ERFCO. 
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Cons 

A comprehensive piece of legislation is likely 
to be Christmas-treed and will take considerable 
time to go through the legislative process. 

4. 

Support of modification of the Jackson amendment: 

Pros 

Cons 

Will minimize the risk of Christmas-treeing. 

Would permit early calendar year 1976 supplemental 
appropriations to get program moving in 1976. 

Would probably result in completing most of the 
legislative groundwork for a comprehensive 
three-part -- Nuclear Program, Synthetic Fuels 
Program and Coal Program -- energy supply program 
to address the post-1985 liquids and gases "energy gap". 
(You will recall that this three-part program could 
be implemented by a mini-ERFCO -- including 
establishment of a high level (Simon, Zarb, Seamans, 
etc.) board ~- either within or without ERDA; my 
evaluation of the pluses and minuses of this approach 
are spelled out in my comments on ERFCO, attached at 
Tab B.) 

Your decisions on a synfuels program could 
dictate different modification than we would 
ask for now. 

You will have to defer your taking credit for the 
Conference action until later when you announce 
your comprehensive energy supply initiative. 

In my view, the risk of Christmas-treeing a comprehensive 
Administration bill is so great (especially in comparison with the 
risk that you will change the Task Force recommendations in a way 
we cannot fix) that I would recommend your supporting a 
modification to the Jackson amendment in the Conference. 

To be blunt, unless we can dispose of the ERFCO question 
either by tabling it indefinitely or by scaling it down in 
size and locating it within ERDA or possibly FEA -- I am not 
optimistic that we can get the kind of synthetic fuels program 
that you are likely to want -- at least within any reasonable:· 
length of time. 
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----A.. BRIEF SUM~ffiRY OF 

RECOH.HENDATIONS OF 
INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE ON SYNTHETIC FUELS 

ktT;;pvp~ 
Background: 

An incentive program for Synthetic Fuels Commercialization 
was announced by the President in his 1975 State-of-the
Union Message to support a goal of developing an equivalent 
of one million barrels per day of synthetic fuels by 1985 
from coal and oil shale. 

In response to the President's goal, an Interagency Federal 
Task Force was established in February 1975 to evaluate 
economic and environmental costs and benefits of alternative
size programs, develop detailed financial incentive program 
plans and to formulate budgetary, legislative, organizational, 
management and other measures needed for expeditious 
implementation. 

In conducting the analysis, three alternative-size synthetic 
fuels programs were considered: 

o a 350,000 bbl/d "information" program designed 
primarily to gain technical, economic, environmental 
and other data on various generic fuel/resource types 
(e.g., gas from coal); 

o a 1,000,000 bbl/d program which, in addition to providing 
the information gained in the smaller program, would 
provide additional information on the cost of alternative 
processes in each generic fuel/resource area; and 

o a 1,700,000 bbl/d "maximum" program which represents the 
largest feasible synthetic fuels program in 1985. 

Need for a Synthetic Fuels Program: 

Based on extensive analysis of U.S. energy supply and 
demand through the year 2000, it appears certain that 
synthetic fuels will be needed in quantity (5 million 
bbl/d or more) in the 1990's unless the U.S. is willing 
to increase imports of foreign oil. 

Based on present.information about industry plans, it is 
concluded that, 1n the absence of Federal incentives or 
other ~olicies cre~ting a stable and favorable synthetic 
fuels 1nvestment env1ronment, no significant amount of 
synthetic fuels is likely to be produced in the u.s. 
by 198~ and therefore, because of lead-times in initiating 
a new 1ndustry substantial quantities will not be available 
by the 1990's. 

o This co~clusion stems primarily from the present cost of 
synthet1cs and from the risk associated with large 
synthetic fuel plant investments in light of the future 
uncertainty of future world oil prices. 



Recommended Program Size: 

Based on the results of the cost/benefit and the environmental 
analyses, it is concluded that a fully committed synthetic 
fuels commercialization program at the 1.7 million bbl/d or 
1 million bbl/d level is not justifiable at this time. 

In view of the relatively small risk and expected cost of 
the 350,000 bbl/d option and its benefits, particularly 
in gaining economic, environmental and other information 
needed for future synthetic fuels expansion, the Task 
Force recommended immediate initiation of the 350,000 bbl/d 
program • 

This option would permit achieving the President's 
1 million bbl/d goal by 1985 but would defer the 
commitment to the full program pending more complete 
information on environmental effects, future world oil 
price and extent of industry participation without Federal 
incentives. 

Recommended Financial Incentives: 

Financial incentives evaluated were: loans and loan 
guarantees; purchase agreements and price supports; ·tax 
changes including investment tax credit, construction 
expensing and accelerated depreciation; construction 
grants or subsidies; Government financed and owned; and, 
selected combinations of above. 

For oil shale, syncrude and unregulated electric utility or 
industrial fuels, the recommended incentive is a combination 
of a Federally guaranteed non-recourse loan for up to 
50% of the construction cost plus a competitively bid price 
support. 

For high Btu gas from coal, the recommended incentive is a 
competitively awarded non-recourse loan guarantee for up to 
75% of the project cost. 

For regulated utility/industrial fuels (i.e., low Btu gas, 
boiler fuels, etc.) the recommended incentive is a competi
tively bid construction grant. 
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The principal advantage of loan guarantees and price supports 
are that they require no immediate Federal outlays and 
assuming no defaults and the world oil price continues to 
slowly rise, they may not require any future government 
payments. 

Government Liability and Potential Cost: 

If the recommended incentives were offered,'the loan 
guarantee liability to the Government for outstanding loan 
guarantees would be about $3 billion in undiscounted 1975 
dollars for the 350,000 bbl/d program and $8 billion 
for the 1,000,000 bbl/d program. 

The cost in support price payments would depend heavily 
on the future world oil price. The 350,000 first 
phase would cost nothing if world oil price rises to 
$15 (1975 dollars) would cost $7-9 billion over 20 years 
if world oil remains at $11/bbl (no tariff) ; would cost 
$13-17 billion over 20 years if world oil drops to $7/bbl. 

Implementation: 

Because most of the authorities for financial incentives 
are vested in ERDA, the Task Force recommended that ERDA 
be the implementing agency. 
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MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

August 29, 1975 

FOR TH~RESIDENT 

JAMES I!., LYNN 

Energy Resources Finance Corporation 

The Domestic Council has correctly highlighted the lack 
of public perception of significant Presidential 
initiatives on the supply side of the energy issue. 

We have all experienced the difficulty of convincing the 
public -- to say nothing of the Congress -- of the need 
for conservation measures, especially when conservation is 
to be effected by price increases. 

At the same time, what has not occurred this year is a 
general public perception that you are taking positive 
measures on domestic energy supply. Last January, you 
charted the Nat1on's course toward energy independence 
zero vulnerability to import disruption. Among your 
proposals were several designed to increase domestic energy 
supplies by 1985 by means other than raising prices: 

H1PORT SAVINGS 
1975 1977 1985 

NEAR TERM PROGRAM 
(MMB/D) 

Production from Elk Hills 
Coal Conversion (clean air 

amendments) 

MID-TERM PROGRAM 

OCS Leasing 
NPR-4 Development 

0.2 
0.1 

Coal Conversion (surface mining, leasing, 
clean air amendments) 

Synthetic Fuel Commercialization 

0.3 
0.3 

1.5 
2.0 
0.4 

0.3 
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OTHER SUPPLY-RELATED ACTION 

Electric Utility Tax Incentive 
and Regulatory Measures 

Nuclear Power Acceleration 
Energy Facilities Siting 
Establishment of ERDA 
Minimum Floor Price 
Labor-Management Tax Incentives 
Increased Uranium Enrichment Faciliti.es 

2. 

Notwithstanding that your supply proposals are comprehensive 
and sound, there are a number of reasons why America does not 
seem to be listening 

Since January the almost exclusive focus of 
Congressional attention has been on energy tax 
increases and decontrol. 

Your supply initiatives are not, by themselves, 
particularly dramatic and have often been 
preiented as an unquantified "laundry list" 
that has not been time-phased, making it 
impossible, without careful analysis, to 
understand how you propose to get from here to 
there. 

America really does not understand how precarious 
jobs and income are in the case of an embargo because 
supplies of energy have been relatively plentiful 
(except for natural gas) and gas station lines have 
ended. 

Jackson, Dingell and Ullman have dealt mainly in 
generalities -- as a result, America neither under
stands what "the other side" is proposing now why it 
is inadequate, but may generally agree with the 
opposition that price increases are a bad idea. 

Speaking politically, domestic energy supply measures are 
certainly more attractive (except with the environmentalists) 
than are energy conservation measures. 

America will accept some energy conservation measures 
but will essentially demand -- at least for the next 
generation -- unlimited energy at as low a cost as 
possible. Why? Because it has always been that way 
in the past. 
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Consumer price increases are not perceived to be 
involved in supply increase efforts. 

Congress usually can share in the credit for 
establishing a new "program" -- and get the 
chance to spend some more money, besides. 

The average American probably doesn't care much for 
the economics involved in energy supply and 1emand 
and tends to react to OPEC pressures aggressively 
with sanctions of one kind or another. That we 
may be currently impotent.to certain OPEC 
behavior only frustrates the situation and 
encourages the attitude: if we can't force "them" 
to provide us with oil at reasonable prices, let's 
try to produce it ourselves. Rarely is the option 
of "doing with less" given much credence by the 
public, especially as a way of handling OPEC. 

3. 

Accordingly, even though most domestic supply strategies have 
lead times of a decade or more and will not reduce vulnerability 
to an embargo in the years just ahead, public perception of 
Presidential "we can do it" initiatives on the supply side 
are likely to strike a most responsive chord. As I under-
stand it, the Domestic Council's suggestion of an Energy 
Resources Finance Corporation to act as a Manhattan-project 
type catalyst would be, most importantly, an effort to 
capture and direct public attention along these lines. 

I concur that every effort should be made to crystallize for 
the public Administration initiatives on domestic energy supply-
in addition to the increasingly effective measures you have 
taken to lessen demand pressures. At the same time, however, 
I believe this crystallizing can better be done in an 
alternative way to a free-standing ERFCO as proposed by the 
Domestic Council -- better because the alternative would at 
the same time have greater likelihood of success in being 
implemented and not derailed or maimed by the Congress and 
when implemented, would have less likelihood of creating some 
unmanageable problems. 

The Problem with ERFCO 

Underst6od in its most basic terms, establishment of ERFCO 
would allocate -- principally from the private sector -- to a 
single, free-standing entity both substantial financial 
resources and decisionmaking responsibility for making 
judgments on encouraging growth in domestic energy production. 
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4. 

To my mind, the most serious problems with such an allocation 
of decisionmaking responsibility and financial resources are 

No convin6ing case has been made for a need for 
ERFCO; indeed, as CEA has argued in its comments, 
there is sufficient capital in the private sector 
to finance energy development over the next decade. 
Where subsidies are cl~arly needed, as in nuclear 
and synthetic fuel areas, they are better administered 
as programmatic initiatives rather than by a 
financing institution. 

Even if there is a need, ERFCO will not create new 
capital, simply divert it from other uses such as 
housing and municipal finance. 

ERFCO would result in substantial Budget outlays in 
future years (see Tab A). 

By taking energy policy-making responsibility away 
from the private sector and a number of existing 
agencies (except in the R&D area) and putting it 
all in a free-standing entity, ERFCO will be far 
less responsive both to the free market and to your 
direction on national energy policy, especially with 
respect to Budget. 

Since many of.the deals contemplated by ERFCO supplant 
the private sector, ERFCO does not comply with your 
State of the Union principle of using the private 
sector to the maximum extent feasible. Moreover, 
ERFCO is contrary to your uranium enrichment 
privatization proposal and inconsistent with the 
Administration's initiatives on public utility 
financing and capital development. 

The 12 month limit on regulatory process is unrealistic 
-- either in the sense that Congress would do anything 
like this, or, in view of court reviews, in the sense 
that it would have much effect -- an4 if it is 
effective, it will create a monopoly since borrowers 
will line up only at ERFCO as a prospective lender 
in order to get on a faster regulatory track. 
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5. 

Most important, pushing ERFCO through will divert 
Administration efforts from other really needed 
constraint removal activities in the energy area 
over the next year. By and large, America's energy 
problems do not stem from unavailability of capital 
-- or lack of institutions to provide it. Rather, 
we ought to be focusing on the constraints that keep 
parts of the energy sector from earning a rate of 
return that will attract capital. 

Equally significant, the ERFCO presently conceived will not be 
the ERFCO we are likely to get because the ERFCO legislation, 
as compared with program-specific type legislation, is likely 
to be Christmas-treed beyond recognition. In particular, it 
will emerge with· 

a perpetual life 

significant Congressional control 

significant limitations of Civil Service, Davis
Bacon, etc. 

mandated proportional uses of its funds, e.g., solar, 
geothermal and other Congressional favorites 

little, if any, effect on regulatory process 

emphasis on public ownership of energy facilities 
such as uranium enrichment and oil and gas 
exportation. 

That this kind of Christmas-tree action is likely is indicated 
by the kinds of ERFCO-like proposals we have seen in the past: 

Proposal 

- Energy Production Board 
- Federal Oil and Gas Corp. 
- Trust Fund Review Board 
- Energy Development Board 
- Federal Energy Production 

Corporation 
- Oil Shale Mining and 

Energy Corporation 

Sponsor 

Chairman Jackson 
Rep. Boland 
Chairman Ullman 
Sen. Bentsen 

Sen. Schweiker 

Rep. Mink 

Status 

Committee 
Committee 
Passed House 
Committee 

Committee 

Committee 

By contrast, the true subsidy activities of ERFCO --e.g., 
commercialization of synthetic fuels -- that will not be 
available from the private market could, in my view, be carried 
forward with relatively modest legislative changes. 
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An Alternative to ERFCO 

The Energy Resources Council is very near to making 
recommendations to you on synthetic fuels commercialization 
a major initiative in your State of the Un1on Message of last 
January. In addition, substantial new Federal initiatives 
are needed to assure accelerated use of nuclear power plants, 
including special attention to elimination of such ''fuel 
cycle" constraints as uranium enrichment and waste disposal. 
These initiatives will require not only substantial amounts 
of Federal money but also a capacity for commercializing 
Governmentally developed technology. More important, after 
any across-the~board look at where public, as distinct from 
private, resources should be used, it is likely that these 
two supply initiatives would be judged the most appropriate 
places for public money. And unlike solar, geothermal, biomass 
and other Congressional favorites, they can be expected to 
contribute very significantly to meeting America's energy 
requirements from 1985 onward -- provided they are started 
now. 

Rather than establishing a semi-independent, free-standing 
entity such as ERFCO and letting it decide whether such items 
as synthetic fuels, nuclear power, improved rail beds or solar 
energy are appropriate places for public funds, I suggest that 

the decisionmaking authority on whether and to what 
extent Federal Government resources should participate 
in essentially commercial projects be retained within 
the Energy Resources Council/Presidential decision 
framework 

prompt decisions be reached on substantial Government 
involvement in synthetic fuels development and 
acceleration of nuclear power plant development, 
emphasizing the promise of these technologies for 
solving America's energy dependence for the 
foreseeable future 

establishing under the ERDA Administrator or FEA 
Administrator a body corporate called the "Energy 
Resources Finance Corporation." The Corporation 
would have responsibility for "commercialization" 
(including financing) of the tP.chnologies -- such as 
synthetic fuels -- you decide (with Congressional 
participation) should have heavy Government involvement 
in the start-up period. The Corporation could have a 
separate set of officers and either an advisory board 
or board of directors. ,_ 
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7. 

In my view, this alternative provides for 

focus of public attention upon very important domestic 
energy supply initiatives by you 

focus of public attention on a new financing entity 
which makes good sense organizationally -- to 
accomplish these supply initiatives 

because rather minimal changes in existing legislation 
would be required 

o implementation of your supply initiatives have 
substantially better chance of success than if 
Congress, with the multitude of Committees likely 
to be involved, wrestles around with a free-standing 
ERFCO, and 

o the opportunity for ~hristmas-treeing would be 
minimized 

retention by you of 

o substantially better control over Budget outlays 

o power to limit inappropriate incursions into the 
private sector 

o power to limit inappropriate diversions of capital 
from other uses 

minimizing confrontation with environmentalists by not 
proposing relaxation of environmental-based constraints 
in connection with financing -- an effort that has 
very little chance of success in any case. 

Packaging a Technology-Specific ERFCO 

Recognizing the need for dramatizing your domestic energy supply 
initiatives so that the public can compare your proposals against 
those of your opponents, I suggest that the following list of 
rather easily understood points could be sold: 

The central problem of America's energy system is 
that it relies most on the least plentiful domestic 
energy sources -- and least on the most abundant 
resources. After 1985, America's energy options will 
be, if anything, more limited than they are now because 
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domestic production of energy liquids and gases 
our least abundant resources -- which can be 
accelerated through the 1975-1985 period will, 
by all estimates, begin thereafter to fall off 
in the face of rising demand -- creating what may 
be termed as a true energy gap. 

There are only two feasible approaches for resolving 
America's post-1985 liquids and gases gap: 

o switch those users, who are able, from oil and 
natural gas to direct use of coal or nuclear 
power and discourage new use of oil and gas 

o produce synthetic liquids and gases from coal and 
oil shale for those users who cannot easily switch 
from use of oil and natural gas. 

In order to accomplish these objectives, America has 
to start doing three things ~: 

o accelerate the output from nuclear power 

o initiate the commercialization of synthetic fuels 

o assure adequate 

production of coal for direct.use and for 
conversion, and 

availability of nuclear fuel. 

Accordingly, you propose a comprehensive 

o Nuclear Program 

o Synthetic Fuel Program 

o Coal Program 

each of which would seek to remove those particular 
constraints -- whether by providing more research 
and development, commercializing known technologies, 
accelerating regulatory processes, or whatever --
to achieving continued energy independence beyond 
1985. (See Tab B for a table describing preliminary 
program impacts and costs.) 
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To respond to the need for commercialization in these 
programs -- as in synthetic fuels and uranium 
enrichment -- an Energy Resources Finance Corporation 
would be established. 

The following table summarizes the outputs of your 
Nuclear Program, Synthetic Fuels Program and Coal 
Program and compares those results with doing nothing: 

Quadrillion BTU's 

1974 1985 

Demand 73 106 

Domestic Supply 

Do Nothing 

President's Program 

Domestic Energy Surplus (Deficit) 

Do Nothing 

President's Program 

60 

(13) 

95 

101 

(11) 

( 5) 

I recognize that to some extent my suggestion amounts to 
repackaging what you proposed last January. However, what I 
have tried to do is spell out -- in understandable form -
the way you propose to get from here to there. For example, 
you said in January that you wanted a million barrel a day 
synthetic fuel program by 1985. Legislative proposals on 
synthetic fuels by you now would show the country how you 
intend to do that. 

Hopefully, the suggestion 

replaces the "laundry list" approach with three key 
programs having a crucial post-1985 effect 

dramatizes the seriousness of the energy gap if we 
do nothing 

postures you as an energy supplier -- not an energy 
withholder 

works toward reducing consumer price·increases and 
preserving and creating jobs 

1995 

136 

119 

136 

(17) 

0 
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gives Congress a chance to spend some mon~y 

appeals to the innate American "we can do anything" 
attitude. 

In January you told America how by increasing in the relatively 
mid-term production of liquids, gases and coal, you could 
reach energy independence by 1985. In the fall/winter of 
1975-1976 you would be telling America how we can continue 
energy independence in the more difficult post-1985 period 
by starting three key energy supply programs. 



TAB A 

Summary of Cost (in $ Billions} of Energy Development Programs 

Costs of Actions Administration 
has Taken or is Likely to Take 

1. ERDA's Energy R&D Program (Outlays) 

2. Electric Utilities Financing 
Package (Labor-Management) (Outlays) 

Additional Costs of 

1. ERFCO - Domestic Council recommendation 

Package A - high guarantee level 

(Net Budget Outlays) 

(Net Operating Losses Under Private 
Sector Accounting Principles) 

Package B - high pirect loan level 

(Net Budget Outlays) 

(Net Operating Losses Under Private 
Sector Accounting Principles) 

2. OMB Recommendation 
(The Nuclear Program 
(The Synthetic Fuels Program 
(The Coal Program (Outlays) 

*Indicates a net revenue 

Average per 
Year (76-82) 

2.3 

1.5 

7.8 

2.9 

15.0 

2.1 

0.5 

Total 
76-82 

16.4 

10.3 

54.6 

14.6 

102.9 

12.9 

3.5 

.. ... . ' 
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Total 
83 and Beyond 

10.0 

2.4/year 
thereafter 

34.0* 

4.4 

87.9* 

1.5* 

8.5 



TAB B 

Impacts and Costs of President's Nuclear, Synthetic Fuel and Coal Programs 

1985 1995 

Synthetic Fuels Program 

Number of Plants 20 100 

Energy Output (Quads)* 2 10 

Cumulative Government Costs ($ Billions) 2.5 9.8 

Nuclear Program 

Number of Plants 200 640 

Energy Output (Quads)* 10 32 

Cumulative Government Cost ($ Billions) 2.2 2.2 

Coal Conversion Program 

Additional domestic energy (Quads)* 1 1 

Cumulative Government Cost ($ Billions) negligible negligible 

*Quadrillion BTU's 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 23, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JACK MARSH 
MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

CHARLES LEPPERT, 

liA -6 '• 
JR.(j,~. 

House Action on H.R. 12112, 
the Synthetic Fuels Bill 

The House of Representatives today (9/23/76) defeated the 
rule providing for the House consideration of H.R. 12112, 
a bill to provide loan guarantees and demonstration of 
new energy technologies. The rule was defeated by a vote 
of 192-193-1, denying the Members of the House an oppor
tunity to debate this legislation under an open rule pro
viding for four (4) hours of debate. 

A summary of the vote defeating the rule is as follows: 

Yeas Present Not Voting 

Democrats 110 151 24 

Republicans 82 42 1 20 

Totals 192 193 1 44 

The rule was debated for approximately two (2) hours 
prior to debate being cut off at 11:40 a.m. for the recess 
of the House to hear the address of President Tolbert of 
Liberia in a joint session of the Congress. 

Speaking for the passage of the rule were Representatives 
Sisk (Calif.), Teague (Tex.), Wright (Tex.), Anderson (Ill.), 
Rhodes (Ariz.), Johnson (Colo.), Myers (Pa.), and Brown 
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Memorandum re H.R. 12112 
Page Two 

(Ohio). Congressmen Sisk, Anderson, and Teague made 
strong statements in support of the rule. 

Congressman Jim Wright gave an impassioned plea for the 
granting of a rule pointing out that the Congress had 
failed to face up to its responsibility in the energy 
field. Wright said that Congress had done some minor 
things in the energy field relating to conservation but 
that this didn't work because consumption has gone up, 
to pricing which has had little or no effect, and that 
Congress has done nothing regarding the domestic supply 
of energy in this country. At this point, Wright pointed 
out that all the energy experts agree that the United 
States will, at present rates, exhaust our domestic energy 
supplies but the experts differ on the time in which the 
tl. S. will exhaust its domestic supply of energy. Wright 
asked the House to pass this rule as the last opportunity 
of the 94th Congress to face up to its responsibility to 
provide an adequate domestic supply of energy for this 
nation and its future generations. 

Leading the opposition on the rule was Representative 
Ottinger (N.Y.) and Madden (Ind.). Madden and Ottinger 
both made strong statements against the passage of the 
rule. Also speaking against the rule were Representatives 
Hayes (Ind.), Broyhill (N.C.), and Collins (Tex.). 
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