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KEY PROVISIONS OF H.R. 12112 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE CHAIRMEN OF THE 

COMMITTEES ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY; BANKING 
CURRENCY AND HOUSING; WAYS AND MEANS 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

• Authorizes a $3.5 billion loan guaranty and a $.5 billion price 
guaranty program in ERDA to demonstrate a critical number of 
synthetic fuel, renewable resource and energy conservation tech­
nologies to resolve current economic, environmental, regulatory 
and socioeconomic uncertainties that now block industry's ability 
to finance, construct and operate such energy projects. 

• Requires that up to 50% (but no less than 20%) of the total $4 
billion guaranty authority be used to demonstrate renewable 
energy resource (including solar) and energy conservation 
technologies. 

• Limits initial oil shale projects to "conunercial modules" rather 
than full-scale conunercial plants and authorizes "cost-sharing" 
agreements. 

• Encourages maximum participation in program by small business. 

• Provides strong incentives to borrower(s) to privately re-finance 
the government-guaranteed portion of total obligation after 
projects are built and successfully operating. 

• Mandates ERDA Annual Reports to Congress on all major aspects 
of the program including any significant potential adverse 
impacts which may result and all funds received and disbursed. 

• Requires that all proposed projects costing over $200 million 
be subject to Congressional review and possible veto. 

• Requires competitive bidding procedures for ERDA awards. 

KEY SAFEGUARDS INCLUDED IN H.R. 12112 

• A comprehensive $300 million guaranty program for assisting 
local conununities to finance essential public facilities needed 
as a result of a synthetic fuels plant. 

• Environmental monitoring of each plant along with full compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act including site-specific 
Environmental Impact Statements. 

• Review and approval, by the Governor of the potentially affected 
State, of each proposed demonstration project. 

• Compliance with all applicable Federal and State environmental 
laws and regulations. 

• Preparation of an assessment of water availability and the impact 
on water supplies of each proposed project. 

• Review by the Attorney General and the Chairman of the FTC of 
all proposed guaranties to ensure no adverse impacts on competition 
or concentration in the energy industry. 

• Government takes title to inventions conceived in course of 
demonstration project although ERDA can grant waivers. 

• Dissemination of information generated from the program to all 
interested parties except proprietary information and trade secrets. 

• Establishes stringent conflict of interest requirements for ERDA 
officials administering program including public disclosure. 

• Requires a minimum of 25% of total project cost to be at risk by 
private participants. 

• Establishes a statutory advisory panel to ensure adequate con­
sideration of views of affected States, Indian tribes, industry, 
environmental organizations, and the general public on the impact 
of the program. 
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CRITICISM 

This program will promote obsolete Lurgi gasification 
technology--we should await the development of "second­
generation" technology of higher efficiency. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• This program will not "promote obsolete technology." 
The existing Lurgi technology has been improved 
significantly over the past ten years and represents 
the only commercially available and proven approach 
to high Btu gasification from coal at the present time. 
It will take at least 8 to 10 years to bring second­
generation technologies to the point where Lurgi tech­
nology is today. Thus, ERDA views the commercial 
demonstration of first-generation technology as fully 
compatible with and complementary to its aggressive 
research, development and demonstration programs on 
second-generation synthetic fuel technologies. 

• The objective of this program is to gain environmental, 
economic, regulatory, institutional, socioeconomic and 
other vital information.from construct.!.ng a limited 
number (10-15) of large commercial-sea~ demonstration 
plants using existing technology. Most of the information 
developed with the first-generation Lurgi plants will 
be applicable to future coal gasification plants, since 
the gasification section of the Lurgi plants accounts 
for only 15-20 percent of the total plant cost, and is 
the only section that could be substantially improved 
by second-generation technology. Thus, most of the 
knowledge gained from first-generation plants will be 
common to second-generation plants and the experience 
gained will speed the commercialization of the second­
generation technologies when they become available. 

• Successful operation of plants based on first-generation 
technology will increase the confidence of the financial 
community, regulators and others involved in coal gasi­
fication, so that they will be more likely to finance 
plants using first and second-generation technologies, 
without any Federal financial incentives. 
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CRITICISM 

The program would decrease competition and increase 
concentration in industry. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Section 18(b) (6) and (c) of H.R. 12112 provides that 
loan guarantees, to the extent possible, be issued on 
the basis of competitive bidding to assure that a 
competitive evaluation will be made of all proposals 
received by ERDA. Section 18(B) (6) (c) requires that 
ERDA give due ~egard to industry competition in carrying 
out this program. As stated in the Science Committee 
Report "The Committee is concerned that concentration 
in the energy business not be further aggravated through 
Federal loan guarantees. The Administrator is expected 
to be sensitive to this concern." 

• While section 18(B) (6) (c) requires ERDA to consider 
the need for competition in making loan guarantees, 
the Science Committee also added section 18(d) which reouires 
ERDA to solicit from the Attorney General and the . 
Chairman of the Federal Trade Commi.Uon written views, 
comments, and recommendations concerning the impact of 
each proposed loan guarantee and cooperative agreement 
on competition and concentration in the energy supply 
industry. Furthermore, page 33 of the Science Committee R~port 
states that: "The Committee in its deliberation on this 
section (18(d) of H.R. 12112) emphasized that the 
Administrator carefully review the effect of approving 
a loan guarantee on the continued concentration of 
ownership in existing energy companies, particularly the 
integrated companies. The Administrator in carrying out 
the purpose of this section is urged to give appropriate 
priorities to those applicants for guarantees whose 
ownership is held by independent. users of oil, coal, 
or natural gas." 

• A key point in any discussion about decreasing 
competition and increasing concentration in the energy 
industry is that without the type of program provided 
by H.R. 12112, only the very largest companies could 
possibly undertake the large capital investments required 
for synthetic fuel plants. H.R. 12112 therefore provides 
a major opportunity to increase competition and decrease 
concentration by providing access to smaller companies 
who could not otherwise afford to participate in the 
development of this major new industry. 
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CRITICISM 

H.R. 12112 is the inevitable "camel's nose" inside the 
$100 billion "Energy Independence Authority Tent." 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• H.R. 12112 is not the inevitable first step toward the 
establishment of the proposed Energy Independence 
Authority. Pages 45 and 46 of House Report No. 94-1170 
by the Committee on Science and Technology emphatically 
state:. 

"The Committee furthermore does not view 
(H.R. 12112) as the initial part of a more 
ambitious program. The program authorized by 
this measure is viewed as an independent and 
complete program as it now stands." 

• Furthermore, any program beyond that contained in 
H. R. I2112 --regardless of how necessa~y _ -~-RPA believes 
an expanded effort-to be~- would require subsequent 
Congressional approval in the form cf specific 
authorization and appropriations. 
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CRITICISM 

The Nation would not need the synthetic fuels program if 
gas is deregulated and oil is decontrolled. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Domestic supplies of oil and gas are projected to decline 
beginning in the late 1980's. Production of domestic oil 
and natural gas has already fallen in the last several 
years and deregulation is expected to extend domestic oil 
and gas supplies for only a 5 to 10 yea~ period. Even 
using advanced oil and gas recovery techniques, 
extensive production from the Outer Continental Shelf 
and Alaska, improved energy conservation, expansion of 
nuclear power capacity, and greater direct burning of 
coal, imports will rise rapidly in the 1990's if synthe­
tic fuels are not available in substantial quantities by 
then. This projection assumes substantial growth in 
nuclear power as well as optimistic projections of.the 
contributions from energy conservation and from alternative 
supply sources such as solar and geothermal. If any of 
these domestic energy actions fails to provide its 
expected contribution, then the need for synthetic fuels 
would be more than the currently estimated demand for 
1995 of 5 million barrels per day. 

• To develop this national synthetic fuels capability of 
about 100 major plants by 1995 requires an early 
commercial demonstration program to resolv~ uncertainties 
related to regulation, environment, financing, labor, 
economics, and transportation. These uncertainties must 
be resolved by th~ middle 1980's in order to enable 
adequate plant investment in the late 1980's. Thus, 
the lead times involved require the construction and 
operation over the next 5 to 10 years of a representative 
mix of synthetic fuels plants to obtain all the necessary 
data and information needed prior to the required major 
industry expansion. 
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CRITICISM 

synthetic fuels plants will cause excessive socioeconomic 
impacts. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The socioeconomic impacts caused by const:u7tion and 
operation-of synthe~ic fuels plants are similar to those 
caused by· the construction of any large energy-related . 
facility. However, H.R. 12112 offers a unique opportunity 
to develop a comprehensive plan and methodology to . 
mitigate these impacts that, failing such an effort, will 
continue to plague the large-scale development of any or 
all our various energy resources. 

• Section 18(k) of H.R.-12112 provices for a comprehensive 
$300 million socioeconomic assistance program to ensure 
the timely financing of needed community infrastructure 
development to accommodate these projects. Further, 
Section 18(e) (1) requires the affected State Governor's 
approval of any proposed project before ERDA may proceed 
to make an award. Section 18(rn) requires a full ERDA 
Report to the Congress on all proposed projects and 
provides for a Congressional veto of any such project with 
a total cost in excess of $200 million. 

• H.R. 12112 provides the following direct financial 
assistance to aid affected states and municipalities plan 
for and mitigate these impacts: 

• Planning/management grants. These will enable state 
and local governments to assess their public facility 
needs, and to prepare themselves for ~ffective 
utilization of impact assistance with detailed 
management, budget, housing, and land use plans. 
This assistance also can be used to provide local 
government with management expertise. 

• A $300 million impact assistance fund. This is designed 
to assist communities.in securing the necessary front 
end money to finance the necessary facilities -
schools, roads, hospitals, sewers, and water. The 
specific mechanisms for implementing the impact 
assistance program are Federal loan guarantees, 
and loans, Federally .guaranteed payment of taxes, 
required prepayment of taxes, and measures to require 
the owner of the synthetic fuels plant to bear the 
costs of essential community facilities. 
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CRITICISM 

Once the Government gets involved in these projects, it 
would stay involved. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• It is not the intent of this program to have Federal 
participation continue until the end of the project, or 
the maturity of the bonds. Instead, the Administrator 
should be able to determine the feasibility and advis­
ability of terminating the Federal participation in the 
project. Such determination should include consider­
ation of whether the Government's needs for information 
to be derived from the project have been substantially 
met, and whether the project is capable of commercial 
operation. Nor is it ERDA's intent in any way to 
preclude negotiation between borrower and lender of a 
call protection period shorter than 10 years, nor 
preclude the exercise of such earlier call if provided 
for in that agreement. An amendment to Section (c) (9) 
of H.R. 12112 which would legislate this intent has 
been proposed by the Committee on Banking, Currency 
and Housing. 

• Adoption of the Banking Committee's proposed "call" 
feature (Section 19(c) (9)) would provide a positive 
incentive to the private borrower after 10 years to 
refinance any such project without a federally-guaranteed 
loan. This provision enables ERDA to notify the borrower 
that he has not more than three years within which to 
arrange alternative financing jor the government's share 
of the outstanding obligation or, failing to arrange such 
financing, pay an additional 1 percent annual fee on the 
remaining government obligation until such financing is 
arranged. 

• There would be benefits to the borrower, lender, ERDA 
and the Na~ion as a whole in termination of the 
Government's guarantee when the lender's perception of 
risk and the borrower's of market conditions permit the 
guaranteed loan to be re-financed by a non-guaranteed 
loan. Such re-financing would relieve the borrower of 
his obligation to pay a guarantee fee to the Administrator. 
This, in turn, should permit the borrower to offer a more 
competitive rate on refunding obliga.tions. /: 

/- "'..'. 
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CRITICISM 

The program will cost the taxpayer a great deal of money. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Although H.R. 12112 provides authority of $2 billion 
each in FY-1977 and FY-1978, the actual Budget Authority 
needed to cover possible defaults will only be 25 percent 
of the loan guaranty authority -- that is, $500 million 
for each of the two years. If all plants are successful 
there will be no cost to the taxpayer, excepting about 
$15 million/year in administrative costs. 

• Furthermore, the cost to the Nation and the taxpayer 
of delaying the initiation of this program, and therefore 
not having the conunercial experience when needed, could 
be quite large. 

• Finally, H.R. 12112 provides for the collection of 
annual fees for guarantees issued of (up to) 1 percent 
of the outstanding indebtedness covered by the guarantee. 
Barring a major project default(s), the collection of 
the guaranty fees will actually produce a net revenue 
to the government from this program. 
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CRITICISM 

The proposed program is off-budget. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Section 18(w) of H.R. 12112 requires full Congressional 
appropriations and is fully consistent with the new 
budget process. In fact, $500 million in budget 
authority for FY 1977 has been requested to cover 
possible loan guarantee defaults. The amounts of the 
loan guaranties themselyes are not included in the 
budget totals as they were specifically excluded as 
were all loan guaranty amounts by Section 401 of The 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 
1974. 

• Furthermore, Section 18(b) (3) and (k) (2) of H.R. 12112 
requires the concurrence of the Secretary of the Treasury 
in the administration of all loan guaranties so as to 
minimize the impact on the capital market and coordinate 
these efforts with other Administration programs which 
affect fiscal policy. 
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CRITICISM 

The Synthetic Fuels Commercial Demonstration Program will. 
have a serious impact on the U.S. capital markets and divert 
needed capital away from nearer-term more economic energy 
projects. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The Federal Energy Administration (1976 National Energy 
Outlook) estimates total capital investment in energy 
production during the decade 1975-1984 will range from 
$478 billion to $634 billion. The capital requirements 
of the Synthetic Fuels Commercial Demonstration Program 
represents a total of $4 billion spread over eight years. 
This will result in capital investment of about one-half 
billion dollars per year compared with a total of 
$200 billion annually in U.S. fixed business investment 
and $40 billion a year in energy investment. Thus, the 
stnthetic fuels program will require less than 2 percent 
o the projected total caoital requirements for the 
energy sector during this period. Most economists and 
financial experts would consider such a relatively small 
percentage to have a virtually immeasurable im~act on 
future interest rates. 

• Moreover, the extensive diversification of investments 
of major energy companies (e.g., Mobile in Montgomery 
Ward; Gulf Oil in real estate) clearly shows that these 
companies are not constrained by capital acquisition · 
from additional energy investment, but rather are 
attracted to other non-energy projects because of the . 
favorable rate of return on investment. 

• In any event, Section 18(b) (3) and (k) (2) require the 
concurrence of the Secretary of the Treasury in the 
administration of all loan guarantees so as to minimize 
the impact on the capital market and coordinate these 
efforts with other Administration programs which affect 
fiscal policy. 
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CRITICISM 

The program is a giveaway to the big oil companies. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The financial incentives proposed to be offered under 
H.R. 12112 would provide for the Government sharing 
only a part of the risk associated with first-of-a­
kind synthetic fuel plants. Thus, all recipients of 
assistance--"big" or "small" would be at substantial 
risk and will in no case be recipients of a "giveaway." 

• In the case of loan guaranties, the maximum guarantee 
that would be provided would be 75 percent of the total 
project cost. For a $1 billion plant this would repre­
sent a $250 million exposure by the industry sponsors. 
By any measure, this represents a substantial risk to 
any company or group of companies participating in this 
program. 

• Finally, the "big" oil companies are primarily interested 
in shale oil projects which represent only 10 percent 
of the total $4 billion in loan guarantees authorized 
by H.R. 12112. The balance of the authorized assistance 
is for projects which have not attracted "big" company 
interest and relate to the development of coal, renewable 
resource and conservation resources and technologies. 
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CRITICISM 

Synthetic fuel product prices will not be competitive with 
alternatives. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• ERDA has, based on reasonable assumptions, estimated 
approximate prices without Federal incentives for the 
following synthetic fuel products: 

Oil Shale 
High Btu Pipeline Gas 
Medium Btu Non Pipeline Gas 

Regulated 
Unregulated 

$14.45/bbl 
3.28/Mcf 

2.64/Mcf 
4.23/Mcf 

While these prices are·now only slightly higher than 
their nearest competitors, these alternatives (oil 
imports at $13/bbl or liquefied natural gas at $2.50 
to 3.50/Mcf) are expected to become more expensive in 
the next 5 to 10 years as the supply position of the 
oil exporting nations further improves. 

• Furthermore, U.S. consumers of pipeline gas are already 
paying higher prices than synthetic fuels for gas 
produced from imported petroleum products. There are 
at the present time 11 of these plants already operating 
in the U.S. producing gas in the range of $3.50 to 
5.50 per.million Btu. 

• ERDA believes that as economic, technical, and environ­
mental information is gained from initial synthetic fuels 
plants -- and with the addition of second-generation 
technologies, -- synthetic fuel prices will become 
increasingly competitive. The potential for some 
reduction in the real price of synthetic fuels and 
further increases in world energy prices is expected 
to make the production of most synthetic fuels fully 
competitive by the mid to late 1980's. 
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CRITICISM 

The Government takes all the risks, while industry gets all 
the benefits. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Although Federally-guaranteed loans will require that 
both public and private dollars are at risk, the public 
ri~k is on a contingent b~sis: unless there is a plant 
failure, the Government will not bear any costs in 
connection with the guaranteed loans, since the fees 
which will be charged for the guarantee will be more 
than sufficient to offset the administrative costs of 
the program. 

o It should be emphasized that substantial private funds 
. will be at risk under H.R. 12112 by virtue of the 

minimum 25 percent equity investment imposed on the 
project sponsor. In this connection, ERDA notes that 
while tax benefits provided by the Congress to encourage 
production may assist in raising some of the cash required, 
the major part of such benefits are subject to recapture 
should the plant default and therefore constitute a part 
of the after tax risk for these plants. 

• The nation will benefit substantially by laying the 
necessary foundation for an orderly industry expansion 
when synthetic fuels are .needed in large quantities by 
conducting this program to resolve current financing, 
environmental, economic, institutional, technical and 
other potential problems now blocking this expansion. 
It is also expected that there will be significant 
foreign relations benefits that would accrue from the 
Synthetic Fuels Program. The program will, to the 
extent that existing and planned domestic energy 
production is supplemented, undoubtedly reduce U.S. 
reliance on imported oil and will permit and indicate 
the possibility of further substantial reductions in 
the future. In addition, successful synthetic fuel 
proce·sses will be exportable to those nations with an 
economically supportable resource base, thus placing 
further downward pressure upon oil prices after 1990. 
Finally, the program will demonstrate the U.S. commitment 
to develop its abundant coal and oil shale resources to 
the world which, in turn, will have a positive influence 
upon the major oil-consuming nations. 
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CRITICISM 

ERDA's existing fossil energy R&D program can provide all 
needed information thus obviating need for commercial 
demonstrations authorized by H.R. 12112. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• ERDA's fossil energy R&D program is intended to develop 
new technologies through laboratory research and the 
construction and operation of testing facilities. ERDA'S 
commercial demonstration program is intended to resolve 
the non-technological uncertainties that now block the 
use of existing technologies. Through the construction 
and operation of a critical number of commercial-scale 
facilities using domestic energy resources, the program 
will produce the following kinds of information: 

• Economic Feasibility: What are actual product 
costs based upon the efficiencies of continuous 
operations, the economies of scale achieved and 
the utilization of technically-proven system 
designs and components. 

• Environmental Feasibility: What are the actual 
environmental impacts from ongoing commercial­
scale plant operations and can they be confined 
within acceptable standards. 

• Socioeconomic Impact: What are the impacts upon 
local communities that result from their accom­
modation of commercial-scale plants and can 
mechanisms be developed to sufficiently mitigate 
them to gain widespread community acceptance 
for these plants. 

• Resource Requirements: What are the actual water, 
mining, transportation and labor requirements of 
commercial·plants in various parts of the country. 

• Caeital Cost and Financing: What amounts of 
private capital will be required at what cost 
from the financial community and what conditions 
will be established for access to this capital. 

• Regulatory Constraints: What will be required 
by Federal and state regulatory commissions to 
authorize the construction and operation of 
commercial plants and which synthetic fuel 
products will be subject to what kind of regulation. 

-13-



CRITICISM 

Water requirements for synthetic fuels plants are excessive. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Synthetic fuel plants actually require substantially less 
water than conventional coal-fired power plants and are 
more energy-efficient. For· example, a 250 million cubic 
feet per day coal gasification plant located in the West 
is expected to have a water requirement between 4,300 
and 6,300 acre feet per year. By comparison, the 
Kaiparowits Power Plant, a conventional coal-fired power 
plant which would have produced slightly lower energy 
output would have required about ten times as much 
water--54,300 acre feet per year.~urther, a 10,000 
barrel per day oil shale module, which could be constructed 
under the provision of H.R. 12112, would require about 
1,200 acre feet per year of water. Thus, the water 
requirements of synthetic fuels plants will not be 
excessive. 

• Furthermore, synthetic fuels plants, especially those 
proposed for the arid western region, are incorporating 
measures as dry cooling, and improved water re-use 
systems to minimize expected water use. 
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CRITICISM 

Synthetic fuels plants cause excessive environmental impact. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The program authorized in H.R. 12112 provides for 
rigorous plant environmental monitoring, compliance with 
all Federal and State environmental regulations and full 
compliance with the National Environmental Impact State­
ments for each proposed project. 

• Beyond this, it should be clearly recognized that these 
plants are environmentally superior to conventional 
coal fired power plants. For example, on an equivalent 
useable energy basis, the Council on Environmental 
Quality estimates that air emissions are generally five 
times smaller for a coal gasification or an oil shale 
plant and water use is considerably less than that for a 
coal-fired power plant. Specifically: 

e Air Pollution. Data from a recent CEQ study show 
that, using similar grades of coal, it would take 
about ten (10) full-scale coal gasification plants 
to pollute the air as much as the single Kaiparowits 
3000-megawatt coal-burning power plant that had been 
proposed for southern Utah. 

• Water Pollution. Synthetic fuels plants, especially 
those planned for sites in the arid western regions, 
will be designed for a minimum aqueous discharge. 
Such designs minimize water pollution from plant 
wastes and reduce plant water requir~ments as well. 

• Solid Wastes. The most significant soli~ •·:raste 
problem associated with synthetic fuels is. the 
waste produced in processing oil shale. Under the 
modular shale approach specified in H.R. 12112, only 
~ small fraction of the waste piles foreseen in the 
upper Colorado River region will occur and will 
provide a means of developing better ways to control 
these wastes in the future. 

.. 
• Land Impacts. The ~reate~t land disturbanc~ ~rom 

synthetic fuels prOJects is caused by the mining 
associated with the raw material extraction--the 
coal or the oil shale. These same impacts occur, 
however, if coal is mined for conventional electric 
power generation. 
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1975 

History of Synthetic Fuels 
Program and Legislation 

January - President proposed Synthetic Fuels Commercial­
ization Program in State of the Union Message. 

February - A 13-agency Task Force under the President's 
Energy Resource Council (ERC) formed to 
examine alternatives. 

July - Task Force completes a 2,200 page study and 
makes recommendations to ERC for a 350,000 bbl/d 
initial program utilizing loan and price 
guaranties. 

- Senators Randolph and Jackson successfuly 
amend ERDA's authorization bill with $6 billion 
loan guaranty in the Interior Committee. 

- On July 31 Senate passes ERDA authorization bill 
with $6 billion loan guaranty program (Sec. 103) 
by a vote of 92-2. 

September - President decides to support $6 billion program 
adopted by Senate. 

- Extensive hearings begin before House Science 
and TechnQlogy Committee and Subcommittees 
(Sept. 18, 25, 29; Oct. 1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 25, 27, 30). . 

November - House Conferees accept, with modification, 
Senate-backed $6 billion loan guaranty program. 

December - Conference bill passes Senate 80-10 but 
fails in House 263-140. 

1976 

February 

March 

May 

June 

August 

Chairman Teague introduces scaled-down $2 billion 
loan guaranty program for Synthetic Fuels in 
House (H.R. 12112). 

Extensive hearings by House Science and 
Technology begin (March 31; April 1, 6, 7, 
8, 13) • 

- $4 billion loan guaranty bill (H.R. 12112) 
reported by Science and Technology Committee 
by 27-8 vote. 

- H.R. 12112 sequentially referred to Committees 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Banking, 
Currency and Housing and Ways and Means. 
Hearings held: Banking and Currency (May 24, 
25, 26 and June l); Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce (May 25, 26, 27, June 1). 

- H.R. 12112 reported favorably from Banking 
and Currency Committee by 20-8; Ways and 
Means by voice vote. Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce reported a substitute bill. 

- Compromise version of H.R. 12112 agreed to by 
Chairmen of Committees of Science and Technology, 
Banking, Currency and Housing and Ways and Means. 

September - Committee on Rules hears testimony from 16 
members. Open rule requested. 
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ERDA COMMENTS ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE'S 

SUBSTITUTE TO H.R. 12112 

ERDA believes that the substitute bill (to the loan guaranty 
program in H.R. 12112 which is aimed at demonstrating syn­
thetic fuel and other emerging energy technologies) reported 
by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce is 
seriously defective for the following reasons: 

1. America's most abundant fossil fuel resource, 
coal, has been totally excluded from loan 
guaranty assistance under this bill. This 
includes vital projects to demonstrate the 
commercial viability of high B.t.u. gasification 
to produce pipeline quality gas for residential, 
industrial, and commercial use, as well as low and 
medium B.t.u. gasification and the production of 
methanol and boiler fuels for electric utility 
and industrial use. 

2. Because of the elimination of coal-related 
projects from assistance through loan guaranties, 
there is no practical or rational way to expend 
the $2 billion of loan guaranty authorization 
on the remaining categories of projects without 
gross duplication and waste. Much of the $2 
billion would either not be obligated or, if 
it were, it would have to be used for projects 
of marginal value. 

3. Financial assistance for modular shale oil 
conversion facilities has been limited to 
loan guaranties. Because these plants will 
be less than economical scale, the elimination 
of the cost-sharing cooperative agreement 
incentive included in H.R. 12112 may preclude 
the initiation of shale oil projects. 

4. The proposed legislation requires mandatory 
licensing of background patents (i.e., those 
developed completely with private funds prior 
to the demonstration project1 and further 
provides that the ERDA Administrator have the 
discretion to establish the licensing fee. 
This provision, by threatening private property 
rights, would inhibit industrial participation 
in the demonstration program. 

5. The proposed legislation, in effect, sets aside 
25 percent of the $2 billion in loan guaranty 
authority (i.e., $500 million) for projects 
costing less than $10 million. It is not at 
all clear what such projects would be, whether 
or not projects of this scale are worthwhile 
and whether there would be enough projects of 
sufficient merit to justify such a large 
"set-aside." 

6. Title II of the proposed legislation purports 
to provide an alternative mechanism for initiating 
high B.t.u. coal gasification demonstration proj­
ects. However, the proposed approach of using 
direct contracts for purchase does not address 
the fundamental obstacle now facing these projects: 
that of obtaining the required front-end capital 
financing to construct the plants. Thus, the · 
proposed legislation will not facilitate the 
construction of any high B.t.u. coal gasification 
plants. · 

-----~ 7. Title III of the ropoi=:ed ,... ' ·· · · -whlvh deals 
~!:ice guaranties and purchase agreements, 

· provides no flexibility to purchase fuel above 
the world oil price at the time the guaranty is 
provided. Thus, it fails to recognize the possi­
bility of increasing world energy prices. 

-Moreover, many of the safeguards and other 
desirable features of the Nonnuclear Energy 
R&D Act of 1974 are not included. 



p 
I 
.l 
l , 

COMPARISON OF ILR. 12112 WITH THE ACTIONS OF 
THE BANKING, COMMERCE, AND WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEES 

H.R. 12112 

1. Total Loan Guarantee Authority 

Authorizes $4 billion in loan 
guarantee authority ($2 billion 
in each of FY 77 and FY 78). 

2. Provision for Price Supports 

No provision for price supports 
(Federal Nonnuclear Act grants 
such authority, with each pro­
gram specifically authorized by 
Congress). 

3. Community ImEact nssistance 

ERDA is responsible for admin­
istering the con@unity impact 
assistance program under section 
lS(k). Assistance comes out of 
the revolving fund. 

4. Ceilings for Various Technologies 

Sets ceilings for high-Btu gasi­
fication (50%), other fossil 
fuels (30%), and renewable res­
ources {50%) (b) (1). 

BANKING, CURRENCY AND HOUSING 
(Reported favorably 20-8) 

Authorizes $3.5 billion in loan 
guarantee authority. 

Establishes a $500 million price 
support program as part of the $4 
billion authorization. All provis­
ions of the loan guarantee bill are 
made part of the price support pro­
gram. (aa) • 

HUD is responsible for adminis­
tering 18(k). 

Same ceilings are applied to the 
total of loan guarantees ($3.5 
billion). Price supports added 
by the Committee {$500 million) 
are not allocated. 

' 

COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

Authorizes $2 billion in loan guarantee 
authority ($1 billion in each of FY 77 
and FY 78) • 

Title III authorizes ERDA to enter into 
price guarantee contracts for non-regulated 
synthetic gas from coal projects. Maximum 
aggregate production under this type of 
assistance is 125,000 B/D. Also authorizes 
purchase agreements for production of syn­
thetic fuels (other than oil shale) • Maxi­
mum aggregate production under this type of 
assistance is 57,000 B/D. Aggregate con~ 
tingent liability in any fiscal year for 
both forms of assistance is $250 million. 

No comparable provis.ion, 

No ceilings. 
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11.R. 12112 

5. Technologies Assisted 

Provides loan guarantee auth­
ority for high Btu, medium 
Btu and low Btu coal gasif ica­
tion plants. 

6. Maturity of Obligations 

Maximum maturity of guaranteed 
obligations is 30 years or 90% 
of the useful life (c) ( 6) • 

7. Guarantee Fee 

Guarantee fee is no greater 
than 1%. 

8. Competitive Impact Guarantee 

If either the FTC or the Attor­
ney General reco~mends against 
making the loan guarantee, ERDA 
may override the decision if it 
is in the national interest (d) . 

9. Limitation on Guarantee Percent­
age, Including Overruns 

The amount guaranteed may not 
exceed 75% of the total cost; 
but may go up to 90% during 
construction (c) (2) • 

BANKING, CURRENCY Z\ND HOUSING 
(Reported favorably 20-8) 

Provides loan guarantee authority 
for high Btu, medium Btu and low 
Btu coal gasification plants. 

Maximum maturity is 20 years or 
90% of the useful life. 

Guarantee fee is no less than 1%. 
Report language was adopted re­
quiring ERDA to increase the fee 
in relation to the principal. 

If the Attorney General or FTC are 
in disagreement the matter is sent 
to the President for his written 
decision. 

Guarantee may nou exceed 75% at any 
time. Guarantee may not include 
mineral extraction facilities and 
equipment. Also added is a limi­
tation that a maximum of 60% of 
the cost overrruns may be guaran­
teed. 

COMMERCE COMMI'l"J'EE 

Provides no loan guarantee authority for 
coal-based synthetic fuel plants. (Title 
II exempts synthetic gas for direct sale 
to industry from all FPC jurisdiction to 
allow industry to finance high Btu plants. 
Title III authorizes price supports and 
purchase agreements to support non-regu­
lated synthetic gas from coal) . 

Maximum maturity is 20 years or 90% of the 
useful life. 

Guarantee fee is no less than 1%. 

The FTC or Attorney General may veto any 
guarantee. 

No more than 75% of the amount of loan 
guarantees may be for projects which exceed 
$10 million. Only 60% of the cost overruns 
guaranteed. 
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H.R. 12112 

10. Recourse Provision for Overruns 

Guarantees for cost overruns 
would be backed up by the 
assets of the facility only 
(g) {3). 

11. Amortization Provision 

No comparable provision. 

12. GAO Audit 

Provides access to records 
and pertinent documents of the 
borrower for purpose of GAO 
audit. 

13. Size of Plant (Oil Shale) 

After successful demonstration 
of an oil shale module ERDA 
may give a loan guarantee to 
a full size plant. 

14. Congressional Review of Project 

All projects must come to Con­
gress for a 90-day layover 
period and if the cost of the 
facility exceeds $200 million 
the Congress may disapprove by 
a vote of both Houses. 

BANKING, CURRENCY AND HOUSING 
(Reported favorably 20-8) 

Guarantees for cost overruns would 
be backed up by full recourse to 
the assets of the borrower (g) (2). 

Obligation is fully amortized over 
the term (c) (8). 

Adds additional requirement for 
audit every six months, and pub­
lication of necessary regulations 
to carry out the requirement. 

After successful demonstration of 
an oil shale module ERDA may give 
a loan guarantee to a full size 
plant. 

All projects must come to Congress 
for a 90-day layover period and if 
the cost of the facility exceeds 
$200 million the Congress may 
disapprove by a vote of both 
Houses. ~ 

COMMERCE COMMITTEE: 

Guarantees for cost overruns would be 
backed up by the assets of the facility 
only (g)(3). 

Obligation is fully amortized over the 
term (c) (8). 

Adds additional requirement for audit every 
six months, and publication of necessary 
regulations to carry out the requirement. 

An oil shale plant receiving a loan guar­
antee must be between 6,000 and 10,000 BPD. 

All Projects must come to Conqress for a 
90 day layover period, pursuant to the EPCA 
procedures, and if the cost of the facility 
exceeds $100 million either House of Con­
gress may disapprove. 
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15. Reports 

Reports are filed with the 
House Science and Technology 
Committee and the Senate 
Interior Committee 

16. Termination of Federal Part­
icipation 

No comparable provision. 

17. Rights of the Government Upon 
Default 

No comparable provision. 

18. Property Rights 

No comparable provision. 

19. After-Tax Loss Provision 

No comparable provision. 

BANKING, CURRENCY AND HOUSING 
(Reported favorably 20-8) 

Reports are filed with the House 
Science and Technology Committee 
and the Senate Interior Committee. 

After approval of the guarantee 
and within ten years after issu­
ance, the Administrator must 
review the project to determine 
if it has produced the needed 
information and whether it is 
capable of commercial operation. 
ERDA may terminate the guarantee, 
after giving the borrower three 
years to find alternative financ­
ing (c) (9) . 

Rights of U.S. are superior to 
any other rights to the property. 

No comparable provision. 

No ,comparable provision. 

COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

Reports are filed with the House and 
Senate, generally. 

No comparable provision. 

No comparable provision. 

Rights of the U.S. are superior to any 
other rights to the property (g) (2) . 

Treasury must impose conditions in the 
guarantee to insure that the owners will 
bear risk of after-tax loss, in case of 
default 



H.R. 12112 

20. Mineral Extraction Provision 

No comparable provision. 

21. Sale by Equity owner Provision 

No comparable provision. 

22. Report Requirements 

No comparable provision. 

23. Patent Polic~ 

No comparable provision. 

H.R. 12112 

BANKING, CURRENCY AND HOUSING 
(Reported favorably 20-8} 

No comparable provision. 

No comparable provision. 

No comparable provision. 

No comparable provision. 

1. Tax Treatment for Obligation to Any State, Political 
Subdivision or Indian Tribe 

COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

Mineral extraction facilities producing 
independently marketable fuel cannot be 
included in the guarantee amount. 

Sale by an equity owner to the borrower 
shall be at the lower of cost to the 
borrower or fair market value. 

Report due six months after enactment must 
contain an analysis of the cost effective­
ness of various types of energy technologie~ 

Requires mandatory licensing of proprietary 
or patented processes. 

WAYS AND MEANS AMENDMENTS 

a. ERDA pays to the issuer of guaranteed obligations 
the difference between the interest on such obliga­
tions, which are included in gross income, and 
interest on similar obligations, which are not• 
included in gross income. (s) 

a. Eliminates any payment of an interest differential 
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b. Interest paid on obligations of states, political 
subdivisions, and Indian tribes, which are guaran­
teed under this bill (or supported by taxes guar­
anteed under this bill) is included in gross 
income. ( s) • 

2. Treasury Department Permitted to Use Second Liberty 
Bond Act. 

Secretary of Treasury may use proceeds from sales 
pursuant to the Second Liberty Bond Act to repay. 
(n) • 

.. 

WAYS AND MEANS AMENDMENTS 

b. Includes the provision as an amendment to the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

Eliminates all reference to the Second Liberty 
Bond Act. 



UNITED STATES 

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVFLOPMENT ADMIN1STRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

JUN 2 197R 

Honorable William s. Moorhead 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Economic Stabilization 
Committee on Banking, Currency and Housing 

- House of .Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

At the request of the ranking minority member of the 
subcommittee, Mr. McKinney, ERDA is pleased.to respond to 
the recent "Dear Colleague" letter of May 21, 1976 issued 
by Representative Ottinger and others branding H.R. 12112 
as "the same program the House rejected last December" 
and recommending that it not be reconsidered this year by 
the House.· 

In ERDA's view, the 21 May letter contains numerous distor­
tions and· serious misrepresentations of the intent and 
substance of H.R. 12112 and does a great disservice to the 
extensive deliberations on this proposal by both the 
Legislative and Executive Branches over the past eighteen 
months. This is especially true in the case of the House 
Committee on Science and Technology whose extraordinary 
efforts this year on H.R. 12112 have resulted in the 
consideration of well over fifty significant amendments 
to this proposal. This process has resulted in a bill with 
the following key modifications to the program considered 
by the House last December: 

• Reduces previous $6 billion guaranty limit to 
$4 billion for synthetic fuels, renewable 
resource and energy conservation projects. 

• Provides that up to 50% (but no less than 20%) 
of the $4 billion be used to demonstrate renew­
able energy resources (e.g. solar) and energy 
conservation technologies. 

• Limits initial oil shale projects to single 
"commercial modules" rather than full-scale 
commercial plants and authorizes "cost-sharing" 
cooperative agreements. 
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• Encourages maximum participation in program by 
small business. 

• Stipulates that all demonstration projects be 
located within the United States. 

• Establishes stringent conflict of interest 
r.equirernents for ERDA officials ad.~inistering 
program including public disclosure. 

• Mandates comprehensive ERDA Annual Reports to 
Congress on all major aspects of the program. 

• Requires Congressional review and possible veto 
of all proposed projects costing over $200 million. 

• Establishes a statutory advisory panel to ensure 
adequate consideration of views of affected States, 
Indian tribes, industry, environmental organiza­
tions, and the general public on the impact of the 
program. 

• Requires competitive bidding for all ERDA awards. 

Mr. Chairman, as H.R. i2112 is clearly not "the same program" 
considered by the House last year, neither should it be 
characterized as the first step toward the establishment of 
the proposed Energy Independence Authority. Moreover, it 
does not constitute Congressional approval of price supports 
or construction grants, as some allege. Pages 45 and 46 of 
House Report No. 94-1170 by the Committee on Science and 
Technology emphatically state: 

"The approval of (H.R. 12112) in no way constitutes 
an expression of approval of approaches for assist­
ance beyond loan guarantees or cooperative agree­
ments. Nothing in (H.R. 12112) authorizes construc­
tion grants, price supports or price guarantees ... 
nor does the approval of (H.R. 12112) constitute 
any expression of Congressional commitment to other 
proposals which are pending or may be advanced in 
the future. 

The Committee furthermore does not view (H.R. 12112) 
as the initial part of a more ambitious program. The 
program authorized by this measure is viewed as an 
independent and complete program as it now stands." 

-• ___ __,,_~~-~ -----··...--------·-•-••,.,_ ·-·-·--- • "•• -··•••·-T -···-~·-·••••- ··•••--- • .•• ,~ •• - ..;._ __ • •---·-··-····•~--- -~--··---< ••~---
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The "camel's nose theory," while a compelling biblical 
parable, is demonstrably not an issue in these delibera­
tions, since any program beyond that contained ln H.R. 12112 
would require positive Congressional action in the form of 
specific authorizations and appropriations. 

ERDA regrets that the opponents of this program continue 
- to resort. to the kind of allegations employed in charges 

such as "the bill will result in •.• devastation of local 
communities and great environmental damage" that appear 
on page 2 of the ~Dear Cblleague" letter. 

Section lB(k) of H.R. 12112 provides for a qomprehensive 
$300 million socioeconomic assistance program to ensure 
the timely financing of needed community infrastructure 
development to accommodate these projects. Further, 
Section 18(e} (1) requires the affected State Governor's 
approval of any proposed project before ERDA may proceed 
to make an award. Should the Governor not approve, ERDA 
must then declare an overriding national interest for any 
·such project to proceed. Even with the Governor' s approva 1, 
Section lB(rn) requires a full ERDA Report to the Congress 
on all proposed projects and provides for a Congressional 
veto of any such project with a total cost in excess of 
$200 million. 

In addition to these safeguards, the progr~m provides for 
rigorous plant environmental monitoring, compliance with 
all Federal and State environmental regulations and full 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
including site-specific Environmental Impact Statements 
for each proposed project. Beyond this, it should be 
clearly recognized that these plants are environmentally 
superior to conventional coal fired power plants. For 
example, on an equivalent useable energy basis, the Council 
on Environmental Quality estimates that air emissions are 
generally five times smaller for a coal gasification or an 
oil shale plant and water use is less. than half. 

Another allegation contained in the "Dear Colleague" letter 
is that this program would "evade the budget" and result in 
"distortion of capital markets, increased concentration in 
the already over-powerful energy industry, (and result in} 
promotion of obsolete technology ••• " 
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Section 18(w) of H.R. 12112 requires full Congressional 
appropriations and is fully consistent with the new budget 
process. In fact, budget authority has been requested to 

·cover possible loan guaranty defaults. The amounts of the 
loan guaranties themselves are not included in the budget 
totals as they were specifically excluded by the Congres­
sional Budget Act. 

Section l8(b) (3) and (k) (2) require the· concurrence of the 
Secretary of the Treasury in the administration of all loan 
guarantees so as to minimize the impact on the capital 
market and coordinate these efforts with other Ad.ministration 
programs which affect fiscal policy. In any case, it should 
be emphasized that the total of $4 billion spread over eight 
years will result in capital investment of about one-half 
billion dollars per year compared with a total of $200 billion 
annually in fixed business investment and $40 billion a year 
in energy investment .. This will hardly· "steer gigantic 
blocks of capitalu as alleged. 

Section le Cc) requires ERDA to consider the need for 
competition in the award of all loan guarantees and Sub­
section (d) requires ERDA to obtain from the Attorney 
General and Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission views, 
comments and recommendations concerning the impact of each 
proposed award on competition and concentration in the 
energy supply industry prior to making sud. award. In this 
connection it should be noted that the recipients of the 
vast majority of the loan guaranties under the proposed 
program will not be major oil companies as alleged, but 
rather regulated utilities, industrial energy users,. 
municipalities and others. ERDA estimates that less than 
10 percent of the guaranty funds will go to major oil 
companies. Thus, the program will not result, as charged, 
in "increased concentration in the already over-powerful 
energy industry" but rather could, through the loan 
guaranty incentive, enable smaller companies to participate 
in projects in which they otherwise might not be able to 
acquire financing. 

Finally, this program will not "promote obsolete technology." 
It is intended to gain environmental, economic, regulatory, 
institutional, socio-economic and other vital information 
from constructing a limited number (10-15) of large 
commercial-scale demonstration plants using existing 
technology. The knowledge from these plants will speed 
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the commercialization of the second-generation technologies 
when they become available. Thus, ERDA views this program 
as fully compatible with and complementary to i~s aggressive 
research, development and demonstration programs on second­
generation synthetic fuel technologies. 

Mr. Chairman, the extensive public debate on this proposal 
over the past eighteen months has largely proceeded according 
to the highest standards of fairness an~ sµbstantive inquiry 
into all its possible ramifications. The President, the 
United States Senate and-many of your House colleagues have 
recorded themselves in support of this linited program to 
ensure that sufficient new energy supplies will be available 
in the next decade when the country requires them. ERDA 
will do all it can to maintain the high quality of this 
debate during the final stages of House reconsideration of 
this proposal. In this spirit we urge you and your 
colleagues to reject the arguments used· in this specific 
"Dear Colleague" letter and seek the facts related to this 
program. 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond in this matter and 
we look forward to being of any further assistance to your 
own hearings on H.R. 12112, as appropriate. 

Sincerely, 

•Signed• 

Robert ~l. Fri 
Deputy Administrator 

cc: Representative Stewart McKinney 
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KEY PROVISIONS OF H.R. 12112 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE CHAIRMEN OF THE 

COMMITTEES ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY; BANKING 
CURRENCY AND HOUSING; WAYS AND MEANS 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

• Authorizes a $3.5 billion loan guaranty and a $.5 billion price 
guaranty program in ERDA to demonstrate a critical number of 
synthetic fuel, renewable resource and energy conservation tech­
nologies to resolve current economic, environmental, regulatory 
and socioeconomic uncertainties that now block industry's ability 
to finance, construct and operate such energy projects. 

• Requires that up to 50% (but no less than 20%) of the total $4 
billion guaranty authority be used to demonstrate renewable 
energy resource (including solar) and energy conservation 
technologies. 

• Limits initial oil shale projects to "commercial modules" rather 
than full-scale commercial plants and authorizes "cost-sharing" 
agreements. 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Encourages maximum participation in program by small business • 

Provides strong incentives to borrower(s) to privately re-finance 
the government-guaranteed portion of total obligation after 
projects are built and successfully operating. 

Mandates ERDA Annual Reports to Congress on all major aspects 
of the program including any significant potential adverse 
impacts which may result and all funds received and disbursed. 

Requires that all proposed projects costing over $200 million 
be subject to Congressional review and possible veto. 

Requir~! competitive bidding procedures for ERDA awards • 

KEY SAFEGUARDS INCLUDED IN H.R. 12112 

• A comprehensive $300 million guaranty program for assisting 
local communities to finance essential public facilities needed 
as a result of a synthetic fuels plant. 

• Environmental monitoring of each plant along with full compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act including site-specific 
Environmental Impact Statements. 

• Review and approval, by the Governor of the potentially affected 
State, of each proposed demonstration project. 

• Compliance with ali applicable Federal and State environmental 
laws and regulations. 

• Preparation of an assessment of water availability and the impact 
on water supplies of each proposed project. 

• Review by the Attorney General and the Chairman of the FTC of 
all proposed guaranties to ensure no adverse impacts on competition 
or concentration in the energy industry. 

• Government takes title to inventions conceived in course of 
demonstration project although ERDA can grant waivers. 

• Dissemination of information generated from the program to all 
interested parties except proprietary information and trade secrets. 

• Establishes stringent conflict of interest requirements for ERDA 
officials administering program including public disclosure. 

• Requires a minimum of 25% of total project cost to be at risk by 
private participants. 

• Establishes a statutory advisory panel to ensure adequate con­
sideration of views of affected States, Indian tribes, industry, 
environmental organizations, and the general public on the impact 
of the program. 
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CRITICISM 

This program will promote obsolete Lurgi gasification 
technology--we should await the development of "second­
generation" technology of higher efficiency. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• This program will not "promote obsolete technology." 
The existing Lurgi technology has been improved 
significantly over the past ten years and represents 
the only commercially available and proven approach 
to high Btu gasification from coal at the present time. 
It will take at least 8 to 10 years to bring second­
generation technologies to the point where Lurgi tech­
nology is today. Thus, ERDA views the commercial 
demonstration of first-generation technology as fully 
compatible with and complementary to its aggressive 
research, development and demonstration programs on 
second-generation synthetic fuel technologies. 

• The objective of this program is to gain environmental, 
economic, regulatory, institutional, socioeconomic and 
other vital information.from constructing a limited 
number (10-15) of large commercial-scale demonstration 
plants using existing technology. Most of the information 
developed with the first-generation Lurgi plants will 
be applicable to future coal gasification plants, since 
the gasification section of the Lurgi plants accounts 
for only 15-20 percent of the total plant cost, and is 
the only section that could be substantially improved 
by second-generation technology. Thus, most of the 
knowledge gained from first-generation plants will be 
common to second-generation plants and the experience 
gained will speed the commercialization of the second­
generation technologies when they become available. 

• Successful operation of plants based on first-generation 
technology will increase the confidence of the financial 
community, regulators and others involved in coal gasi­
fication, so that they will be more likely to finance 
plants using first and second-generation technologies, 
without any Federal financial incentives. 
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CRITICISM 

The program would decrease competition and increase 
concentration in industry. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Section 18(b) (6) and (c) of H.R. 12112 provides that 
loan guarantees, to the extent possible, be issued on 
the basis of competitive bidding to assure that a 
competitive evaluation will be made of all proposals 
received by ERDA. Section 18(B) (6) (c) requires that 
ERDA give due ~egard to industry competition in carrying 
out this program. As stated in the Science Committee 
Report "The Committee is concerned that concentration 
in the energy business not be further aggravated through 
Federal loan guarantees. The Apministrator is expected 
to be sensitive to this concern." 

• While section 18(B) (6) (c) requires ERDA to consider 
the need for competition in making loan guarantees, 
the Science Committee also added section 18(d) which recruires 
ERDA to solicit from the Attorney General and the . 
Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission written views, 
comments, and recommendations concerning the impact of 
each proposed loan guarantee and cooperative agreement 
on competition and concentration in the energy supply 
industry. Furthermore, page 33 of the Science Committee R~port 
states that: "The Committee in its deliberation on this 
section (18{d) of H.R. 12112) emphasized that the 
Administrator carefully review the effect of approving 
a loan guarantee on the continued concentration of 
ownership in existing energy companies, particularly the 
integrated companies. The Administrator in carrying out 
the purpose of this section is urged to give appropriate 
priorities to those applicants for guarantees whose 
ownership is held by independent users of oil, coal, 
or natural gas." 

• A key point in any discussion about decreasing 
competition and increasing concentration in the energy 
industry is that without the type of program provided 
by H.R. 12112, only the very largest companies could 
possibly undertake the large capital investments required 
for synthetic fuel plants. H.R. 12112 therefore provides 
a major opportunity to increase competition and decrease 
concentration by providing access to smaller companies 
who could not otherwise afford to participate in the 
development of this major new industry. 
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CRITICISM 

H.R. 12112 is the inevitable "camel's nose" inside the 
$100 billion "Energy Independence Authority Tent." 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• H.R. 12112 is not the inevitable first step toward the 
establishment of the proposed Energy Independence 
Authority. Pages 45 and 46 of House Report No. 94-1170 
by the Committee on Science and Technology emphatically 
state:. 

"The Committee furthermore does not view 
(H.R. 12112) as the initial part of a more 
ambitious program. The program authorized by 
this measure is viewed as an independent and 
complete program as it now stands." 

• Furthermore, any program beyond that contained in 
H.R. !2112 --regardless of how nece~~a~y_:gRPA believes 
an expanded effort-to be ~-would require subsequent 
Congressional approval in the form cf specific 
authorization and appropriations. 

-3-



CRITICISM 

The Nation would not need the synthetic fuels program if 
gas is deregulated and oil is decontrolled. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Domestic supplies of oil and gas are projected to decline 
beginning in the late 1980's. Production of domestic oil 
and natural gas has already fallen in the last several 
years and deregulation is expected to extend domestic oil 
and gas supplies for only a 5 to 10 year period. Even 
using advanced oil and gas recovery techniques, 
extensive production from the Outer Continental Shelf 
and Alaska, improved energy conservation, expansion of 
nuclear power capacity, and greater direct burning of 
coal, imports will rise rapidly in the 1990's if synthe­
tic fuels are not available in substantial quantities by 
then. This projection assumes substantial growth in 
nuclear power as well as optimistic projections of.the 
contributions from energy conservation and from alternative 
supply sources such as solar and geothermal. If any of 
these domestic energy actions fails to provide its 
expected contribution, then the need for synthetic fuels 
would be more than the currently estimated demand for 
1995 of 5 million barrels per day. 

• To develop this national synthetic fuels capability of 
about 100 major plants by 1995 requires an early 
commercial demonstration program to resolve uncertainties 
related to regulation, environment, financing, labor, 
economics, and transportation. These uncertainties must 
be resolved by the middle 1980's in order to enable 
adequate plant investment in the late 1980's. Thus, 
the lead times involved require the construction and 
operation over the next 5 to 10 years of a representative 
mix of synthetic fuela plants to obtain all the necessary 
~ata and information needed prior to the required major 
industry expansion. 
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CRITICISM 

synthetic fuels plants will cause excessive socioeconomic 
impacts. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The socioeconomic impacts caused by const7u7tion and 
operation of synthetic fuels plants are similar to those 
caused by· the construction of any large energy-related . 
facility. However, H.R. 12112 offers a unique opportunity 
to develop a comprehensive plan and methodology to . 
mitigate these impacts that, failing such an effort, will 
continue to plague the large-scale development of any or 
all our various energy resources. 

• Section 18(k) of H.R •. 12i12 provices for a comprehensive 
$300 million socioeconomic assistance program to ensure 
the timely financing of needed community infrastructure 
development to accommodate these projects. Further, 
Section 18(e) (1) requires the affected State Governor's 
approval of any proposed project before ERDA may proceed 
to make an award. Section 18(m) requires a full ERDA 
Report to the Congress on all proposed projects and 
provides for a Congressional veto of any such project with 
a total cost in excess of $200 million. 

• H.R. 12112 provides the following direct financial 
assistance to aid affected states and municipalities plan 
for and mitigate these impacts: 

• Planning/management grants. These will enable state 
and local governments to assess their public facility 
needs, and to prepare themselves for ~ffective 
utilization of impact assistance with detailed 
management, budget, housing, and land use plans. 
This assistance also can be used to provide local 
government with management expertise. 

• A $300 million impact assistance fund. This is designed 
to assist communities.in securing the necessary front 
end money to finance the necessary facilities -
schools, roads, hospitals, sewers, and water. The 
specific mechanisms for implementing the impact 
assistance program are Federal loan guarantees, 
and loans, Federally guaranteed payment of taxes, 
required prepayment of taxes, and measures to require 
the owner of the synthetic fuels plant to bear the 
costs of essential community facilities. 
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CRITICISM 

Once the Government gets involved in these projects, it 
would stay involved. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• It is not the intent of this program to have Federal 
participation continue until the end of the project, or 
the maturity of the bonds. Instead, the Administrator 
should be able to determine the feasibility and advis­
ability of terminating the Federal participation in the 
project. Such determination should include consider­
ation of whether the Government's needs for information 
to be derived from the project have been substantially 
met, and whether the project is capable of commercial 
operation. Nor is it ERDA's intent in any way to 
preclude negotiation between borrower and lender of a 
call protection period shorter than 10 years, nor 
preclude the exercise of such earlier call if provided 
for in that agreement. An amendment to Section (c) (9) 
of H.R. 12112 which would legislate this intent has 
been proposed by the Committee on Banking, Currency 
and Housing. 

• Adoption of the Banking Committee's proposed "call" 
feature (Section 19(c) (9)) would provide a positive 
incentive to the private borrower after 10 years to 
refinance any such project without a federally-guaranteed 
loan. This provision enables ERDA to notify the borrower 
that he has not more than three years within which to 
arrange alternative financing tor the government's share 
of the outstanding obligation or, failing to arrange such 
financing, pay an additional 1 percent annual fee on the 
remaining government obligation until such financing is 
arranged. 

• . There would be benefits to the borrower, lender, ERDA 
and the Na~ion as a whole in termination of the 
Government's guarantee when the lender's perception of 
risk and the borrower's of market conditions permit the 
guaranteed loan to be re-financed by a non-guaranteed 
loan. Such re-financing would relieve the borrower of 
his obligation to pay a guarantee fee to the Administrator. 
This, in turn, should permit the borrower to offer a more 
competitive rate on refunding obliga.tions. 
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CRITICISM 

The program will cost the taxpayer a great deal of money. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Although H.R. 12112 provides authority of $2 billion 
each in FY-1977 and FY-1978, the actual Budget Authority 
needed to cover possible defaults will only be 25 percent 
of the loan guaranty authority -- that is, $500 million 
for each of the two years. If all plants are successful 
there will be no cost to the taxpayer, excepting about 
$15 million/year in administrative costs. 

• Furthermore, the cost to the Nation and the taxpayer 
of delaying the initiation of this program, and therefore 
not having the commercial experience when needed, could 
be quite large. 

• Finally, H.R. 12112 provides for the collection of 
annual fees for guarantees issued of (up to) 1 percent 
of the outstanding indebtedness covered by the guarantee. 
Barring a major project default(s), the collection of 
the guaranty fees will actually produce a net revenue 
to the government from this program. 
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CRITICISM 

The proposed program is off-budget. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Section 18(w) of H.R. 12112 requires full Congressional 
appropriations and is fully consistent with the new 
budget process. In fact, $500 million in budget 
authority for FY 1977 has been requested to cover 
possible loan guarantee defaults. The amounts of the 
loan guaranties themselyes are not included in the 
budget totals as they were specifically excluded as 
were all loan guaranty amounts by Section 401 of The 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 
1974. 

• Furthermore, Section 18(b) (3) and (k) (2) of H.R. 12112 
requires the concurrence of the Secretary of the Treasury 
in the administration of all loan guaranties so as to 
minimize the impact on the capital market and coordinate 
these efforts with other Administration programs which 
affect fiscal policy. 
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CRITICISM 

The Synthetic Fuels Commercial Demonstration Program will 
have a serious impact on the U.S. capital markets and divert 
needed capital away from nearer-term more economic energy 
projects. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The Federal Energy Administration (1976 National Energy 
Outlook} estimates total capital investment in energy 
production during the decade 1975-1984 will range from 
$478 billion to $634 billion. The capital requirements 
of the Synthetic Fuels Commercial Demonstration Program 
represents a total of $4 billion spread over eight years. 
This will result in capital investment of about one-half 
billion dollars per year compared with a total of 
$200 billion annually in U.S. fixed business investment 
and $40 billion a year in energy investment. Thus, the 
synthetic fuels program will require less than 2 percent 
of the projected total capital requirements for the 
energy sector during this period. Most economists and 
financial experts would consider such a relatively small 
percentage to have a virtually immeasurable impact on 
future interest rates. 

• Moreover, the extensive diversification of investments 
of major energy companies (e.g., Mobile in Montgomery 
Ward; Gulf Oil in real estate} clearly shows that these 
companies are not constrained by capital acquisition 
from additional energy investment, but rather are 
attracted to other non-energy projects because of the . 
favorable rate of return on investment. 

• In any event, Section lS(b} (3) and (k) (2} require the 
concurrence of the Secretary of the Treasury in the 
administration of all loan guarantees so as to minimize 
the impact on the capital market and coordinate these 
efforts with other Administration programs which affect 
fiscal policy. 
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CRITICISM 

The program is a giveaway to the big oil companies. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The financial incentives proposed to be offered under 
H.R. 12112 would provide for the Government sharing 
only a part of the risk associated with first-of-a­
kind synthetic fuel plants. Thus, all recipients of 
assistance--"big" or "small" would be at substantial 
risk and will in no case be recipients of a "giveaway." 

• In the case of loan guaranties, the maximum guarantee 
that would be provided would be 75 percent of the total 
project cost. For a $1 billion plant this would repre­
sent a $250 million exposure by the industry sponsors. 
By any measure, this represents a substantial risk to 
any company or group of companies participating in this 
program. 

• Finally, the "big" oil.companies are primarily interested 
in shale oil projects which represent only 10 percent 
of the total $4 billion in loan guarantees authorized 
by H.R. 12112. The balance of the authorized assistance 
is for projects which have not attracted "big" company 
interest and relate to the development of coal, renewable 
resource and conservation resources and technologies. 
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CRITICISM 

Synthetic fuel product prices will not be competitive with 
alternatives. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• ERDA has, based on reasonable assumptions, estimated 
approximate prices without Federal incentives for the 
following synthetic fuel products: 

Oil Shale 
High Btu Pipeline Gas 
Medium Btu Non Pipeline Gas 

Regulated 
Unregulated 

$14.45/bbl 
3.28/Mcf 

2.64/Mcf 
4.23/Mcf 

While these prices are now only slightly higher than 
their nearest competitors, these alternatives (oil 
imports at $13/bbl or liquefied natural gas at $2.50 
to 3.50/Mcf) are expected to become more expensive in 
the next 5 to 10 years as the supply position of the 
oil exporting nations further improves. 

• Furthermore, U.S. consumers of pipeline gas are already 
paying higher prices than synthetic fuels for gas 
produced from imported petroleum products. There are 
at the present time 11 of these plants already operating 
in the U.S. producing gas in the range of $3.50 to 
5.50 per million Btu. 

• ERDA believes that as economic, technical, and environ­
mental information is gained from initial synthetic fuels 
plants -- and with the addition of second-generation 
technologies, -- synthetic fuel prices will become 
increasingly competitive. The potential for some 
reduction in the real price of synthetic fuels and 
further increases in world energy prices is expected 
to make the production of most synthetic fuels fully 
competitive by the mid to late 1980's. 
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CRITICISM 

The Government takes all the risks, while industry gets all 
the benefits. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Although Federally-guaranteed loans will require that 
both public and private dollars are at risk the public 
ri~k is on a contingent b~sis: unless ther~ is a plant 
failure! the.Government will not bear any costs in 
connection with the guaranteed loans, since the fees 
which will be charged for the guarantee will be more 
than sufficient to offset the administrative costs of 
the program. 

o It should be emphasized that substantial private funds 
. will be at risk under H.R. 12112 by virtue of the 

minimum 25 percent equity investment imposed on the 
project sponsor. In this connection, ERDA notes that 
while tax benefits provided by the Congress to encourage 
production may assist in raising some of the cash required, 
the major part of such benefits are subject to recapture 
should the plant default and therefore constitute a part 
of the after tax risk for these plants. 

• The nation will benefit substantially by laying the 
necessary foundation for an orderly industry expansion 
when synthetic fuels are.needed in large quantities by 
conducting this program to resolve current financing, 
environmental, economic, institutional, technical and 
other potential problems now blocking this expansion. 
It is also expected that there will be significant 
foreign relations benefits that would accrue from the 
Synthetic Fuels Program. The program will, to the 
extent that existing and planned domestic energy 
production is supplemented, undoubtedly reduce U.S. 
reliance on imported oil and will permit and indicate 
the possibility of further substantial reductions in 
the future. In addition, successful synthetic fuel 
proce.sses will be exportable to those nations with an 
economically supportable resource base, thus placing 
further downward pressure upon oil prices after 1990. 
Finally, the program will demonstrate the U.S. commitment 
to develop its abundant coal and oil shale resources to 
the world which, in turn, will have a positive influence 
upon the major oil-consuming nations. 
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CRITICISM 

ERDA's existing fossil energy R&D program can provide all 
needed information thus obviating need for commercial 
demonstrations authorized by H.R. 12112. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• ERDA's fossil energy R&D program is intended to develop 
new technologies through laboratory research and the 
construction and operation of testing facilities. ERDA's 
commercial demonstration program is intended to resolve 
the non-technological uncertainties that now block the 
use of existing technologies. Through the construction 
and operation of a critical number of commercial-scale 
facilities using domestic energy resources, the program 
will produce the following kinds of information: 

• Economic Feasibility: What are actual product 
costs based upon the efficiencies of continuous 
operations, the economies of scale achieved and 
the utilization of technically-proven system 
designs and components. 

• Environmental Feasibility: What are the actual 
environmental impacts from ongoing commercial­
scale plant operations and can they be confined 
within acceptable standards. 

• Socioeconomic Impact: What are the impacts upon 
local communities that result from their accom­
modation of commercial-scale plants and can 
mechanisms be developed to sufficiently mitigate 
them to gain widespread community acceptance 
for these plants. 

• Resource Requirements: What are the actual wate~, 
mining, transportation and labor requirements of 
commercial plants in various parts of the country. 

• Ca~ital Cost and Financing: What amounts of 
private capital will be required at what cost 
from the financial community and what conditions 
will be established for access to this capital. 

• Regulatory Constraints: What will be required 
by Federal and state regulatory commissions to 
authorize the construction and operation of 
commercial plants and which synthetic fuel 
products will be subject to what kind of regulation. 
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CRITICISM 

Water requirements for synthetic fuels plants are excessive. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• Synthetic fuel plants actually require substantially less 
water than conventional coal-fired power plants and are 
more energy-efficient. For example, a. 250 million cubic 
feet per day coal gasification plant located in the West 
is expected to have a water requirement between 4,300 
and 6,300 acre feet per year. By comparison, the 
Kaiparowits Power Plant, a conventional coal-fired power 
plant which would have produced slightly lower energy 
output would have required about ten times as much 
water--54,300 acre feet per year.~urther, a 10,000 
barrel per day oil shale module, which could be constructed 
under the provision of H.R. 12112, would require about 
1,200 acre feet per year of water. Thus, the water 
requirements of synthetic fuels plants will not be 
excessive. 

• Furthermore, synthet"ic fuels plants, especially those 
proposed for the arid western region, are incorporating 
measures as dry cooling, and improved water re-use 
systems to minimize expected water use. 
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CRITICISM 

Synthetic fuels plants cause excessive environmental impact. 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM 

• The program authorized in H.R. 12112 provides for 
rigorous plant environmental monitoring, compliance with 
all.Federal and State environmental regulations and full 
compliance with the National Environmental Impact State­
ments for each proposed project. 

• Beyond this, it should be clearly recognized that these 
plants are environmentally superior to conventional 
coal fired power plants. For example, on an equivalent 
useable energy basis, the Council on Environmental 
Quality estimates that air emissions are generally five 
times smaller for a coal gasification or an oil shale 
plant and water use is considerably less than that for a 
coal-fired power plant. Specifically: 

e Air Pollution. Data from a recent CEQ study show 
that, using similar grades of coal, it would take 
about ten (10) full-scale coal gasification plants 
to pollute the air as much as the single Kaiparowits 
3000-megawatt coal-burning power plant that had been 
proposed for southern Utah. 

• Water Pollution. Synthetic fuels plants, especially 
those planned for sites in the arid western regions, 
will be designed for a minimum aqueous discharge. 
Such designs minimize water pollution from plant 
wastes and reduce plant water requir~ments as well. 

• Solid Wastes. The most significant soli~ "'.·:raste 
problem associated with synthetic fuels is the 
waste produced in processing oil shale. Under the 
modular shale approach specified in H.R. 12112, only 
~ small fraction of the waste piles foreseen in the 
upper Colorado River region will occur and will 
provide a means of developing better ways to control 
these wastes in the future. 

.. 
• Land Impacts. The ~reate~t land disturbanc7 ~rom 

synthetic fuels proJects is caused by the mining 
associated with the raw material extraction--the 
coal or the oil shale. These same impacts occur, 
however, if coal is mined for conventional electric 
power generation. 
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SY~ffHETlC FUELS LDAN GUARAl:TF.:f.S 

,v~ P:;:'.r ~-
SCOPE: This fact sheet \>-:.11 briefly describe the 
provisions of thi~. act ~Th!.ch ~crv~!= to ~::i~1;1 :lte 
the demonstrat:.on anC. prcd~ct:on of synthetic 
fuels. 

Stntus 

This bill has been reported favorably out of the Committee on Science 
and Technology and elso the Banking, Currency and Housing Co=.:::littee 
the Interstate and Foreign Com:ierce Com.aittee, and the Ways and 
Me~ns Committee. It is possible that this bill will be broug~t 
to the floor in late July. 

History 

Funds to implement this progran we~e originally included :n the ERDA 
authorization (HR 3474). The conference report included $6 billion 
in loan guarantees for synthetic fuel develcpmen::. Toe House voted 
to delete this nro,gram on Decer.:;ber 11, 1975, by e Z63-jJiO ::i.<:rgia. 
The lean program ~as then put in a separate bill, HR 12112. 

Provisions 

The final revisions have not yet been printed, but it appears 
that the bill will m.'.lke $2 billion available in loan g~~rantees 
to private entrepreneurs to research and develop ty~~hetic 
fuels (including oil shale, geothermal, etc.) 
\!ill provide price gcerantees and purchase guaran::e;:s fo:­
synthetic products, ~~ile cutting out loan gu2r3n::ees for 
coal gasification plants. 
Tne Federal govern~e~t will assu~e no ~ore t~an 75% c: t~e c~st 
of experimental pl~nts. 
Lpan guarantees should b~ issued on the bas:s of ~O~?~titive 
bidding Q~ong guar~nte~ applicants in a ?~rticul~r tech~olo3y 
area. 
Guarantees ~ust be discussed with the ~nterested eger.cies an~ 
the governors of the States Loncerned. 
Patents <?nd technology resul:::.ng fro::; the tle::o:istrar:.cn fac.:li.ty 
are the property of the federal government ~~ether the project 
aefaults or not. 
Davis-Bacon provisi.ons must be observed in cz:::- •~'!:=~:-:.;:-- ~n~ 
Enanced with federal funds. 
Trade secrets and proprietary information are subject ~o c~sclosur 
provisions. 
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Repuol ic:m Study Com.:~ittec H.cr-bcrr. ~·~re c:vidE'd Oil thiE fTf'T' r-1 . 

in tltc fJece~b~r ,~ote ni'l. tl~c li~~hJ ~=- 11 ~~n.: ~-:-: t . 

PRO: Over the next several dec~des the U.S. w:n f.:ic~ c f:c-.:~re. !:. -.. :- t:- .• 
of domestically produced energy. It is est~oated that by 1980 hslf of 
our oil end 2i3-3/4 of our oil coGt will be cittributa~le to fc~ei~r. 
sources. The statistics for natural gas are just as bad since natura1 r~r­
pro~uction b~~an dr~??ins in 1972. TI1c~ hirh c0~t fo~cirn 
~.rr.port~ account r.d fer J~- ... cf. th~ totr: c~!";""f.)1' Gc-..:--::r:n~ in ~ ":- - ) 

current trends forecast an :.nc:-e c.s ~ .:.:1 thi~. <::."?ount tc 3.4::, :.~- j • 

1 Obviously the situation is grave and something munt be done to increas~ 
the supply of domestically produced energy. The most feasible alternath•e 
given the make-up of the present Congress is a loan guarnntec pror,rc~ 
which allows the private enterprise systc:n to function ~hile providing 
the security needed to start up this "infant'' industry. 

There sre three major problems \,:hich ha\.'e caused im•estors to hoJ d back 
the initial support needed. Uncertaint~cs about the future co~ts o~ 
any "f:.rst-cf-a-kind" pla.-.t ha::: cc.usr:d concern over infl~tion, .:::r::i.~·=''"'~: =.t-­
of labor, equipment and raw materials, and scale-up probl~s of p~lo~ 
plants. 

Arbitra::-y pricir:g of OPEC oil alsc increase!; the risk beyond n~r:::d 
bounds. Finally there are the ricks of major project delays due to 
environme.'ltal, regulatory or ot!ler .::-e.>sons. 

2 It is necessary, :f the United States is to continue its bro-;.·::::. ...... \A 

to continue to improve the st£ndard of livinb cf its peo?le, thut v~ 
have a sufficient, reliable supply cf re&sonably ?riced energy. ~ic 
synthetic fuels program offers the !>est chance to increase: supply 
while still limiting goverr-.ner-,t irr.·C'lvc::;ent ar:.d taxpayer expc~:;e. 

3 CON: The supply problen which this program atte~pt~ to solve is 
artifici&lly induced. Any ~ttenpt to ameliorate this p~cbie~ th~ou;t 

1 further federal involvenent will be self defeating. 

2 

Government regulations and other rest'rictions have :n.:ide 
dcvelop:::ient of aynthetic fuels so m1profit.::ble ~s to !le 
infeasible. Federal restrictions have caused the price 

the priv~~<.: 
econ~~:.cu!iy 

fuel to be rcised so high that ~t will net b~ able co co~?ete 
in the marketplace, and thus ::he ?rivate se~tor is ur~~::.-:..!.:.'-d tc ?"i.s~: :: :·.~ 
vast capital inves t~ent reqtdr.;d. 

The Wall ·street Journal called this progrru:i an "hors d'oeuvre" in the 
Rockefeller $100 billion banquet of loan guarantees, gra~ts, and price 

3 S t E!'>T'\!\ ,..• t +-ht,...lllb.; 1 1.:-.:n,.,. ~ ... --""t~ •-'3-.~· upper .s, · h . .u.c. es ... :.ma es ... a v- . ~ _._ __ o .• ~•· "'u.,,ran .... ees, :::.- c..::t~s ~··-

price sup?orts will produce 350,000 ber=els a d~y in synthet!c fu~l~ 
by 1985. Considering the fact that we i.cport 7 million barrels a day, 
and this is sure to increase, it does ~ot seem that the nat~c~ ~~11 be 
getting much .for its uneco:io:n.ic investment. 
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prices, ~hen it ~ill be in· a positicn of maintaining regul3tion~ 
~hich result in r.hortegc5 en the o~e hand, while su~sidizing the 
deveicp~e?t of higher priced synthetic fuels on the other. 

Tnc Cco!!'it!:e~ C!.l l7i::Fr fi~= ~t. ='."'; c-c: Fn~·t: :.. r;r: c~:=:J~-::-cc =- ·-:.~·· - - ~ :·--... 
f:uc:rc:n ::c.~~ fer ccc:""-~ ~ - !'_f : cc ;i~:""' .. ;~ r..n.:: :: a:-!~ s.·.:~ :::.::. ::!:~~ : - : .. 
plece price Gnd pu~ch~~c ru~r~ctR~s . Tite p~=r~~ c c ~ t~c ~ ~:. 
to pro-:._1idc seed L:C'!:ey· to s t e.rt z~:-r1f1lel plants not to su?pcrt 
production of such ~rcrlur.ts. This direct subsidy progre::l ~s 

• ~;.. • i 1 . 1 Eo=e 1~e.r1c~ent t~an the oan guarantees ~t rep £Ccs . 

r-.,,. i 
4. ~ ..... -

Other problems exiet includir.g the possible obsol e scence of t~~ synfuel 
process by the ti~e the firG~ ge~~retion progrz:n i& im?le3eG~e1. In 

6 addition $ 2 billion is c:;J y e ~~~11 do~;n pc:y::::e :; t c:-, t he v;1ole 
i~dust7y. Rising costs w~ll erode the F~•chzsir.g p~wzr cf th~s~ 
joar.s , ,.:·er)· possi~l}' .. to the extc!jt that p~oje.ct cc::;:i e~io~ m~~ .. ~ n~t 
be pos~ible without further federal funding. 

/J.lso included in th~ t:J l is c: pto\?i6icn 1fL.-!1=.=~ st~!:e s th?.~- - t~e :~ '1 :-:-<.: 
goverru::c!'l: ~sEt:=ies o~:nc:r~r.:.? c~ c~y i~~vt:: .. ~ic:1 ~~ :.~r. is c~::cci"Y'c~ c-:-
f irGt actually reduced to practice under an ERDA guaranteed loan. 
occur:; eve:1 if there is no def.:;.d t on the pa~t of the bo::.-rc~r-

This 

7 i.;.vento= .. :"he trt:e ptr!:" ?O S~ c f. t!:!s ?rc;.·isio!l i!: :--o cie~:- ~~,·c t:~-:e 
successf\~l entre::irenGtt~ of. pr-ope~ty !.ntercs ts they "CJ:ou1 G o:~ert>-·!.~ ':: 

acquire i:i in\~enticn~ protuce:i E..~ the:_r O'W:!· expe~~e ~ntl ~eri.:·;i:d ::-c::: 
their o~7. intc.11ectt:.~~ tci.1. S;;ch ;; pro\·is~c~ t-;o~I C on~ ~- <:~ C: to t:~ ;: 

SS;! cZ ~<?VC~n!i~:r.t-o~~e~ ~nv:;: t icns th~t are ~~·1e:- ~c-~e~cia.: ~::eC. c:nC. 
thus ct~fle pr1v&te ~~~~~at1ve. 

Consic!erins the deficit s-;>c~ding cf ti~e feder~l govE:-n:::e!tt, ti:.\:: Cnited 
8 &tates C3n li t tle af £or~ n measive infusica of p~b:~c f~ncs to*ard 

projects v:hich a.r e econcrdcaliy infeasible. 

9 

!>econtroJ. a.:ld the reduc!:icn of goverri.::lc.nt: interve:.ticn ,..::.~ l il le'.• 
the merkct to ge;:nercte t h2 f•..!-::du it ~ee~$ ~·:.~h !':·:a::.e o= the t~~:-£=.en~~! 
eff~cts inharent in feG~~al 5uOeitlizatio~. 

Lean gu~r~ct~~s c2~no~ insure s~ccess . 
accoun: the fi=&t-ten~=Etion ce~hnology 

\-:-:ier-t on.~ t~:::e~ i:i~ c:­
~~ich we ~o~l c ~e 

forcin6 upo!l !.r.Cus t· -:;y , the fina.ncial drain w:;i !.ch \.i'C- ~:>ul~ be 
imposing upcn cu!" econo-:::y , t>"c! the u:tw'!.elcy re;t:lc:ro::-y 
stru:t~r~ w:i.ich \.:·e "'~~iu l d be cr ~ .::t ing t:o i:l~~~=i~:i.t ~:: i ~ ?:- c;:r~:::l ~ 
one cen~ot halp bi;t be convinced that Congress i s b c= i .13 asked 
to cve~-e~tead both i~ c cepab i l it!cs end its £u~hcricy . ~E 
are co~vinced th~t th~ ens~er lies in decreeseci reg~~&, :cn. 

JDH/ jw June 28, 1975 

The fact sheet was prepared at the request of a member of the Repub l ican 
Stcdy Co~mittee. rne v£ews contain~d in it should not be con$trued ~s 
ceir.g th:! views 9f tte; P.c pLo.t. 1 !.ce.n Stu::l y Co~it (~>C. i.tc o:!f~Ct.L c .::-: 
its meinbers .• 
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CADDO SABINE 
CLAtBORH'r VIERNON 

DK SOTO WEBSTER 

Dear Colleaque: 

QCongress of tbe iftnittb ~tatts 
)!]oust of i\epresentatibe' 

mi9f}ington.1D.<C. 20515 

July 27, 1976 

COMMl"TTEEOH 
WAYS AHO M£ANS 

The nation's energy outlook requires our support of every viable 
alternative to energy dependence on foreign sources. For this 
reason, I urge your support of H.R. 12112, the Synthetic Fuels 
Loan Guarantee Bill, which has been reported by House Science and 
Technology. 

There are those who argue that we should delay support for synthetic 
fuels deITtOnstration projects until the government decontrols the 
price of natural gas, so that a fair market price could be determined 
for synthetic fuels. I say now is the time to do both. Pro~pt pas­
sage of the synthetic fuels loan guarantee authorization (H.R. 12112) 
and natural gas price decontrol (H.n. 14069) is essential for this 
nation's continued growth and economic well being. 

There is no inconsistency in supporting both bills. Deregulation 
and synthetic fuels coromercialization share a comITlon objective: 
increasing the supply of gaseous fuels. Since the nation can use 
all the natural and synthetic gas it can get, deregulation and syn­
fuela production are but two aspects of the same energy supply problem. 
Even with decontrol of natural gas prices, we have no assurance that 
the resulting increased production could meet supply problems pro­
jected for the late 19so•s and 1990's. 

If we utilize a combination of dere9ulation, advanced oil and gas 
recovery techniques, and the extensive production from the Outer Con­
tinental Shelf and Alaska, there is still no certainty that we will 
have adequate fuel supplies to allow this country energy security 
from the whims of foreign supply sources. In fact, ERDA projects 
that benefits from all these techniques would only be sufficient to 
li~it further growth in imports for another 5-10 years. 

The average price of non-regulated intrastate gas is consistently 
ri.sing and we are faced with a co~tinued cu::'."tailnent picture. Today, 
tht? city of Los Angeles is seekin-J c:lter!'lat.!v~ scu:;:c~s of fuel and 
has c:?ntracted to purchase $2. S(·-~;3. 00 u.:G f:.s:r:~ Indonesia to meet its 
dm:iands . Therefore, the proj2ct.ed $3 .CO t.o ~4.C0/n~~= ?!:ice of SNG 
fl:"on1 1st gen~ration coal ga~ j fl i:"2:1;i~.:.1 projects ea!lJ:.~t be considered 
u.:~=~asonably high for the rnid l9~0's, \~1en t~e first projects could 
cc:r.~e on line. 
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Commercial synthetic fuels production, and especially the production 
of high-Btu gas from our most plentiful source of energy-- coal, 
offers the nation a source of abundant, secure energy. Gaseous fuels 
are among the best long term enerqy sources. Gas is clean, easy to 
store and transport. and is most econcmical. If we decontrol prices 
and provide the necessary incentives for the commercial product.ion of 
synthetic fuels, we can simultaneously insure abundant energy supplies 
for the future, protect the environment, and rnaxiinize u.s. energy in­
dependence. I respectfully urge your support for these bills and the 
ends which they will accomplish. 

Sincerely, 

.. 



July 28, 1976 

Listed below are changes in 7/26/76 vote count. You will 
note that some Members on the list have not changed position. 
They are listed in order to indicate that they have been 
contacted. If you would like further information on 
any of these assessments of if you have information to 
impart, please contact Bill Murphy at 5 24--2 000. 

NAME Change FROM TO 

*Steiger (Ariz) 3 4 

Rogers (Fla) 2 1 

Lehman (Fla) 3 1 

Fas cell (Fla) 2 1 

*Findley (Ill) 3 2 

Hebert (La) 2 1 

*Quie (Minn) 3 4 

*Frenzel (Minn) 3 4 

Litton (Mo) 2 1 

Rodino (N.J.) 3 1 

Biaggi .(N.Y.) 3 1 

Badillo (N. y. ) 3 1 

Baldus {Wis) 3 3 

Stanton (Oh) 3 1 



7/2'1/75 

'ALABA~.A CALIFORNIA (Contd) FLORIDA (Contd) 

Nichols 1 *Clausen 1 •nafalis .. 
Bevill 1 *Mccloskey 3 *Burke 
Jones 1 *Talcott 2 
Flow<>rs 1 *Ketchum 1 

*L':1goma rs ino 5 GEORGIA *Edwards 1 *Goldwater 5 ----
*Dickinson 1 *Moorhead 1 Ginn *Buchanan 1 *Rousse lot 3 Mathis 

*Bell 1 BrinklP-y :>..LAS ~A "'Clnw:.on 1 Levitas 
* Young 1 *Pettis 1 Young 

*Wig~ins 3 Flynt 
ARIZONA *Hinshaw nv McDonald 

5 *Wilson 1 Stuckey Udall *Burgener 1 I.and rum 
*Rhodes 1 Stephens 
*Steiger -3--*f 
*Conlan 2 COLORADO 

HAWAII 
Schroeder 5 

AR KA.i.~ SAS Wirth 1 Matsunaga 
Alexander 1 Evans 1 Mink 
Mills 1 

*Johnson 1 
Thorton 1 

*Armstrong .1 

*Hammerschmidt 1 IDAHO 

CONNECTICUT *Symms 
CALIFORNIA •Hansen 

1 
Cotter 1 Johnson Dodd 1 Moss 5 Giaimo 1 ILLINOIS 

Legg~tt 2 
Moffett 5 Burton, J ·5 Metcalfe 

Burton, p 5 ·*McKinney 1 Murphy 
Miller 5 *Saras in 1 Russo 
Dell urns 5 Fary 
Stark 5 Collins 
Edwards 3 DELAWARE Rostenkowski 
llyan 2 Yates 
Mine ta 4 "'Du Pont 4 Mikva 
McFall 1 Annunzio 
Sisk 1 Hall 
Krebs 3 FLORIDA Shipley 
Corman 1 Price 
Rees 1 Sikes 1 Simon 
Waxman 4 Fuqua 1 
Royb:il 3 Bennett 1 *Derwin ski 
Burke 4 Chappell 1 *Hyde 
Hawkins 3 Gibbons 3 *Crane 
Danielson 1 Haley 3 *McCloi;-y 
Hilson 1 Rogers -g \ '':Erlcnborn 

Andcn;on 3 Lehman ':3- \ *Anderson 
Har.naford 5 Pepper 1 *O'Brien 
T.loyd 1 Fascell ".S.\ *Michel 

1 *Railsback BrGwn irVo11 .. '1 
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INDIANA MAINE MINNESOTA 

*Emery 1 Karth Hadden 2 

Fraser 2 •Cohen 3 Fithian 
2 Nolan Drauemas 

Bergland Roush 3 

Ober a tar MARYLAND 
Evans 3 

*Quie L6ng 3 
*Hagedorra 

Hayc>s 5 
3 3 Sar banes 

*Frenzel 
Hamilton 

SJ.•ellman 4 S~rp 5 
Jo::. cobs 4 Byron 1 

4 Mitchell 
MISSISS!!!! *Hillis 1 

*Baumnn 5 *Hyers 1 

*Holt 4 Whitten 
•Gude 2 Bowen 

~ Montgomery· 

*Cochran Mezvinaky 5 MASSAClnJSETTS. 
•Lott 5 Blouin 

S!';!i':.h 1 Boland 3· 
1 Early 3 

MISSOURI 
Parkin 

Drinan 5 Bedell 5 

Ts on gas nv Clay *1~ra!-taley 5 
Harrington 5 

Symington Vacant 
·Sullivan O'Neill 1 
Randall XANSAS · 

Moakley 3 
Bolling 

--· 
3 -3- 3 Burke 

Litton Keys 
Studds j 

I chord *Sebelius 1 
*Conte 4 Hungate *Winn 1 
*Heckler 5 Burlison •c;hriver 2 

1'Skubi..tz 2 *Taylor 
MICHIG,\N 

MONTANA KENTUCKY.· 
Conyers 5 
Vander Veen 3 

Baucus Hubbard 1 
Carr 5 

Melcher Natcher 1 
Riegle 5 Hazzoli 1 
Traxler 3 Breckin·ridge 1 
O'Hara 4 

NEBRASKA Perkins 1 
Diggs 4 

..a-- 3 Nedzi 5 *Thone 
*Snyder 

Ford 4 
•Mccollister 

*Carter 1 
Dingell 5 "Smith Brodhead 5 

LOUISIANA Blanchard 1 

NEVADA *Esch · l Hebet't ".&.' "'Brot.m 1 
Santini 

Iloggs 1 
"'Hutchinson 5 \.lag;;onner 1 
•Vnnder Jait 1 Paosman 1 
*Cederberg 1 

NEW U/\MPS111tm 
nrcaux 3 

*Ruppe 1 Long 3 
ftBro01af ield 2 

*Treen 3 D'Anaours 



NEW JERSEY NEW _ _!_°-.1< rs_ (Contd~ OKL/\llmtA 

Florio 5 *Lent 2 
Hughes 3 *Wydler 

Jones 
1 

Hovard 3 *Peyser 
Risenhoover 

Thompson 5 *Fish 
3 Albert 
4 

?13{;uire 5 *Gilman 
Steed 

1 
Roe 5 *McEwen 3 

En~lish 

He ls to ski 3 *Mitchel 2 *Ja~man 
Rodino -3-- [ *Walsh 1 
Minish 12 *Horton 2 
"Meyn er 3 *Conable 3 OREGON 
Daniels 3 *Kemp 3 
Patten 1 AuCoin 

Ullman 
•Fenwick 4 Duncan 
•Forsythe 1. 
*Rinaldo '"i!r-+ NORTH CAROLINA Weaver 

Jones 1 

NEW MEXICO Fountain 3 PENNSYI.V.\NIA 

Henderson 3 

Runnels 1 
Andrews 2 Vacant 

*Lujan 1 
Neal 3 Nix 
Preyer 1 Green 
Rose 3 Eilberg 

~EW YORK 
Hefner 3 Yatron 
Taylor 2 Edgar 

Pike 3 *Martin 
Flood 

1 Murtha 
Downey 5 *Broyhill s Moorhead 
P-'ilbro 1 
Wolff 5 

Rooney 

Addnbbo 3 NORTH DAKOTA 
Gaydos 
Dent 

Rof>enthal 5 
Delaney 2 *Andrews 3 

Morgan 

B:iaggi -3-\ 
Vigorito 

OHIO *Schulze 
Scheuer 4 *B.1.ester 
Chisholm 5 Ashley 2 *Shuster 
Solarz 3 Seiberling 5 *Mc Dade 
Richmond 5 Hays 1 *Coughlin 
Zeferetti 3 Carney 3 *Eshleman · 

Holtzman 5 Stanton ..a- \ *Schneebeli 
lforphy 2 Stokes 3 *Hein~ 

·Koch 5 Vanik 5 *Goodling. w 
Rangel 5 Mottl 3 *Johnson 
Abzug 5 *Myers 
Badillo ~\ *Gradison 1 
Bingham 5 *Clancy 2 
Ottinger 5 *W11alen 3 RHODE ISLAND 
Mc Hugh 3 *Guyer 1 

Stratton 1 *Latta 2 St. Germain 
Pattison 1 *Harsha 3 Beard 
Hanley 3 *Bro'Wl1 1 

LaFalce 2 *Kindness ? 

Nowak 3 *Miller 1 

Lundine 3 *Stanton . 1 
*Devine 4 
*MoHhe:r 1 
*Wylie 1 
1'1Rc>ttula 2 



SOUTH CAROLINA UTAH WYrn-fTNG 

Davis 3 McKay 1 Roncalio ~ 

Derrick 3 llowe 1 
Mann 3 
Holland 3 
Jenrette 4 VERMON'l ----

*Spence 3 *Jeffords 1 

SOUTH DAKOTA VIRGINIA 

"'Pressler 1 Downing 1 
*Abdnor 3 

Satterfield 2 
Daniel 1 

'I'ENNES SEE 
Harris 3 
Fisher 3 

LlC'yd 1 ifWhitehurst· 2 
Evins 1 *Daniel 3 
Allen 2 *Butler 3 
Jones 3 *Robinson 3 
Ford 3 *Wampler 1 

*Quillen 1 
*Duncan 1 

*Beard 1 WASHINGTON 

Meeds 1 

TEXAS 
Bonker 1 

-- McCormack 1 

Hall 3 
Foley 1 

Wilson 1 
Hicks 

Roberts 1 
Adams 4 

Teague 1 *Pritchard 3 Ill ts . ~-

Eckhardt 5 
Broo~s 3 il2's . .. . -4-±---
Pickle 1. . WEST VIRGINIA 
Poag 1 DJ's .. nrr 
Wright 1 Mollohan 1 
Hightower 1 Staggers 4 04'i . . . ""7'9"" 
Young 1 Slack l 
De La Garza 1 llechler 5 IJ5's • . • ~ 
w:,, it e 1 

Burleson 1 
Jordan 3 WISCONSIN 
Mahon 1 Not Voting • . 4 

Gonzalez 1 Asp in ....s-J 
Krueger 5 Kastenmeier ~s Vacancies 2 

Paul 5 Baldus ·-~~ 

i(azen 1 Zablocki , TCYl'AL 435 ~ 

Xilford 1 Reuss l 

*Co.llin:; 5 Obey 1 
Cornell 3 

"'Steelman 4 * • Republic:,,.ne 
*Arc he& 4 *Steiger 2 

*Ka a ten 1 
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Dear Chairman Teaque~ 

In both my 1975 State of the Union Message and, again, 
in my February 26, 1976, Ener<r.1 Mesaage I urged the 
conqr•as to pass legislation to authori~e fL~ancia1 
incentives that are necessary to help aeaura that the 
}:"lX'ivate sector proceeds with the construction of a 
li..~ited number of facilities to demonstrate the commercial 
feasibility of producinq synthetic fuels from coal, oil 
shale, and other domestic resources. I am pleased that 
the :House of Representatives will soon be considering 
a.a. 12112 which would authorize this vitally important 
proqraia. 

The United States dependence on foreign sources of oil 
and qaa continues to grow. In 1972 before the Arab 
oil embargo, we imported 29 pQrcent of our oil; today, 
only four years later, we import over 40 percent. 
Domestic production of oil and natural gas has been 
steadily declining since the early 1970's. I have 
proposed a number of actions that wou1d reduce our 
growing dependence on fo.reiqn oil and qas. Some of 
thesaZ.· nave been adopted and others are still under 
consideration. 

However~ our dependence on i.~ported petroleum will 
continue to grow rapidly in the early l99o•s -- even 
with greatly increasod energy conservation, prompt 
gas deregulation and oil decontrol,. extensive development 
of our ~.l.askan and Outer Continental Shelf resources 
and increased use of nuclear energy and coal -- u...."lless 
additional lon9-ter.a efforts such as the development 
of synthetic fuels are undertaken now. 

For t.~is important reason~ I continue to urge, in the 
st.ronqest terms, passage of U .. R .. 12112 to establish 
a sound base from which a major new 3ynthetic fuels 
industry could e~pand in a timely and responsible 
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manner. H.R. 12112 is the most prudent way to ensure 
the availability of synthetic fuels tec.bnoloqies in 
the future to satisfy our national energy requirenients. 

If we do nothing and adopt a policy of ~business as 
usual,» we will increase further our dangerous reliance 
On foreign sources of oil and gas and leave ourselves 
open to t."le threat of disruption from another e.i.°llbar90. 

I commend your leadership on thia important issue and 
hope your colleagues will join us in supporting the 
immediate passage of a.a. 12112. 

Sincerely, 

The Uonora.ble Olin E. Taague 
Chairman 
Committee on Science and Technology 
u.s. House of Representatives 
Washington, o. c. 20515 

GP$ /MF /GRS/kk 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W -°'SH ING TON 

September 23, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JACK MARSH 
MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

CHARLES LEPPERT, JR. a:r:, . 
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 



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 
U. 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.). 

4 -· 
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YEA 

NAY 
YEA 
HY 
VEA 
YEA 
VEA 

ROLL ;rn. 8 ~3 

.• 

>• .. 

. -

.. 
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--

--- ~ - -

.AHDERSOH <JL"> 
CRANE 
DERWIHSKI 
ERLENBORH 
FINDLEY 
HYDE~. >· _.: . 
11.ADIGAH •• 
MC CLOR'f - · 
" IC HE L· •" ·• ~~·· : ..•• 
0 6 BRIEH 
RAILSBACK 

HILLIS 
MYERS <UO 

GRASSLEY 

SEBELIUS 
SHRIVER 
SK U3 IT2 
ldIHH 

CARTER 
SNYDER 

MOOR£ 
TREEN 

-
---~ 

YEA 
HAY 
'f EA 
YEA 
NA\' 
YEA 
HAY 
YE~ 

YEA 
VEA 
YEA 

YEA 
YEA 

tiAY 

\'EA 
'fE~-

YE~ 

YER 

YEA 
'I' EA 

YEA 
NV 



S T ~ T E AN D PARTY RE~uRT 

ROLL HO . 903 

DE OCRRTIC 

~ R P.i'LA i'Hi ---BYR~H HAY •·. 
LOHG <f'I D) HAY - .. -
~ I TCHELL OtD) HY - ..... :.... 

, 
SARBAHES HAY 
SP ELLi'IA H HAY 

'FiSSACHUS ETTS 
BOLAN D HAY 
BURKE < 11 A> YEA 
nRIHA H YEA 
EARLY YEA 
HARRi:HGT ON HA'f ~ .... 

MOA KLE'r" YEA -
Cl' NEILL YEA 
STU DDS HAY 
TSO rtG F>S NAY 

ii lCHIGAtt 
SLAHCH~ RD Hfi V 
?.RODnEA D NAY 
c;.RR HAY 
CO N ERS HAY ,\. .~ 

1HCGS NAY 
DINGELL HAY 
FORD ( l't I> HAY 
fi E DZ I ~my 

u' H Mf A ':' EA 
t:: ! E G:.. E NY 
T~A~L E R HAY 
\':iHD f: R EEi-! HAY 

ISNE ~ OT~ 

E £ ~Glrl!'l !> NAY 
fR AS£R NAY 
l: Ai\ TH HV 
NO:..A N NA Y 
OSC: RST;i R AY 

-!S3:~.SIPPI 
EC . EI'! NA Y 
MOHTGG?l ER 'r' NAY 
~ f-! I T T EN HAY 
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~ 

. 
-

REPUBLICAN 

COHEN 
.El'lERY 

BAUl'IAli 
CUDE: 
HOLT , 

... . .. 
' . ..,- - . .. -. 

-; .. = . 
:::.. ' 

COHTE 
HECKLER OIA) 

~ 

BRO OMFIELD 
SP.OWN OlI> 
CEDER9ERC 
ESCH 
HUTCHINSON 
Rl1PPE 
VAHDER JAGT 

F ~£HZEL 
HAG EDORN 
QUIE 

COCHRAN 
LO TT 

.. -

f' AGE S 

-. -
~~ ·. 

. ·- . . 
·"" .. -

HAY 
YEA 

NAY· 
NAY:-.· 
NAY 

HAY. 
ff A'f 

YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
NV_: 
YEA 
H-Y 
HAY 

HAY 
YEA 
HAV 

HA Y 
YEA 



DE OC RATIC 

i'!!SS OURI 
BOLL! HG 
BURLiSO!i ("0) 
CLAY 
HUN~11TE 

I CHORD • .. 

KANDALL 
SULLIYAH 
·s Y I'll H G T 0 H 

nO NTANA 
eAUCUS 
?'!ELCHER 

1,:: BRASKA 

:•£YA DA 
SAHTrHI 

~1EW f.iR11PS HIRE 
D' AMOIJR S 

i=:w ..tERSE\' 
DANIELS <H J) 
FLORI O 
t'ELSTOSK I 
HO~~ D 
HUG>iES 
!'IA Gl IRE 
j"l£,'tiE ?. 
lllIN!~;H 

fAiTE.'i \NJ ) 
::OD!!-!•) 
R ~':: 
Tt{J:,;~~$0H 

c. i,J ""~t .. ·r::o 
~ ti ... •: ELS 

STATE AND PRRTY RE PORT 

ROLL HO. 803 

YEA 
YEA 

. 

NAY . 
' 

NAY 
YEA ... 
YEA 
NAY 
YEA 

HAY 
Ii A'( 

HAY 

NRY 

HAY 
HAY 
HY 
HAY 
YEA 
HAY 
HAY 
VEA 
HAY 
!iAY 
~H1Y 

H;.y 

VEA 
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• 

-,...._----- . 

REPUBllCAM 

TAYLOR Cl'IO) 

t * :J - .- ... •· 

- - .. .. ~ .. ... -

P'IC COLLISTER 
SMITH <NB) 
TH ON E 

CLEVE LAH D 

FEtH.il CK 
FORSYTHE 
RiHALDO 

.. 

---~ -

PAGE 6 

YEA 

,...._ 

HY 
HY 
YEA 

. 

NV 
YEA -
HY 

YEA 



DEMOCR ATIC 

- ;· YOR I( 
9 ZUG 
DDA830 

t:;" SRO 
SAD!LLO 
SIA CG I 
BIHGHA l1 
CHI SHOLi'! 
I'ELAN EV 
- olilriEY <HY > 
HANL EY . . 

OLT::MAH 
OCH 

LA FALCE 
LUHDI!iE 
r.c HUGH 
i-:URPHY <HY) 
tiO IJ!1K 
CTT HlGE?. 
P~ TT !SO H CHY ) 
f' IKE 
RA!iG E:L 
R IC!il'it)HD 
ROSENTHAL 
SCHEU£R 
30LAR Z 
ST RAT TO H 
UO LFF 
ZEFERETTI 

:.~fH Cq.ROl I NA 
:.iti Di\£ :.,; s <NC> 
;:-oi.J!lTti! N 
"" £FNER 
£N!JER~·OH 

t!"I~·~~· ....... _..,, <NC ) 
EAL 

-i:E 1'£:R 
;os :: 
TPYLOR <N C> 

. p.; ~ !~ t'.H. OT A 

STATE AHD PARTY REP ORT 

ROLL HO . 803 

••OTH ER•• 

H~Y 

HAY 
YEA 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
N:tY 
HAY 

-.... NAY .. 
., YEA 

NAY 
HAY 
YEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA "---:: 

YEA 
nAY 
HAY 
HAY 

' N~Y 
NAY 
HA't' 
HAY 
NAY 
YEA 
HAY 
NAY 

''£A 
HAY 
HAY 
Hi/ 
NV 
NAY 
YE A 
HAY 
YEA 
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REPUBLIC#lH 

COHA8lE NAY 
FISH 7" NA'( 
GlLMAH YE~ 

HOR TOH YEA 
KE11P ·:NA\' 
LEH t " ~- · - · ·Y Ea-.~J;.~ 
l'IC EYEH · : ·YEA . ·.~ 

l1ITCHELl°<HY> : -: YEr.t 
PEYSER ·c :. 'HY 
WALSH ~I ... :- ~ YE~ 

. 
' 

-· -=... • 
YYDLER .YEA •• 

BROYHILL 
l't~RTI ff 

AHDRE!i:S om> 

H~Y 

VE!'.l 

YEA 



STATE AHD PARTY REPO~T 

Il£i'iOCRRTle . 

: . I u 
ASHL£'1' 
CAR!i£Y 
P10TTL 
SEI8£RLIHG 
ST~HTOH1 JAMES V. 
ST~KES 

\'AHIK 

!(LR H0i1R 
ALS£RT 
~i-IGL! SH 

JOliES <OK> 
R!S EHHO OVER 
STEED 

• t•£C OM 
AUC O!H 
DUHCAH (QIU 
ULLMAli 
'-I E AYER 

-=nrn SYL\l~HiA 

tEHT 
EDG;i~ 

EILBERG 
Ft u OD 
l?~'t'!IOS 

CRET::tl 
!':0l)RH£AD <PA> 
MGRG ... H 
:~!.J RTHH 
fJ IX 
ROO:iEY 
v l GC:iUTO 
YfiT?-O!i 

~OD E ! SL HN D 
8£f<IR!' c RI> 
ST ti_Ef:!HI IH 

YEA 
YEA 
HAY 
HAY 
YEA 
HAY 
HRV 

NAY 
YEA 
YEA 
HAY 

NAY 
HAY 
HAY 
NAY 

VEA 
H:i y 
HAY 
YEA 
YEA 
HV 
'r'EA 
YEA 
YEA 
HY 
NAY 
HAY 
YEA 

HAY 
HAY 

ROLL HO . 803 

• ~ r 

i. .,, 
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~SH BROOK· ... 
BROwH (OH> !:. 
CLANCY 
DEYIHE 
CR~ D} S OH ~~_.~.._.,. 
C U 'f ER A - -

0
_.!. ,..,. -

HARSHA 
KINDNESS _:--._· -:· 
LATTA ~-· :: ' 
PULLER- ( OH> 
MOSHER -
REGULA 
STANTOH~; \J. WILLIAl't 
WHALEN ·-
t.;YL IE 

JARHAH 

BIESTER 
COUGHLIN 
ESHLEHAH 
GOODLIHG 
HEINZ , 
JOHHSOli <PA> 
nC DADE __ _ 
11'fERS (PA> 
SCHHEEBELI 
SCHULZE 
SH!JSTER 

HAY " 
YEA 
HY 
HAY 
HY 
YEA 
YEA 
H~Y 

VEA 
YEA 
YE&l 
YEA 
YEA 
HAY 
YEA 

HY 

YEA 
HAY 
YEA 
YEA 
NY 
NV 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
HAY 



DEl'iCCRA TIC 

I 

nJ H CAR OLitiR 
DAY IS 

ERRICK 
HOLLA HD 

EHR£TTE 
A NH 

l : .:.urH DAKOT~ 

·e:r411 £SSE:t 
ALL EH 
EYIHS <TH> 
FORD <TN> 
OH~$ <HO 

LL OYD CTtO 

3URL~SOH <TX> 
DE L~ GARZA 
ECV.H:1kDT 
GOHZAL£Z 
7-!~LL <TX> 
}'I !' H - C · ER 
JORDAN 
KAZ EN 
U<!UEGER 

.MAHON 
~ILFORD 

PICKLE 

r ~i-i 

RDBEF; TS 
TE~G:JE 

!.: HI TE 
~ IL S:N, (IX> 
liPIGHT 
YOU ~iG < TX> 

.!-: i) 1.:1 e: 
tlC KAY 

i1c~?iIA 
::.c 1~i£L, !!AH 
: e ·~ H r •I G ( v A ) 

~P.~~!$ 

~ATTERF IELD 

-- . 

- , . 

STATE ~HD PARTY REPORT 

HAY 
HAY 
nAY 
HAY 
YEA 

YEA 
YEA 
NAY 
YEA 
YEA 

!iAY 
't'EA 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
NV 
Y£A 
HAY 
YEA 
VEA 
YE A 
YEA 
VE~ 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
NV 
YEA 
NV 

NY 
'!'EA 

NAY 
VE~ 

HAY 
NA 'i 
HAY 

ROLL HO . 803 

..... 'I.-• 

4. ;, 
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f<'EPUBL i CAM 

SPENCE 

- r -. . 

·~..:-, .. 
- .... r ... 

_, . 

.. ~";'. -= -.:.:... .. 

............ 
~ ~ 

ABDNOR 
PRESSLER. -

BEA RD <HD 
DUNCAN cno 
QUILLEN 

ARCHE R 
COLLINS <TX> 
PALIL 
STEEL11AH 

JEFFORDS 

BUTLER 

·.~ 

DANIEL, R. ". RCBIHSOH 
"AMPLER 
WHITEHURST 

---

-.... 
. -

YEA 

YEA 
YErt 

YEA 
YEA 
YEA 

HAY 
HAY 
NA\" 
HY 

YEA 

NAY 
H Ii 'f 
Ii Ii 'f 
YEA 
YEA 



DEMO RRT lC 

;.iSHi iiG TON 
.P DAl1S 

EONKER 
rO~ E'f 

HICKS 
!'IC CCRl'l ACK 
HE:EDS 

.EST ~'IRGIHIR 
HEC!i lER (IJ Y> 
MOLLOHAN 
su:i er. 
STAGGERS 

1.sctrns rn 
ASP IH 
BA L DIJS 
CORt-?ELL 
K 'iSTE ~;·IE IER 
OC EY 

El!SS 

·i 0. !t!G 
~flNC~LI 0 

* 

---------.. -----------
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ROLL NO. S03 

REPUBLIC RM 

HAY 
HAY 
YEA 
VEA 
VEA 
YEA 

HAY 
YEA 
HAY 
NAY 

NAY 
HAY 
N~V 

HAY 
HAY 
VEA 
YEA 

* E N D 
4. •\ 

O F R E P O R T * 

PRITCH~RD 

.. ' 

KASTEH 
STEIGER <Wt> 

* * • * 

YEA 

HAY 
YEA 




