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Digitized from Box 25 of theLoen and Leppert Files at the Gerald R. Ford PresidentiaI'Libréry

KEY CRITICISMS AND RESPONSES
CONCERNING H.R. 12112
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE CHAIRMEN OF THE

COMMITTEES ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY; BANKING

CURRENCY AND HOUSING; WAYS AND MEANS

Issue
Program will promote obsolete technologies

Decreased competition and increased concentration
in energy industry

$4 Billion "camel's nose" under $100 Billion "Tent"

Deregulation and decontrol would obviate need for
program

H.R. 12112 will cause excessive socioeconomic impacts
Government involvement/subsidies will never end
Program costs too much money

H.R. 12112 is "off-budget"”

Program will unfavorably affect U. S. capital markets
and divert capital away from near-term energy projects

Program is a "giveaway to big oil"
Synthetic fuels will never be price competitive
Government takes risks, industry gets benefits

ERDA's ongoing energy R&D program can provide all
needed information

Synthetic fuels production requires to much water

Environmental impact of program under H.R. 12112
is too great

Congress should await further ERDA studies before
authorizing program

GAO says synthetic fuels program is not needed now
Price guarantees should be eliminated from H.R. 12112
No private financing data will result from H.R. 12112

since Federal Financing Bank (FFB) will buy all ERDA
guarantees



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

e 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
cormmon 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.



CRITICISM

The program would decrease competition and increase
concentration in industry.

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

e Section 18(b) (6) and (¢) 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) requlres that
ERDA give due regard to lndustry 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."

e 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 requires

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. quthermore, page 33 of the Science Committee Report
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."

e 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.




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.”

e Furthermore, any program beyond that contained in _

an expanded effort to be_--vwouldArequlre subsequent

Tauthorization and appropriations.

"H.R. I2112 --regardless of how necessary ERDA belleves;”n‘



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 o0il 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.

e 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 leqd 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. :



CRITICISM

synthetic fuels plants will cause excessive socioeconomic
impacts.

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

e The socioeconomic impacts caused by const;ugtion and
operation of synthetic fuels plaptsrare751m11ar 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.

e Section 18(k) of H.R. 12112 provides for a comprehensive
$300 million socioceconomic 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.

e H.R. 12112 provides the following direct financial

assistance to aid affected states and municipalities plan
for and mitigate these impacts:

e Planning/management grants. These will enable state
-and local governments to assess their public facility
needs, and to prepare themselves for effective
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 1n 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.

e L




CRITICISM

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

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

Subsection (b) (1) of H.R. 12112 prohibits the award of any
ERDA guarantees after September 30, 1986.

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 consideration
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.

Subsection (c) (9) of H.R. 12112 would legislate this
intent. This "call" feature provides a positive incentive
to the private borrower to subsequently refinance any such
project without a federally-guaranteed loan. There would
be benefits to the borrower, lender, ERDA and the Nation
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 obligations.




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

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

e 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. 1If all plants are successful
there will be no cost to the taxpayer, excepting about
$15 million/year in administrative costs.

e 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.

e 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.




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 themselves 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 virtwally immeasurable impact on
future interest rates.

Moreover, the extensive diversification of investments
of major energy companies (e.g., Mobile in Montgomery
Ward; Gulf 0Oil 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.

B




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" o0il companies are primarily interested
in shale o0il 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:

0il Shale $14.45/bbl
High Btu Pipeline Gas 3.28/Mcf
Medium Btu Non Pipeline Gas
Regulated 2.64/Mcf
Unregulated 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
0il 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 synthetlc fuels fully
competitive by the mid to late 1980's.

-11-




CRITICISM

The Government takes all the risks, while indust
the benefits. ! ustry gets all

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

e Although Federally-guaranteed loans will require that
both Public and private dollars are at risk, the public
ri§K 1s on a contingent basis: 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.

e 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. 1In addition, successful synthetic fuel
processes 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.

-12-




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

e 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e Capital 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. Further, 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.

e 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.

-14~




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:

" @ 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.

e 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 requirements as well.

————_ ———— e

e Solid wWastes. THe most significant solid waste- - -
problem associated with synthetic fuels is the
waste produced in processing oil shale. Under the
modular shale approach specified in H.R. 12112, only
a 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.

e Land Impacts. The greatest land disturbance from
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.

PR e e e g = e — o
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CRITICISM

Congress should await the outcome of further studies before
authorizing program.

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE

® The Stanford Research Institute (SRI) is currently con-
ducting two studies scheduled to be completed later this
year regarding (1) strategy and criteria appropriate for
optimum plant mix; and (2) information as a function of
plant size.

® These SRI studies will not address the need for the

program but rather develop information concerning actual
program implementation, i.e., facilitating ERDA evaluation
and selection among the various proposals submitted by
industry to obtain the best set of projects. Thus, infor-
mation resulting from the SRI studies would not materially
assist the Congress in making the decision whether to lay
the foundation for a domestic synthetic fuels industry.

® The need for the program has already been thoroughly and
completely addressed through:

1. The 2,200 page Interagency Task Force Report on
Synthetic Fuels.

2. Over 40 days of hearings over the past 8 months
involving public and government officials before
the House of Representatives Committee on Science
and Technology, Banking and Currency, Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, and Ways and Means.

3. Over 10 days of hearings before the Senate Budget
Committee and the Senate Appropriations Committee.

4, Extensive amounts of detailed data furnished the
Congress in response to individual requests, a
summary fact book and a Contingency Plan detailing
the proposed implementation schedule if H.R. 12112
is enacted.

5. Numerous authoritative economic projections (Ford
Foundation, Stanford Research Institute, etc.)
indicating the need for a synthetic fuel industry
in the 1990's if the U. S. is to avoid a growing
reliance upon imported energy.

® Any proposal that the Congress should await the results

of these two relatively minor studies is simply a tactic
to delay the deliberations on H.R. 12112.
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CRITICISM

GAO believes the Synthetic Fuels Program is not needed now.

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

The GAO report presented strong conclusions and recommendations to the

- Congress without any substantive analysis which questions the basic
rationale for synthetic fuels and other energy technologies embodied in
H.R. 12112. The major points raised in the GAO report are addressed below.

The GAO report consistently understates the timing and extent of our
need for synthetic fuels and overstates the degree to which renewables
and conservation measures can satisfy this future energy gap. The fact
is that domestic production of o0il and natural gas peaked in the early
1970s and continues to decline. A second fact is that imports of for-
eign oil have been steadily rising over the past 15 years. Just before
the Arab o0il embargo of October 1972, 29 percent of all oil consumed

in the U. S. was imported; today, that figure exceeds 40 percent.

Now consider the future. All major forecasts of domestic supplies of
oil and gas project that even with complete decontrol of oil and gas
prices, vigorous exploration and development of our Outer Continental
Shelf and Alaskan resources and extensive use of tertiary oil and gas
recovery technologies, domestic conventional oil and gas production

will resume its decline sometime in the late 1980s or early 1990s. This
means that even assuming rather optimistically that conservation efforts
can reduce total demand growth for energy from the historical rate of
over 3 percent to 2 percent, the requirement for synthetic fuels in the
mid-1990s will be on the order of four to five million barrels per day.
If this capacity of synthetic fuels is not available then the only other
alternative for the Nation is to import more Arab oil at an unknown

cost both in economic terms and national security terms. The GAO report
fails to make this clear.

The second major issue raised by GAO is the question of whether Federal
financial assistance is needed to lay the foundation for initiating an
industry which might need to grow to a capacity of five million barrels
per day by 1995 and ten million barrels per day by the year 2000. It
is estimated that five million barrels per day will require 100 major
plants and ten million barrels per day will require 200 plants. If we
started today to build this industry, it would have to grow at a com-
pounded annual rate of 17 percent per year to meet these projected
capacity requirements. Such a sustained growth rate for a large capital
intensive industry is, by all measures, an enormous undertaking. Each
of these plants will be a multi-million dollar investment. Without
Federal assistance, the environmental, regulatory and political uncer-
tainties are such that potential investors are faced today with major
financial risks and will not make commitments to synthetic fuel plants.

The GAO report incorrectly compares the estimated prices of synthetic
fuels with regulated well-head gas prices and imported crude oil. The
report should have compared the price of synthetic fuels with the price
of alternatives with which they would compete at the margin. For example,
while it is true that regulated interstate gas prices are presently at
$1.42 per million Btu's this gas, which is the cheapest of all domestic
gas supplies, provides only a fraction of the total domestic gas require-
ments--a fraction which is continuing to shrink. This means that an
increasingly large share of gas consumed must come from higher priced
alternatives of which synthetic fuels is one. Failure to recognize this
fact is a serious deficiency in the GAO report.

GAO questioned whether a loan guarantee program is the most effective and
least costly method to accelerate the construction of these facilities.
Last year the Interagency Task Force on Synthetic Fuels under the
President's Energy Resources Council analyzed, for each major synthetic
fuels technology, the comparative costs and benefits of each major ,
incentive type including loan guarantees, direct loans, price guarantees,
purchase agreements, tax incentives, etc. This analysis forms a com-
prehensive basis for the legislative proposals contained in H.R. 12112,
While the GAO suggested that loan guarantees are not an effective or
preferred approach, again there is no analysis to dispute the recom-
mendation for loan guarantees made in the Synthetic Fuels Interagency
Task Force's extensive analysis.
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Criticism

Price guarantees should be eliminated from H.R. 12112 as
amended since the authority for such guarantees is already
established under the Nonnuclear Research and Development
Act of 1974.

Arguments In Response

o e e i et W IRt T e )

The $500 million provided in H.R. 12112 for price
support payments represents a compromise provision
painstakingly arranged between the House Science and
Technology and Banking and Currency Committees.

The time lag and related requirements associated with
obtaining dollar authorization for price supports from
the Congress on a project-~-by-project basis under the
Nonnuclear Research and Development Act of 1974 could
impede rapid development of the new energy technologies.

Price supports are a vital part of the incentives

program for synthetic fuels since they address product
price uncertainty which is not addressed by loan guarantees.
Price uncertainty is of particular concern to oil shale

and other unregulated utility/industrial fuels. The

price of these fuels is very sensitive to the future

price of world oil and Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) over
which there is considerable uncertainty.

Insofar as bidders have a choice between either loan
guarantees or price supports for their projects, greater
flexibility will be built into the program. The
possibility for achieving an optimum mix of technologies
and information gained by the government from its
investment is, therefore, greatly increased.

Finally, H.R. 12112 as amended already provides the
Congress with a 90-day review period for major projects
during which time the adequacy and appropriateness

of the proposed Federal incentives can be determined.
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CRITICISM

Loans guaranteed under this program will be funded through the
Federal Financing Bank (FFB) and such funding may extend to
unguaranteed debt, thus minimizing or eliminating risk to the
project sponsors.

Further the lesser interest expense to the borrower of an FFB
financed loan would constitute a "windfall profit" to the
project sponsor.

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CRITICISM

One of the most important benefits of the program is the
economic and financial information which would be gained
through the experience of private sector financing of

projects in this program. This information includes appraisal
of the ability of project sponsors to raise and employ capital
at private sector market rates. Because of this, ERDA intends
to evaluate the financing arrangements of project applicants
for ERDA assistance and will favor applicants for ERDA loan
guarantees seeking partial as opposed to 100 percent guarantees.
It is therefore logical to expect that such competition would
result in proposals involving U. S. Government guarantees

for less than 100 percent of the debt funding of the project.
A clear advantage of providing only partial guarantees is

that private lenders will thus have a stake in the project

and will make a careful appraisal of the project before com-
miting their funds. This will not only help to protect the
interests of the Federal Government as guarantor but will also
assure that private lenders will develop experience in the
financing of these projects.

It is Treasury's stated position that the Federal Financing
Bank would not buy any securities which were not fully
guaranteed. Thus, the concern that the Federal Financing
Bank would purchase entire debt issiies, only a portion of
which was guaranteed and thereby remove risk from the project
sponsors is unfounded since the project sponsors will be at
risk for their contribution of at least 25 percent of project
cost.

It is conceivable that lenders to certain projects may prove
unwilling to assume any of the credit risks. If ERDA, in
such cases, determines that a full guarantee of both principal
and accrued but unpaid interest is necessary to achieve the
purposes of H.R. 12112, FFB financing may be in the kest
interests of the Government. The alternative of permitting
100 percent Government-guaranteed obligations to be issued
in the market in direct competition with the- Treasury S own
securities and at higher interest rates than those paid by
the Treasury would be undesirable from the standpoint of
Treasury debt management policy and not in accord with the
intent of Congress as expressed in the Federal Financing
Bank Act of 1973.

The difference in project cost for a $1 billion project

;flnanced by FFB, as opposed to one financed in the prlvate

sector would be less than $7 million. If the project is

financed by FFB this amount would, for regulated projects,
benefit rate payers rather than project sponsors. For both
regulated and unregulated sponsors the interest rate differential
can be retained for the benefit of the taxpayers through
adjustment by ERDA of the guarantee fee.
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1975

January

February

July

September

November

December

1976

February

March

May

June

August

September

History of Synthetic Fuels
Program and Legislation

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

A l3-agency Task Force under the President's
Energy Resource Council (ERC) formed to
examine alternatives.

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.

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

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

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

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

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 1l); 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.

Committee on Rules hears testimony from 16
members. Open rule requested.




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.

Requires 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 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 adegquate 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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ERDA COMMENTS Ot
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE'S
SUBSTITUTE TO H.R. 12112

ERDA believes that the substitute bill (to the locan 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 guality 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.

Because of the elimination of coal-related
projects from assistance through locan 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.

Financial assistance for modéular 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.

The proposed legislation requires mandatory
licensing of background patents (i.e., those
developed completely with private £funds prior

to the demonstration project) 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.

The provosed legislation, in effect, sets asicde
25 percent of the $2 killion 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 procjects of this scale are worthwhile
and whether there would be encugh projects of
sufficient merit to justify such a large
"set-aside."

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 apprecach of usin
direct contracts for purchase does not address

the fundamental cbstacle now facing these projects:
that of obtaining the required front-end capital
financing to construct the plants. Thus, the
proposed legislation will not facilitate +he
construction of anv high B.t.u. coal gasificaticn.
plants. '

Title III of the prcposed substitute which deals
with price guaranties and purchase agreements,
provides no flexibility to purchase fuel above
the world oil price at the time +the guaranty is
provided. Thus, it Zfails to rescognize the possi-
bility of increasing world energyv prices.
Moreover, many o©of the safecuards and other
desirable featurss of the Nonnuclear Energy

R&D Act of 1874 are not included




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 7, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: "MAX FRIEDERSDORF
FROM: CHARLES LEPPERT, JR. @9 .
SUBJECT: Vote Check of House Rules Com-

mittee on Synthetic Fuels Bill

In response to our question "Will you support the rule re-
quested by Chairman Teague for consideration of the synthetic
fuels legislation," the results are as follows:

Madden No.
Delaney Yes.
Bolling Undecided. Depends on how vote will

affect race for majority leader.

Sisk Out of town.

Young (Tex.) | Yes.

Pepper Yes.

Matsunaga ' Out of town. Will not return.
Murphy Out of country on Speaker's business.
Long (La.) Leaning yes.

Moakley Undecided.

Young (Ga.) No.

Quillen Yes.



Memo re synfuels.

Anderson Yes.
Latta Yes.
Clawson Out of town. Will not return for this
bill.
Lott Yes.
Totals Yeas - 8
Nays - 2

Undecided - 2
Out of town -~ 4
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THE WHITE HCOUSE

WASHINGTON

RECOMMENDED TELEPHCNE CALL

TO: The Speaker and Representative Dick Bolling (D-MO)

DATE: Before Wednesday, September 15, 1976

RECOMMENDED A

BY: Max L. Friedersdorf . .

PURPOSE: To urge the Speaker and Representative Bolling to
support a rule for H.R. 12112, the Synthetic Fuels bill.

BACKGROUND:
The House Rules Committee postponed action yesterday
until next Wednesday on the Synthetic Fuels bill.
Chairman Olin "Tiger" Teague has requested the President
call the Speaker and Representative Bolling to urge
their support for a rule.
Our vote count on the Rules Committee yesterday showed:

YES NO UNDECIDED OUT OF TOWN

Delaney Madden Bolling Sisk

Young (Tex) Young (GA) Long (LA) Matsunaga

Pepper Moakley Murphy

Quillen

Anderson

Latta

Lott

Clawson

SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS: See TAB A

DATE SUBMITTED: September 9, 1976

ACTION:




As you know, the Rules Committee did not complete
action yesterday on the Synthetic Fuels bill,
H.R. 12112. We need House passage as soon as
possible of the compromise bill that Tiger Teague
has put forward on behalf of his committee, Ways
and Means, and Banking and Currency.

We must develop the capability to tap our vast
resources of coal and oil shale in a way that

is economic and environmentally acceptable. We
need to have a synthetic fuels industry in place
in the early 1990's to fulfill a significant part
of our energy needs:

- In 1972, we were importing 29% of our oil.
Today we are importing over 40%.

- Domestic production of oil and natural gas
are continuing to decline. '

- We will still need a major contribution from
synthetic fuels even with (a) increased energy
conservation, (b) deregulation and decontrol
of o0il and natural gas, and (c) increased use
of nuclear energy.

- Newer energy sources such as the breeder, fusion,
solar and geothermal cannot possibly make a major
contribution in time.

The action that is needed now is the commercial scale
demonstration of synthetic fuels technology.

Industry will not proceed on its own because of the
risks, high costs, and regulatory uncertainties.

Loan guarantees will provide the limited sharing

of risks needed by industry to proceed.

More delay by the Congress will mean greater reliance
on imports in the 1990's, greater vulnerability to
disruption from any future embargo, and increased
out flow of dollars and jobs.
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REPUBLICAN WHIP—ROBERT H. MICHEL

Date: 14 sept. - H.R. 12112- Will you supPOEtlfll-&h}Z}lllis 94th Congress
1 ° t i 9 wnic
Qu»(_:ftl()n. The Synthetic Fuel Lof?;iSafi?cee - Ta]]y Sheet
Western and Plains (Talcott) Midwestern States (Myers)
No Und. N/R K Und. N/R
California Indiana
___________________________ Hillis LA
L TR, o SN S S
Jowa

Ketchom.. . ooooennonn
Lagomearsino (ARW) .

McCloskey..............__ 5

Moorhead ... ......._____
Rousselot

SUGPOY - .. oooniminrnnnen
Colorado
Armstrong (ARW)___...
JODDBOM . ..o o iimssmisriss
Idaho
Hansen.....

Washingilon
Pritchard......occomeocnanes

Kansas g
Sebelius. . ..o.ooeoeoo
5117 5 0 7 <) o
Sl . e

Nebraska
McCollister. ... ccooooee

Thone (ARW) ___._______]
North Dakota

Andrews.. . .oooeoemoeeees
Oklahoma

Michigan

Minnesota

Illinois
Anderson.

Broomfield... ...

Vander Jagt..._.......___.

Mosher.. ..
Regula_..._...
Stanton....

Railsback. ...

Tétm). o ..




REPUBLICAN WHIP—ROBERT H. MICHEL
ate: 7 L
Question: /v, , %ﬁu.c

94th Congress?
Tally Sheet

Border and Southern (Young)

New England and Mid-Atlantic (McDade)

Maryland

Missourt
Taylor (ARW)___..._.._.
Kentucky

North Carolina

Broyhill. . .

Martin. .. oooeeeeceanns
South Carolina

Spenee.. o .iennsins
Virginia v .
Butler..~ .. ::E&.:s,'.-...--_

Whitehurst (ARW)___._.
Alabama

Buchanan_. ... =

Dickinson

Bdwards. .. ... ool
Arkansas

Hammerschmidt__________

Louisiana - A #

¢

v,
Moore.- .,x‘.f-‘J;.}-%_g.’:\_--_-
TERDRE: oo conrisaomrsimiimnns

Mississippi

Cochran.___...._ RS B
Teobbon

Texas
ATCROT

= SPSEEPR,

Connecticut

Maine

McKinney

SATHEIN. A :
Delaware

duPont.. ..

Massachusetls
Conte (ARW) ... i

Heekler: . o

New Hampshire
Cleveland. ............_.__. er®
New Jersey

Fenwick ... . ...
Forsythe__________.________
Rusldo.....o.ooc

Vermont :

Jeffords Bttrinss

New York

Coughlin... ___.____________
Eshleman._._ ... ...
Goodling._................_. :
Heinz. ...

Johnson (A RW)-_O./ T‘.
McDade........... ... ;

ceveonand

Myers...__.__ .|z
Schneebeli. . .......... ot
Schulge - oo oo
Shuster..................._._
‘Fotal... . 2t o0

(Rev. Mar. 1975)

cro



i Datg!t, 14 Sept. - H.R. 12112- Will you suppog?ll; .R. hJ‘.Zl];liS 94th Congres:
stion: Svnthetic Fuel Loan Guarantee Bill, whic ]
.,Q,_I—JS- ' Ztigﬂgté;mwv Tany Shg;
Western and Plains (Talcott) Midwestern States (Myers)/
5 Yes No Und. N/R Yes No Und. N/R |
California . Indiana : |
| 2500 SN R, LT - y
Burgeper.. .. ___________.__ 5
Clavsen. ...
Clawson .o s Grassley.........ooooooo.... ... 1’{_’ _________
Goldwater.______._________ Michigan . ¥
................... Broomfield................. e |
Belehum. ..l oo
Lagomarsino (ARW) ___.
McCloskey............____ <
Moorhead _ . ___________ :
Roussalot...... ... 2 X
Taleotten eoeeoeemeee e : Vander Jagt. ...
Wiggins Minnesota
7T R S,
g T RS
Alaska
Xoung.
Arizona :
Camlage. o ] TS S S B amik ST B
Bhedes..r. .. i .- Ohio
By e Ashbrook....o | ] :
Colorado g
Armstrong (ARW). ...
JONDEOD. oo oo
Idaho
2 0 S L
BYII0S. ... cmocncnacnanenns
New Mezico
Lujan_. Sl
Washinglon
Pritehard. ... .oocuviusicana Mosher.........ccocivmencncn
Kansas ' ! i TREBOIB - o oo v s i
Sebelius....ooooo. I ot A Btk A RS ” Stanton............_..
4 e At (FIEet, (Xx y, RSN (for de==" | . Whalen... ... =5
Skubitz. oo oo MR el s By SR o SRRt SO A O
i S S R Ity SSRGS " EWSIE Illinois
Nebraska Anderson.............
McCollister. ...........
T A E R L B B o :
Thone (ARW)...,.,-.-.--.,::‘:'.TiT ...........................
North Dakota
el
Michel.- oo L
O'Brien........ <7502 /- ke B, =<
Railsback. /i SN b Xt
Total......... 7 1/0 | /<.




Date: Ve J4th Longres:

Question: o2, , =7, (. Tally Shee!
Border and Southern (Young) New England and Mid-Atlantic (McDade)
A Yes No Usd | NR 4 _ Yes No Und. | NSR
Maryla - z onnecticut
L B e CHSNEN TRERIS SR McKinney
Holt..____ o e B Sarasin. . .ooiliecesian
Baumen.. ... Delaware
Missourt duPont. . . .ooocociineann

Pode ARW... .|t T il BN Miine
Kentucky . o CN.. i it

al T PR N S S el (R SCSSE SR . s Emery. ... 3

SHIVOUE ... ool ionlan sonsisnisions 55 _./ ......... Massachusetls
Tennessee Conte (ARW) _________.__]

Beard.. oniionnnnacnnia L3 e RSN S i Breelley.. . . . cosiomnpeciia

T SEEEE R S S | Pl TEER New Hampshire 3

Quillen_. . k. b 1 L R R Cleveland. ... _......__..... B R FRREE
Florida i o New Jersey

Bafalis._ ..o Sl g it Fenwick ...

2 VI LS e, W Forsythe

PR e S s it adntnia —. Rinsaldo._......__......_..

Kelly..____ et [ p ol - Vermont ; .

o ORI e WAL s = J eﬁ'ords.;/;.‘:_:‘.':‘.‘.i'_‘_‘."‘%'.------ e _'f:’:./: ..................
North Carolina New York

Broyhill. .. _______. -A

Merfin. ..ot iin
South Carolina

SPBBOB....cicssinannonnssses
Virginia  _ .

Butler.z~ ot

Daniel

Wampler.. ...

Whitehurst (ARW)_._
Alabama

Buchanan.....oooeeee.

Dickinson.. ...
Edweards_..... ...
Arkansas
Hammerschmidt..________ r
Louisiana . 7y R | Goodling.- .. oo e e e B
Moors. nga G A0S Lo 1 oo L RS o, SRR (RS TR M
sl S N BTN o3 Johoson ARWM E/L L. L I 1 .~
Mimisaippt B A B I 5
o % SRR o M bR OGN - catliE 10 WO ol S
FRSIRGRERETII L B (W e Schneebeli. ...............|: L A Ny o
Terxas ] P A PO e MU G Pl P
PO ORI ST IR-08 Lol RS -4 TV ET TS ST, SHSRERUS (SRR S .

{Rev. Mar. 1975) 2 50-3p1-%  cro
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HR 12112 HEADCOUNT

ANNUNZIO

BROWN,CA
BURLESON
BURLISON
BYRON
CHAPPELL
CORMAN

D' AMOURS
DANIEL,D.
DANTELSON
DE IA GARZA
DODD

ENGLISH
EVINS,TN
FARY
FASCELL

FLOWERS
FLYNT
FOLEY

GIATMO
GINN
GONZALEZ
HALEY

HICKS
HIGHTOWER

ICHORD

LLOYD,CA
MCCORMACK

MCFALL
MAHON
MAZZOLT
MITFORD
MOLLOHAN
MOORHEZD, PA

MORGAN
MURPHY

NICHOLS
NIX
OBEY
OBERSTAR
O'HARA
O'NEILL
PASSMAN
PATTEN
PATTERSON
PATTISON
PEPPER
PERKINS
POAGE
PREYER
PRICE

REUSS
RISENHOOVER
ROBERTS
RODINO

RONCALTO
ROSTENKOWSKT

SHIPLEY
SIKES
SIMON
SISK
SLACK

STEED
STEPHENS
STRATTON

SYMINGTON

THORNTON
VAN DEERLIN

WILSON,TX
WILSON,CA

WRIGHT
YATRON
YOUNG, TX

PICKLE

Davs

. i b e T L N

MADIGAN

MICHEL

s NN e A L SR el

MILLER,CH

MOORHEAD,CA

O'BRIEN
PETTIS

QUILLEN
RATTSBACK

ROBINSON

STEIGER,WI
VANDER JAGT

WILSON
WYDLER

YOUNG,AK
AAnss
e



FITHIAN
LA FAICE

MINISH
MURPHY ,NY
NEDZI

ADDABBO
ANDERSON,CA
ASPIN
BEARD,RT
BOLAND
BREAUX
BROOKS
BURKE ,MA
CORNELL
DANTELS,NJ
—DAVIS
DERRICK
DUNCAN,OR
EARLY
EDWARDS ,CA
EILBERG
EVANS,CO
FISHER
FORD,TN
FOUNTATN
GAYDOS
GIBBONS

HAMILTON
HARRTS
HAWKINS

HELSTOSKI
HENDERSON
HOLLAND
HOWARD

LEANING FOR
DEM REP
RYAN ANDREWS ,ND
SATTERFIELD CLANCY
TAYIOR,NC CONLAN
Tever e
HARSHA
ARL. HORTON
KINDNESS
MOORE
REGULA
SCHNEERELT
SHRIVER
SKUBITZ
TALCOTT
SHT Ne.
UNDECIDED
JORDAN BAUMAN
KARTH BURKE,FL
KEYS - BUTLER
KREBS COHEN
LONG,MD CONARLE
LONG,1A CRANE
LUNDINE DANIEL,VA
MANN DUPONT
MEYNER ESHLEMAN
MCHUGH HANSEN-
MATSUNAGA HECKLER
MOAKLEY KEMP
MOTTL MCCLOSKREY
NEAL MCEVEN
NOLAN PEYSER
NOWAK PRITCHARD
PIKE SMITH ,NB
ROSE SNYDER
ROUSH SPENCE
ROYRAL TAYIOR,MO
ST GERMAIN ~THONE
SARRANES TREEN
SOLARZ WHALEN
STOKES WIGGINS
STUDDS YOUNG, FL
THOMPSON
TRAXTLER
ULIMAN
VANDER VEEN
ZEFFERETTT
TRNoDWEAD




DEM

AU COIN
BAUCUS
BURKE,CA
DIGGS
FORD,ML
JACOBS

SPELIMAN
STAGGERS.

HANNAFORD
HARRINGTON

HOLTZMAN
KASTENMETER
KOCH

MADDEN
MAGUIRE
MEZVINSKY

MILLER,CA
MINK

AGATNST

OTTINGER

RTCHEMOND
REIGLE
ROE

RUSSO
SANTINT
SCHROEDER
SIEBERLING
SHARP

THOMPSON

VIGORITO
WEAVER
WOLFF
YATES
YOUNG,GA

FISH

JEFFORDS
McCOLLISTER
QUIE

SCHULZE
SHUSTER

STEIGERS,AZ

ASHBROOK
BIESTER
BROYHITL
COLLINS,TX

ERLENBORN
FENWICK

GOLDWATER
GRASSLEY
HAGEDORN
KELLY
LAGOMARSINO
PAUL

NOT VOTING

AIBERT (FOR)
BAFALIS (FOR)
TSONGAS (AGAINST)
HINSHAW (?)

VACANCIES — 4



"SCEPLIUR, ULer or Tvent conneciea
vith an intereational exhibit, or events spon- -
dred@by trade or industry associations where
ubstantial numbers of member companies -
mﬁdpateandshmmthecostofsuch

= Section 17 of the bill be amended by strik-
ng subsection-(a) on lines 7 through 9 of-
age-39; by striking “(b)* on line 10 of the
ame page; and by striking the words “sec-
ions 4. 5, and € and the provisions of sec-
fons ‘10,18 snd 1470 mbstttuting therefor
he words#this Act”.
S ‘Py Mr. SISK>- -

. Section 8{(a) (1) of the bill be amended by
trixing everything beginning with the word
'or”.on 1ine 8, page 22, up to and including:
he word “‘communication” on line 10 of the’
ame page.

. Bection 5(b) of the bill be smended by~
ieletlng the word “five” on Hne 18, page 25,
ind substituting theretor theword “two™. —-

=

“Section 8(b) (4) od.‘thebm‘be amendedby
triking “(A)™ ‘on- lne*7 of_ page 27; by
triking the word “or’” online 12 of the same
age; and brstrlting evnryt:hmgon Hnes Is,
4 and 15of the same page. e 5
‘ By Mr: WAGGONNEB’:"" L s

Secﬁon ‘2(8) " of the Hill be. amended” by
trlxl‘ng everything beginning with the word
national”-on line 21, ~page 20-up to and

ncludmg “employees) o n.ne '25!~or the =

A e S

8IS Page.

Secﬂqn,a(a) of mrbm be amended by
m ‘after the number g Gt s
n"lthe 21:of page ‘21 1p to°and includin|
he -word “*‘persoii”. on-line 23 of page 21,

ubstituting therefor the. following: "reunnsq :

mother. person. “who spends. 20 percent of”
1is  time _orimore in a.ny q;mmrly\nnng
seriod™..

‘Section’ 3(!)1 ‘of the L be a.mended b!}
idding at the end thereof ohx line 4, page 24,
A new,paragnph (7) to read as follows:
‘"'m actfivities of organizations that have
seen granied Section 501(c) (3) tax-treat-
mnt under the Internal Revexme ’code" e

"By Mr. " WIGGINS:: ~ o

“"Page 20, line 25. stﬂke out"and"msert

_date of enactment oI 1his seClion— o
C(f).-to define the term %known financial
~interest’ mrpurpmso! pangraph (1) (B} of
this subsection; and -

“(i1) fo establish the methods by which
the . requirement to file written statements

will be -monitored and enforced, including
appropriate provisions for the filing by such
officers and employees of such statements and
the review by the -Admintstrator: and said-
of such statements; and = . ;7

-*{B) report to the-Congress.on June:1 of
-each calendar year with respect to such dis-
closures and the actions taken with respect to

such disclosures-and the actions taken in
regard 1 tbereto dur!ng the precedmg calendar

-year..

™(3) In:the rules prescribed.m paragraph
{2) of this subsection, the Administrator and
szid Secretary may identify specific positions
. within such Administration and Department,
as appropriafe, which are of & nonregulatory

- or nonpolicymaking nature and provide that’

officers 0r employees occupying such positions
shallbempttmmtherequhmemsoftms
subsection. - P
om(e) Anyoﬂceroremployee whuis subject
to,~and -knowingly violates, this subsection :
or any regulation issued- thereunder, shall™
be fined not more than sz.sooorimpnsaned
not more. than one year, or both.’" .
By Mr. MILLER of Celifornia:
(Amendment‘ to-"the amendment’ récom
mended “by* Interstate and Foreign Com- .
merce Commitite to sectiox 1 of n.mendmmt
in-the nature of & substitute offered by Mr.,
TEAGUE -{page and line references to Union
; Calendar bill N6. 674).) "~ 2"

k\.

On page 108, 1ine 3¢, str!.ke Bl | Texs,
cept” to-the end of line 36 and insert the
fonowmg"'tbat paragraphs (2) through (4)

. of this subsection, and subsections (c) (1}, .
(4), and (8),°(d), Lg)(zl through (4), (m),.
through' (y) :

and (n) of this section shall
also apply to such guarantees, and the™.

“*On page 109, llne 5, after “Section” insert
the following: “or under the Geothermal.
Energy Research, Development and Dem-.
onmtion Act ot 1974, as modiﬂed. by this

.- section™.

“+On ‘Page* 12!‘ strlke out Iines, 13 t.hrough

i vironmental effects

amenament in e nature 0l 8 suosstitute
offered by Mr. Teague): strike out “ang»
at the end of paragraph (8), and Insert afiep
- paragraph (8) the following:

*(8) in the case of & demonstration facij.
ity which converts any coal (including lig.
nite) from a surface mine to synthetic fue),
the Administrator has determined that reg.
ulations have taken effect under Federal leg.
islation (applicable to surface p oper-
ations on federally-owned and nonfederally-
owned land) the principal purpose of which
is the reduction and control of adverse en-

resulting from surface
mining operations tn-the United States;™ and

.(8) redesignate paragraph -{P) .as para-
graph (10).

Strike the last word.

Strike the reqmslte mnnber of words.

By Mr. STARK: '

(Amendment to the amendment recom-
mended by Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee to section 1 of amendment in the
nature of a substitute-offered by Mr. TEAGUE
(page and line rderemu “to Union Calendar

bill No. 674).) - - =¥
-On-Page 108, line d& dmert' “(1)” after
«(B)u - a‘“” .:(,

-On page 108, strike the-sentence beginning

'onn.nema.ndendlngmﬂneﬂnnﬂm&

therein the followlng: = if i 2
+%{it) . The auf.horn:mt Admm:mmr
toanter into. any guaraniee .or to.make &0y

 commitment to guarantee-under this section
~ terminates on September~30,: 188L..-Such

“termination does not.afiect the carrying out
“of-any contract, guarantee, commitment, or
.other obligation entered:into-pursuant to
t.hlssecﬂon prior.to that-date, or the taking
. of any sction necessary.to preserve or protect
the interests of the United States in auy
-amounts advanced orrpaid-out in carrying
on operations under this section.”

: Page 110, insert efter line 8 the following:
#(7) The Administrator shall not receive

' or approve any appllutlons for financial as-
. sistance under this aecut)n untn after

Ma.rch 1, 1971.”

:*On Page. 111 Inse"t ~after une 38 the Yol-
lowing Besst S
“ #%(9) The obugatton pmvldes ihat;the Ad-
ministrator shall, after seven years, but not

msertzmmedmte:ybefare 27 and insert in‘lieu thereaf the following: “later-than ten years,“affer’issuance of such

the period the fellowing: ™™,
Tude” any goverm:nent or

e , n.g."mu:‘,,

) .ByMr KECHLEBO!WQS’:YL!‘glni& Rz

, but does not'in-"
;govemmental

mannecl by the lnhexsb.to and I'bxe:.gn Com-~
mexeoCom.mltue zosection 1.of amendment
I the nature of a substitute -offered by Mr.:
TEAGUE. (page and line- re.terences to Uninn
Calendar bill No. 674).) - ot
+On, page - 125, strike unu am an t.hat

l’anows down' through-the period.on'line 5

onmlzsuad. msertﬁ:erem the iolbwing

"'(s) (2) “Each oficer or, employee of the.

Administrator
'3 mﬁe Secretary ot ihe -mental Protection:Agency. in ma:l:mg o A s gaﬂontowh!c’)

4 - the guarantee appnes.f' >

Treasury who— "
[ %(&) performs any :unction or dutrunde:
this Act; and a

: K43
kt.any person subject to such Act, or (if) in
n.ny “person-who applies for or receives anr
grant, contract, or other form or financial
:.mstancepursumt'tg this Act, I
shall, beginning on‘l‘eh‘muy snnnsny
Ale with the Adminiztrator a:sud ‘Secretary,
as sppropriate, & written statement.concern-
Ing all such interests held by such officer ox.
employee during the preceding calendar yesr,
Sugllxl statement shall be avallable fo the
pu (X

n @) : Tnéummmw and said Secretary

*{2)' if the’'cost .of such demonstration or
modular. facility “e; - $200,000,000,- such .
guarantee or commitr ent to guarantee shall =
not ‘be-made or entered intc unless specif-
ically ‘authorized by legislation ‘enacted by.

(Amendment “to~the amendment recom
mended by Interstate “and® Foreign' Com-

. merce Committee to section*1 of amend- "'

ment in the nature .of a substitute. on’ered
" by Mr. TEAGUE: :{page and line referencs to.
Union Calendar bill Nv, 674).) - - 3

* On page 112, Tine 34; msettaﬂ:ertheperl

. o@ the following new sentence: *The Ad--

ministrator.shall consult with the Environ--

‘shale.” andjaftesithes
sources,”- insert “(other than:oil shale)™.
.On page HI179 of said.Record in subsec-~

- tions 18(b)(1) (A) strike the first proviso..

. On. page H9180 of :said Record in subsec=:
-tion 19(b) sirike all of pazagraphs«(5) (A)"
and (B) and insert therein the: following: .

“ /%(5) Nothingin this section shall be con=.
strued to authorize financial assistence for -
facilities of a.ny'.k.tnd.ator the conve
oﬂ shale to synthetic fuels?
;atn.section. 19(c) of.the Fed
I'EY

Nannucleu"
Besea.m}g_,_ a.nd. Daalopment Act ot

~words ‘‘domestic - Te-

obligation, determine;’ “InPwriting, -whether
.to terminate Federal participation in the
‘*demonstration facility, taking’{nto -consid-

~ “eration whether the’ Government’s needs for

information to be.derived from'the project

‘Federal Register. In"the’event that the Ad-
ministrator determinesthat-such- termina-
tionis appropriate, he shall’notify the bor-
-.rower and provxde,a'mmkum of two years
mdnotmmthintm'gemm which to

3 ﬁndaltemntivemndngir‘thebcrmwerL

“unable to secure such financing, the Admin-

‘istrator may electinot :to terminate upon
agreement by the borrower to pay an addi-

tional fee of notlessthan 1 per centum per

(M
‘af_the end of subsection: (b){(38) In the first
column, after the period,.Insert.the follow-
ing: “In no case ghall “the “bonds, deben-
tures, notes, andothatobugaﬁmguxran*cw
~under this section be purchased or financed
swWith Federal funds, under the TFederal
‘Financing ‘Bank Act op gtherwise, except
pmvldedmsubsecuon( 3. £§’~" =
:>By Mr,-UDALL: . i a »

Wzmbhmt i
the mtuxe oz a mm. offered by bir
'I’unu:) 3 oy

ek R A OB A

S R e



. August 26, 1976, In section 19(c):
{1} smke out “and” at the.end of para-

(8) 75y
im«t after pa.nmpn. LO) thodollow-
oD 502 Fony -

i2) in the case of a demonmﬁon ‘acility
hich converts any coal (including lignite)
»n any surface mine (on federally-owned
naonfederally-owned land):,to: synthetic
uel, the Administrator has determined that
ny such.coal is, or will be.mined under
awfully:binding reclamation standards re-
quiring the surface mine operator-as a mini-

AN YO e
(A) conduct surface coal. mming opera=
tions so as to maximize the ‘utilization and
conservation of the solid fuel. resource being
recovered so that reaﬂecﬁngthe Iznd in. tg:

can

tiomw:ad loast fally enpabl&oi;supporting tbe

s1ses ‘whieh it “was capabler of  supporting

price.stor-any mining,. or: higher or. better.
2sesi0f which there is-a. lkeli=-
hood;tso long as such ‘use-or:uses do- not=-

including spoil piles affected by the surface
coal mining-and reclamation operation . to
eflectively control erosion and attendantair
and water pollution;

(Ey remove the topsoil from the la.nd}n 8

H 10763 .
pide the perm&ta:eaabon natural levels
‘under segsonabile flow conditions as messured
prior to any.mining, and avoiding channel
deepening or.enlargement in. operations re-
quiring the discharge of water from mines;

(ii1): removing temporary or. large siltation
structures from drainways after. disturbed
areas are revegetated and stabilized;

sepu-a.to layer, replace it-on the backfill area, . - (iv)..restoring recharge ‘capacily of the
or, if not -utilized immediately, segregate it med area to approximate premining. con~
in a separate pile from othier spoil and, when ditions; e Eless

the topsoil is not replaced on a.b: Viigs- (V) replacing the water supply of an owner
within:a. time short encugh to avoid deterio=% ‘of interest in real property who obtains all
ration of:the-topsoil, maintain a successful--or part of his supply of water for domestic, ;
cover by quick growing plant or other means  &gricultural, industrial, or .other legitimate
thereafter . so..that the  topsoil: -is; preserved:~ use _from.an underground or surface source }
from wind.and water erosion,. remains free of where such supply bas beén affected by cons
any . contamination by .other-acid - ortoxic -tamination, ‘diminution; . or . mtemzpﬂon
material; and.is In & usable condition for sus-. Proximately resulting from mining, -

taining .vegetation .when: restored s.during: (vi) preserving throughout the mining and
-reclamation, except if topsoil is of insufficient  Teclamation process the essential hydrologic
* guantity-or.of - poor: quality, for sustaining- functions of alluvial‘valley floors in the arid X
vegetation, or if other strata can be shown to and‘ semiarid areas of the country; and - |
be more suitable for vegetation requirements, - (vil) such-other actions as the Rgﬂl&tﬂfy

then. the operator-shall remove; segregate, auf.norlty may prescribe; v
and preserve in a like-manmner such other-s (k) with respect to surface- disposll of:

strata; which 18 best able to suppor} vegeta- mine wastes, tailings, coal processing :
i sndothermmﬂeasotwth&nthe i

presetaany w‘malorprobamohmrd to tion;: :
public:-health-or safety or pose any actual or - () reaboro the topson or best vaﬂsble
prodable. threat :of ¢ watorw.dnninutton _Of  subso hJch m been. seg'regated and pre-
polintion; eand the- opexam declared pro~ served"

“- struction’ !.n compacted layers including the

mine working or excavations, stabilize - all
waste piles in designated areas through cons

posed-land use following:reclamation is not=;
Ceemed:to be 1mpracueabo:funmsonable.
inconsistent with applicableland use policies
and plans, invoives unreasom‘bl&.dela.y in
implementation; or is. yiohtxve* ~I’edera1.
State, or local law;:- &3
(c) (3)i with respect” toa :
mining ons. backfill; compact (where
edvisable to .insure 9tabmty‘or to prevent -
ieaching of toxic materials), and grade-in
order to restore the approximate orlgina)
consour of the land with all Highwalls, spoil
piles,.. and depressions eliminated::(unless
small depressions-are needed in order to re-
tain moisture to assist. revegata.t!on or: as’
ctherwise suthorized pursuant to this Act)?
Provided, however, That in surface coal min-
ing which is casried out at the same location
over & substantial period of: time where the
cperation {ransects the coal deposit, and the
thickness of the coal deposits relative to the
volume of the overburden is large and where, .
the operator demonstrates that the overbur-
den and other spoil and waste materials at a
particular point in the permit ares or other-
wise available from the entire permit ares is -
insufiicient, giving due consideration to vole-—
umetric expansion, to:restore-the :approxi-
mate original contour, -the: operator. at a
minimum, shall: backfil; grade;-and compact
(where advisable) using.all available:over-
burden. and other spoil'and waste -materials
o astain the lowest practicable grade.-but-not
mnore-than -the angle of repose 1o provide
adequate drainage .and-to: cover-all:acid- -
forming and other toxic-materials, in order
to achieve an ecologicallgl'sound- land -use
compatible with the surroundingregion:
And provided further, That in .surface coal
mining where the volume of overburden is
iarge relative to the thickness.of the coal
deposit and where the operator demonstrates
that due to volumetric expansion the amount
of overburden and other spoil and -waste ma«-
terials removed in the course of the mining
operation is more than sufficient to restore
the approximate original contour;:the oper-
awor shsll after restoring -the approximate
contour, backfill, grade, and compsact (where
advisable) the excess overburden and other
spoil and waste materials to atiain the lowest
‘grade but not more than the angle of repose,
and to cover all acid-forming and other toxic
materials, in order-to achieve.an ecologically
sound land use compatible with. the sur-
rounding region and that such overburden or
spoil shall be shaped and graded im such a
way as to prevent slides, erosion, and water
polintion and is revegetated in accordance

; le
permanent impoundments of water on. mm- 7

(G) pmgecg oﬂsite axeas nom snd “or--use-of incombustible- and impervious ‘ma-"
" damage ~occurring during the surface coal . terials; if necessary, and assure the final con=
mining and reclamation operations, and not - tour of the-waste pile will be compatible with
deposit: spoil-material or locate any part of . natural -and'that the site can ~ *
the operations or waste accumulation outside- and -will be stabilized and revegetated ac-
the pérmitarea;. .~ . SRE ?g;mnrw the provisim ot seouon;gs) £c)
. % ,-ﬂ,mithorizei 3 5 e SRR e
Shiaas by app “(B) retrain !rom su:rfacc coal mjning-wjtn
- ing sites as partof reclamation activities only - In five hundred feet from-active and aban=-
when- it Is adeguately demonstrated that— doned underground mines in order to prevent
‘(i) the sizeiof the lmpou.ndment ,_g ade- breakthroughs and to protect health or safety
guate for its intended purposes; . of miners:.Provided, That an operator shall -
_ (i1) the impoundment dam construction -be permittedto mine closerto an abandoned
will be so designed ‘as.to .achieve necessary underground mine: Provided; That this does
stability with: an adequate margin of sa.tety -not coreate hazards to the-health and ‘safety
compatible .with “that of structures 'con-—- " of:miners and an.operator may mine near,

structed undet Public Law 83-566 ue U.S &
1008); - T kit 2 4

-(111) the quauty or'lmpounded wster*wm
be suitable on s permanent basis for its in-
tended use and that discharges from the im-
poundment will" not degrade the ™ Jwater
quality in the receiving stream:' i T

stable; - .
(v)- nnn vgrading 'will-. provldo :dequato
sa.iety g -aceess for propoeed Water users;;:
and ayest i R
(vi) such mter impoundments will not re-
sult -in -the=diminution: of ~the . quality or
quantity ofcwater utilized -by ' adjacent -or
surrounding landowners for-agricultural, in-
dustrialirecreational,-or domestic uses; #i.

(I) plug:all auger holes to & minimum of

six- feet: in. depth with :an impervious-and
noncombustible :material (such as’ clay) “to
prevent ‘the flow of water in or out of such
holes. -
© {(JY minimize tha disturbsnces to the
vailing hydrologic balance. at the-minesite
and in associated offsite:aress and :to.the
quauty and guantity of water-in surface and
ground water systems both during and after -
surface coal mining opera.tiom— a.nd-durlng
reclamation by— >
(i) avoiding acid or other
age by such measures as, but not:limited to
preventing-or removing water from contact
with toxic producing deposits; treating drain-
age to reduce toxic content which adversely
affects downstream water upon being re-

Araad

,-,-A,

s g .\iu %

leased to water ‘courses; casing; sealing, or- and

otherwise. mansging boreholes, shafts,-and
weusandkeepsddorothertoxicdnn:m
from entéring ground and surface waters; ~

(1)~ conducting surface coal mining op--

erations 3o as to prevent, to the extent pos-
sible using the best .technology : currently
avalilable,. additional contributions of “sus-
pended solids to- streamflow or: mnoﬂ out-

.developed
sg.xs tion (e):-of this section, all-existing and hew -

toncminadn.ln ¢

through or partially through an abandoréd. - .
underground mine working where such mino ;
ing through.will achieve improved rezource
recovery, abatement - of:water pollution or
elimination of public-hazards and such mig-
ing shall be consistent with the pmvislona

. of this Section (19) (0) (8);: .. ﬁ

7{M) :=design, locate, coﬁstmct, emu,. K
= maintain, -enlarge, modlry ‘and remove,.OFr_ i
abandon, in sccordance with.the standards
and criteria pursuant to subsec- .

coal mine- waste piles consisting of- mme~
wastes, tailings, coal pr ‘wastes, ‘or
other liquid and solid wastes and used either °
temporarily - or . permanuntly ‘u‘ dams . or:
wmbankments'“ & =5 3
(N): Insure -‘that: alt: debris..acid tormlng :
materials, toxic materials, or materials con-
mtuungaﬂnhmrdantratedordlsposed
of-in a mannsr,dedg;;pd to prevent contami- -
nation of ground:or surfauwaters orsus- " 7.
tained combustion; = 2 e

in accordance with existing State-and Fed-=
eral.law and the regulations promulgated by - Py
- the regulatory luthatity.,wmch shall include s ol
provisions to—- -
- (1) provide . adequate - ﬂm&mm
notice by publication-and/or posting-af the
planned blasting-schedule to local- governs
ments and to residents who might be af- =i
fected by the use_of such explosives and

mamtamforspenodora.tleasttwoyms; % e
log of the magnitudes a.nd times of~ blut.S‘ X

(i) nmlttho type of explodvea md det.o-
nating equipment, the size; the-timing and
“frequency-of blasts based upon the physical
conditions of the site so as to prevent injury
Yo persons, damsage to’ public. and private
property outside the permit area, adverse im-~ Ea
pacmonamyundergmundmxne.mdcm.ge i 2
in the course, channel, or availabllity- 7 By S
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= poundwrmrthee ﬂber'omak!e!the ¢
"\;\’:vck.' '._ EySe aL.ﬁ,p-ﬁ‘P".xh_“ By Mr. HUGHES:

“area;’

J~2(P)-tnsure that o mﬂ‘m effortépro-. | ‘on page 141, after line 7, insert the fol-
iceed in an.environmentally -soumnd ‘mmanner flowlng new. paragraph:

#°gnd  as contemporaneously” “as>practicable * «(7) The plan shall provide fer the elim-
“with the surface coal mining operations; ‘ination ‘of ocean dumping as any part of
e (Q) !IB‘ln‘E that the construction; mainte- - such plan after 1981L.”

nance, and ng- conditions ©f access ~: -On page 156, after line 6, insert the follow=

- ‘CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ——'HOUSE
S H R 14496

Septen:

Ttmitations under the Fed
tion Control Act and with
ston limitations or
ity implementation pian
‘Ailr Act; .

- (f) the Administrator i<
petition among private ¢
struction or operat\on of

~*roads into-and across the site of ‘operations
- “will conrtrol or-prevent-erosion and siltation,
_pollution of water, damage to fish or-wild-
. 1ife’ or their habitat, or public:or- prlvute
-« Pproperty: Provided, That the retention after
-mining of certamaccessmn.dsmybeper-
mitted where consistent with State and local
‘1and use plans and programs and where nec-
essary may permit a limited exception ¢o the
Testoration of appmxlmau otignal contour
.for that purpose; -
o AR rezrainkomtheconsmmn of roads_
‘or\otbaraeeessways up & stream bed. or
-drainage channel or.in.such proximity to

mal flow of water;
(8) establish-on the regraded areas, ‘and
all other lands aflecied, a -diverse, effective,
“‘and permanent vegetativa ver _native, fo
sthe area of Iand io.be 2 .and -capable -
“of uu-regmtmmmww at s
leastequalmmentotcovumthemhml
_yegetation of the area; excepi, that intro-
Mspeclasmybeusedmthaxevegetatbn
2 gprocess where . desirable -and - necessary. to
3 = ‘?‘L”I Franp oty e 1
S 1 ¢ ) assume the tesponsihm:y Ior SUCCeSS~

% =(8) above, for s period of five
ithe:last year of
Arrigation;

d=ing,
assure compliance with paragraph {(S) above,
sexcept in-those areas or reglons of the coun=-
ty -where the:annugl aversge pnciptta-tion
twenty-ux inches: orless, then the opera- -
* dor’s sssumption of responsibility and Habil-
“ity ‘wilt extend for a period-of ten fnli:years
~_mafter the last-year of .angmented seeding,
‘fertilizing, -irrigation, vor otheriswork: ‘Pro-
vided, That when a long-temrmtenstve agTi-
-cultural {postmining dand. use:-is proposed,
the-applicable five- or ten-year period of Te-
sponsibility for  revegetation ¥shdll ~com-
mence .at the date:of initial planting !ot
;g::h:nl:tuml

full years after
seeding, . fertil«

~zception to the provisions otpumguph3(8;
-gbove may be walved; and oS0 :

4 (U) sssurethat the n:rnceecbal
‘mining operation, if located west-of the one
hundredth meridian west longitode would—
51 (1) Dot Interrupt, discomtinue, or prevent

as to‘be of negligible Wm‘ﬂe nrms
*agrlcultm'ar production’ or, ;

(i) not ‘adversely saffect the: quantit:y ‘or
quz.uty of water:in surface or underground
water systems that supply these valley ﬂoors
mﬂ) of section §(c) (8) (U)' e
Provtded That this pmgzaph{U)MnM
“affect those surface_coal mining.operations
whichinﬂxeywprecedlngthsenwmentot
‘this Act produced coal in commercial quan-
tities;, and were located within or adjacent
“to alluvial valleyfioors or had obiained spe-
cific permit spproval by'the State regulatory
-guthority of jurisdiction fo' conduct surface
‘mining’ operstions withiz
Sleyfioors.,. "

(3)

.< ¥ graph (10).

-

4pm

i tach.channelsoastoseﬂouslyalte:f.hemr- _C

" of the Secretli:y

I.ng‘ new “title,” snd remumber subsequent
tl.ﬁes and sections accordingly:

,,n'n.r. II——-LOAN‘ GUARANTEES

AUTHORITY * OF. ADMINISTRATOR

‘Sec. 601. (a)*“The Administrator is author-

ized, ‘in accordance with the provisions: of

‘this section and such rules and regulations

-as-he shall preseﬁbe and after consultation

“with the Secretary.of the Treasury, to guar-

~‘antee and to -make-commitments to guar-
“antee the bonds, debentures, notes, and-other
*obiigations ‘issued by or on behalf of—
Z {1y any Btate,‘mm.\ic!pauty. or lntet-mu-
cipal agency, or -

4-(2) 1n the caise of facilities or eqnipment
.f#or the utilization--of recovered resources,
-any other person;-institution, orgsmsnﬁen.
‘eorporation or pa.rcnerahip, 3 N,é

‘for the, purpose of .financing the eommmc- 5

“tion and sf.n.rtup and related development
~“costs of commercial demonstration Iacnlttes
necessary to the creation of resource con
servation oOr: Tesource' recovery systems £

‘municipal soud wastes, including the. con- ~

struction "modification of commercial
demonstration facilities -or acquisluon‘ot
‘equipment necessary for the utilization “of -

by such, system: Provided, That the ‘out-
standlng indebtedness guaranteed under this

_vided further, That no guarantee or commit-

Jof the facility assisted,
Pproject cost is provided
(1) in the case of gover:

“the proceeds of bond
(2) In the-case cf priva:
. Invested or borrowed. ca::
any public loan, guaran:
gram;
* (h) the Sécretary of
‘Administrator are satisfied
“assistance applied for is
“gble from private Iendere
‘eral-agencies on terms w

““participation in sﬁca

: lendersormmtzn's and

=2 (1} the Administrator
*threre will be & -continued
-xnce of tull repayment.
NONREVOCABILITY

Tul ‘revegetation, as required by paragraph Tecovered resources; including fuel, produced . sgc 603. Except in a

sonable terms and cond
&hewtittenoonuactnf

augmented:
or-other -work in order to “Act at no- fime exceeds $250,000,000: Pro- antee issued or commiz-
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