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Secretary, The Qo73¢4¢C

From: {
f:m' unday, March 18, 2001 T0:55 AM J 7
. Seqﬂary.ﬂle

o v ) 8%

SUBJECT: Policy

2P:.

CITY:

PARM.1: TOne.secreta .doe. -
STATE: ry@hg.doe.gov

panels, fund fuel cell research, and promote the discipiined and

woERCT ) 4
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March 19, 2001

President George W. Bush THE LARSENS
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20500 (0(6)

Re: Agriculture and cnergy policies

Mr. President:

I would like to take this opportunity to pass on some thoughts and ideas about our
agricultural and energy policies. To help add some credibility 1o these thoughts and
ideas, I think that you should know that | am a retired petroleum engineer and manager
with Chevron Corporation. 1 also grew up on the farm in South Dakota and currently
ownandopemteatreefmn/nurseryineastemSouthDakota All of my life I have been
involved in either farming or the petroleum business or both. - ’

As I look at my expenses for my home and business and talk with my farming friends and
relatives one thing continues to be clear to me. We are at or are heading towards a crisis
in both the agricultural and energy sectors of our country and the two are tied together.

Let’s start with the encrgy sector. Hydrocarbons are not a renewable resource, yet we
utilize them like we will never run out. The U.S. continues to import a larger and larger
share of its petroleum needs year afier year. Maintaining a steady supply of this product
in tum increases our military expenses higher and higher with less and less of a guarantee
that our foreign supply will be available. Many 1alk about the vast supplies of untapped
oil and gas at ANWR yet we currently ship crude oil from Alaska overseas because we
are not geared up to refine that product in the western U.S.. Our limitations on supplies
of oil and gasoline are limited as much by refinery capacity as they are by crude oil
supplies. Will developing the reserves in places like ANWR really help our domestic
situation? Refinery capacity is a major capital and environmental investment for the oil
industry. The oil companies are not going to make those types of capital investments
without a significant long-term crude oil supply such as those developed overseas or
projected from an ANWR. Do we really want to take the environmental risks of opening
up ANWR to oil and gas exploration? ’ve worked in the industry for 20 years and |
don’t believe it is a worthwhile risk when there may be other alternatives. So what are
the other alternatives? .

I believe that one altemative is ethanol and bio-diesel fuels. I believe that the U.S. needs
to make a major energy policy shift away from forcign oil and put significant pressure
and emphasis on utilizing renewable resources such as corn and soybeans. U.S. farmers
are the most efficient in the world and year afier year supply exceeds demand and prices
stay pathetically low. The agriculture sector comes to the government year after year
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policy shift in the agriculture department to focus those billions of dollars paid for “not
growing” and “price supporting” to developing major markets for the products that we
grow. Itis time for the energy department and the agriculture department to join together
and solve two crisis with one solution.

Here is that sojution:

The energy department needs to establish a new policy that sets a target for significantly
reducing our dependence on forcign oil in the next five years to say 50%. By the end of
ten years that dependence needs to drop to 40% and so on. There needs to be significant
pressure put on the oil industry to shift their emphasis to providing production and

the com-belt will stimulate the eéconomy, provide jobs in an area that is losing farms and
farm jobs and Provide a market at home for our own products. If we make this s
significant part of our cncrgy and farm policies, we can shift most of the billions of
dollars that we spend on farm programs for com and soybeans to providing incentives for
ethanol and bio-diesel investment. I firmly believe that if the oil companies put their vast
Tesources into this effort, they can build and operate ethanol and bio-diesel plants more

efficiently and effectively than any other sector of our country. Their vast refining
knowledge and expertise could be brought 10 bear on an industry that needs that help.

1o be a significant part of our energy policy. It just needs to become a smaller and
smaller part that doesn’t put all of our eggs in a shaky Middle East basket. There are
humerous advantages to the type of policy shift that I have outlined above and some of
them are listed below: - - )
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Advantages:

Utilizes more environmentally friendly fuels

Utilizes renewable resources

Increases refining capacity and improves distribution of refined products
Reduces dependence on foreign oil

Reduces the need for a significant military presence to protect foreign oil fields
Creates jobs in the U.S.

Improves our balance of trade -
Provides more independence for the us.

Delays or prevents oil and £as exploration in environmentally sensitive areas
Saves the taxpayer billions of dollars a year in farm program Ppayments/supports
Unites the country around common goals (conservation should be another goal)
Provides for some bipartisan support T
Diversifies our U.S. portfolio

1t’s the right and patriotic thing to do

I'realize that there are some obstacles to overcome to make this happen and I would Jove
1o help in any way that I can. Thank Yyou for your time and consideration.

iy 1L,

Wayne K. Larsen
V ( \ it ’f \\
b e
cc: Vice-President Cheney Secretary Abrahanr
Secretary Veneman Senator Johnson
Senator Daschle Representative Thune
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21 March 2001
Edward Paul Petcavage

4
pb
Secretary Spencer Abraham

James Forrestal Bidg.

1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Abraham:

| understand the need for an energy pian that addresses the needs of all
Americans. | urge you to come up with a balanced policy that gives equal weight
between the use of fossil fuels (coal.oil, natural gas) and alternative sources of energy.

The urgent, immediate needs of the nation can be addressed with seeking
greater efficiency standards, especially in automobiles. My state is getting heavily into
research and deveiopment of fuel cells. 1 plan to purchase a hybrid car, or other high
mileage vehicle, by 2003. As a landscape architect | know the techniques in reducing
residential, etc. energy needs with inteliigent landscape improvements. If there was a
tax advantage, | would add solar panels on the roof of my house quite quickly.

We eventually must face the facts that clean burning fuels are in our future. The
gasoline combustion engine is terribly inefficient and will be soon be replaced by
innovative technological inventions. | am against short-term solutions like drilling for
oil in natural treasures just so that we can have a couple years worth of power starting
ten years from now. We need alittle better thinking than that. Energy conservation will
feap benefits short and long term. That is worth a try...alot better that putting all our
€ggs in one basket.

Growing up in coal country (Scranton, PA), | leamed that residential cooking
and heating with anthracite was replaced, in the economic marketplace, by other more
efficient (and cleaner) energy fuels. And the air even got cleaner and easier to
breathe.

Please come up with a energy policy that encourages the full range of possible
energy sources...not just...fossil fuels take it or leave it. .

Sincerely,

Giied . 7%;7
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March 20, 2001 b 6

Christie Whitman, Secretary

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsyivania A e .

200! n’yg"c e Raymond J. Miller b ¢

/ Spencer Abraham, Secretary
U. S. Department of Energy
1000 independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585
Subject: Energy and Environment can be a win-win situation with directed Federal
Government plan and action.

Dear Secretaries: ,

OPEC is beginning to realize the extent of their economic power by controlling oil production.
* The U. S. (and the rest of the world) can do little but pay the price.

President Bush recants on his promise to reduce carbon dioxide levels.

Califomnia is struggling to meet its electrical needs, and with roffing black-outs predicted for
summer.

Natural gas customers are faced with heating bills three times the normal rate.

With a concerted energy policy, the U.S need never have been in this situation. The whole
American economy is closely tied to an ample supply of “cheap” energy. Our future as a
nation depends on an uninterrupted supply of energy. Energy is every bit as important to our
country as food. Indeed, energy is to industry and our well being as food is for our personal
survival :

The answer is there and available to us, but we have not had a directed national energy
policy to achieve the desired result.

This is not a philosophical probiem. It can be reduced to a simple mathematical equation
with the need (or use) on one side, and the available resources to meet the need on the other
side. We have the data to attack the problem in a logical manner, yet we are not doing it.
The solution to our national energy problem is not based on faith or hope, or emotions, but on
pure logic and common sense.

We know what our energy needs are today, and we can pretty well predict them into the
future. There is littie need for me to comment on this side of the equation other than to say
that we all can do a better job of energy conservation. With a very conscientious effort we
may effect a 10 percent savings. Outdoor, night-time lighting is one area where we could cut
back on our energy usage by a considerable amount.
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My comments will deal with the energy resources to meet our needs. These are limited and
specific. They include natural gas, oil, coal and nuclear energy.

Yes, environmentalists talk about wind power, water power, solar energy, ethanol, methanol,
fuel celis and the hydrogen economy. None of these hold any hope of supplying any more
than a small fraction of the power we need to keep our economy humming. And electricity is
not a primary power source, since energy must be expended to generate electricity.
Electricity is a secondary, generated source of power.

Thus we are left with coal, oil, natural gas and nuclear energy to supply our energy needs.

By the way. Energy is what we are talking about. Energy is the ability to do work, and is
generally in the form of heat. Power is the time rate of energy expenditure or production.
Thus, electrical power is measured in watts or kilowatts Or megawatts, or gigawatts, whereas
electrical energy is measured in watt-hours, KWH, MWH and GWH. Heat energy is
measured in therms, or kilo therms or mega therms, whereas heat power is measured in
therms per hour, or kilo therms per hour, etc.

Of the energy sources | cited, all except nuclear energy produce massive amounts of carbon
dioxide since this is the normal and expected result of buming a carbon based fuel. Thus,
the buming of coal, gas and oil all produce carbon dioxide.

To get to the point more quickly. A sensible national energy policy should be based on using
each fuel to its best advantage while minimizing the amount of carbon based fuel bumned to
limit to a practical limit the generation of carbon dioxide.

We must face up to the fact that nuclear energy is the cleanest energy source we have to
use. It produces no exhaust gases; it is plentiful and renewable. Yes, there are risks
involved, but they are all well understood, and as a technically oriented nation, we have the
ability to soive all of these problems, and minimize the risks. In fact, we have employed
nuclear energy for over 50 years in the generation of electrical power. But we have raised so
many fears and restrictions that we are “afraid” to proceed with new nuclear based power
piants.

Nuclear power must be divided into two categories, namely controlled fission and controlled
fusion. Controlled nuclear fusion is looked upon as our ultimate energy solution. Yet, after
50 years of research, we have made only small gains toward achieving usabie controlled
nuclear fusion energy sources. It is not an option as an energy source into the foreseeable
future. :

Nuclear fission reactors are currently providing about 17% of the electrical power in the
world. France generates about 35% of its electrical power via nuclear energy. The United
States generates only about 15% of its electrical power via nuciear power plants.

The Super Carrier, Ronald Reagan, was recently christened by Mrs. Reagan. As with the
other 8 super cariers, it will be powered by a nuclear fission reactor. All of our modern
submarines are also powered by nuclear fission reactors.

1 propose that we begin immediately to reinvent our National energy policy, and use the fuels
available to us to best advantage.

This means:
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1. Boldly striding forward to build new nuclear based electrical generating plants.
2. icting the use of oil and its derivatives to transportation.

3. Restricting natural gas usage to home and industrial heating and processes.

4. Utilizing coal fired plants for electrical power generation in favorable applications.

With the successful implementation of this program, we will significantty reduce the amount of
carbon dioxide produced to meet President Bush's commitment to the world environment.
Wewillanbackonmnuseofoilandnamralgastoteducethedemand. and bring the
Supply-demand equation into balance. We will continue to use our greatest native resource
of coal in a conscientious manner.

With respect to nuclear fission reactors, | think they have been treated as bastard children.
Each one is different: each one is of custom design and construction. To move ahead with
expanded use of nuclear based power generation, we must follow every other successful
product, and dating back to Henry Ford. We must standardize designs based on fifty years of

power generating plant.
To implement my suggested program, three other problems areas must be attacked.

1. Convincing the public that nuclear power plants can be designed to be safe.
2. Efiminating unnecessary approvals, paperwork, and construction leguirementg that

Ms. Whitman; Mr. Abraham, please take time to evaluate my proposal. Our nation needs
such a plan to remain strong and foremost within the world-of nations.

Sincerely, /%/ / W

Raymond J. Miller
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20 March 2001

Honorable Spencer Abraham
U. S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham: )

lamwritingthislenerwsmnglymgetheBushAdmhiﬁmionwmpponmvivaloﬂhe
nuclear option for electrical power generation in this country. It is time the shackles of
the last eight years be thrown off this safe, efficient technology, and we move forward.

1 realize the task is formidable as you will be assailed by an army of anti-nukes, other
assorted pseudo-environmentalists, and an uninformed public. (The very mention of
restarting one of the Tennessee Valley Authority’s nuclear units was met with shrill
opposition by the anti-nukes.) The “greens™ must be met with determination and
perseverance, and the American people must be educated about nuclear power. We
should borrow from the example the French have used to successfully gain acceptance of

operators reside close to the facility.

To close the nuclear cycle, we must make the national waste repository operational as
soon as possible and restart spent fuel recycling. Once again, I realize these efforts will
notbewithomastmggle,hnlamﬁmlyconvinwdweumsttry.

It is outrageous that we can build a state-of-the-art, light-water reactor in North Korea
and a central waste repository in Russia but not here!

Additionally, I fully support envirenmentally safe drilling for oil in Alaska {and
anywhere else, for that m),clean-btningooaltcchmbgy.mdahahwatwnptsto
dismantle our hydroelectric facilities.

lwouldappmciatcyomcomnmmsontheahovesuggestionsandwhtt}nBush
Administration intends to do at the Federal level 1o return sanity to energy policy.

Yours truly,

W ot % @mﬁ) |

Watlter L. Adams Jr.

o07832 -
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2001-008275 3/27 P 3:46

John Castle
(LX)
March 23, 2001 -~
Secretary, Spencer Abraham
United States Department of Energy

Washington, D.C. 20585-0121

Dear Mr. Secretary:
I would be most grateful if you would please supply me with the following i_nfom:aﬁon:
1. The national energy policy plans (NEPP) for the years of 1993, 95, 97 and 99.

. 2. The amount of money that [we] our federal government has invested in the form of
energy subsidics: the names of the recipients, and the amounts of their subsidies by the
year starting with1970 through the year 2000 as follows:

Oil Coal Natural Gas Nuclear

3. Please fumishthcnamaandlocaﬁonsofﬁnemclmplmlsﬂmtomfedenl
government has decommissioned to date.

4. Please furnish the foderal government's costs of decommissioning these plants by
pamc. Also, the time it takes for decommissioning: the method of storage; the location of
storage sites, and the costs of storing the spent fuels (LLW, mixed LLW and HLW).

5. Pleasc ﬁmﬁsh»thenamesandﬁteloaﬁonsofthcnudmmmntuesdeduhdw
be decommissioned in the future, and the projected dates of decommissioning. :

'} am most grateful for your e@fom in fulfilling my request. Thank You.
. Respectfully and Sincerely,
C e Coizts
Jolm Castle
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Secretary, The

()—083‘7/‘/

From: R

Sent: Friday, March 23, 2001 2:59 PM
To: Secretary, The

Subject: Energy Production

FROM:

NAME:

SUBJECT Energy Production

zP: - b b

CITY: ¢ .

PARM.1: TO:ﬂve.seaetary@hq.doe.gov

STATE: Disappointed

TOPIC: The Republican Crisis Mongers

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: emait

COUNTRY: Thisone

MESSAGE: "Billions have been invested in develaping renewable
energy and will continue to be invested under the Bush
Administration. But renewabies have yet to overcome the economic
advantages of conventional energy sources™. With this statement,
the Bush policy is laid bare~the cheapest (i.e., most profitable

for the developér) methods will be implemented. With regard to
the proposal to open the Arctic National Wildiife Refuge to

drilling operations, it means that the “technological advances in
exploration®

MAILADDR: 12345
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Secretary, The
From: W
Sent: Sunda (byb)
. y, March 25, 200 :
To: Secretary, The 11152 AM ‘
tmp.ntm
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Secretary Spencer Abraham 25 Mar. 2001
U.S. Department of Energy )

1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington, DC 20585

over the often less than obvious ramifications of one’s actions. -

TheunmmgypolicyespmedbytheDepmmemofEnugynndtheBmh
Administration fails the golden rule test. It implicitly states that unchecked consumption
anwdghsaﬂothusodadva}m.kspedﬁuﬂyimmeovuwhdmingevidme
(see National Academy of Sciences report on Climate Change) that burning fossil fuels is
changingwdimmdmdmguingmehuhhmdweﬂbeingqfﬁm;eguulmns.
Howisitthatweunlﬂ‘ordbi!lionsonamissilede&nxsystemfortheoretimlthru:s,
when we cannot afford toinvminenergyconmaﬁonmdrencmhle, non-poliuting
energy sources?

Wéwillfoultbeairwithpolhmsmdmuythehstuﬂdphoson carth 50 we can
all drive Ford Excursions with aplomb. U.S. residents will continue 1o use 459 gallons of
8asoline per capita compared with l40inGumnyorlOinChinWbmthepoorof!be

contributed to their fate.
lntheGospeluwordingtoMmhew.JmChﬁst stated “You cannot serve God and
nmmmn”.&nworshipofrisingstockmiees, mega Malls, house boats, jet skis and
bigguandmonabwdhommdvehidesmakeshdwthmintheﬁnﬂmﬂysigwe
mmmnandmwﬂldemyevaythingbnniﬁdinﬁod'sauﬁonmfedw
Onlywhcnunuwnwayoflifehereinthel].s.isdinalytlnaened,willwewtotry

possibly, mass extinction. We will not hold a warm place in their hearts.
We need an energy policy that emphasizes conservation and rencwable, non-polluting
sources. 'l'hnisourmonlobligmiontoﬁ:mgenam‘m.

Sincerely,

e

James F. Lombardo. MD -
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Secretary, The

- LK

Sent: Sunday, March 25, 2001 9:51 PM

Yo: VicePresident Dick Cheney

Ce: Secretary, The; President George W. Bush; Strickiand, Ted; Senator George Voinovich;
Govemor Taft; Senator DeWine; NRC-Office of Public Affairs; Rice, Condoleezza;
Commerce; Senator Pete Domenici; Commiltee on Appropriations; Commitiee on Energy

Subject: ENERGY SOLUTIONS
tmp.hm
3/24/01
Vice President Cheney: -

The United States must acquire a long-range nationai Energy Plan. Incorporated in this plan should be funding for
centrifuge research and development (R&D) technology in the United States. Nuclear energy is essential to minimize
impacts on jocal and global environment, provide a reliable and affordable electrical power supply, and place the United
States in a situation to play a leadership role in the woridwide nuclear program. Also, the gavernment needs to reclaim
ownership of the two uranium enrichment facilities in the U.S. to ensure this industry remains a viable resource in
America.

President Bush backed off his campaign promise to reguiate carbon dioxide emissions because of the country’s energy
prablems. This proves nuclear energy needs to play a large part of the future Energy Policy to guarantee a high potential
for success in meeting the increased electrical needs and to comply with the U.S. Clean Air Ac. With Nudiear power the
opportunity to improve environmental quality by reducing emissians of air pollutants and greenhouse gases exists, along
with providing an ensrgy supply that will take us weli into the 21st century.

Nuclear energy efficiency, through new technologies, is at the very heart of the world solution to meet future electrical
needs. The U.S. must retain a leadership role in centrifuge R&D to remain as a power in the nuclear worldwide market.
To secure the nuclear enrichment cycle in the U.S. decreases foreign dependency and conserves the U.S. energy
resources. An Energy Plan that includes nudear power and funding for uranium enrichment through the advanced
Centifuge Technology prevents America from being held hostage to prices and supplies controliad by foreign suppliers.
With the U.S. dependency on oil ever increasing, we will have to expart dollars to pay for that oil, deepening our trade
deficit. . .

The U.S. needs to be a major competitor in the uranium ensichment market and the worid leaders with the Centrifuge
Technology. Also, the govemnment should restructure itself as owner/operator of the two U.S. enrichment facilities, now
operated by the U.S. Enrichment Corporation (USEC), to redeem this industries reputation for high product quality and
standards that America is known for. | don't think anyone really believes that privatization was the way to go in the
uranium enrichment industry. The financial condilion of this industry has deteriorated since privatization. The NRC has
stated, "USEC will be unable to generate profit from its own SWU production after 2003, when the NRC certificate for
Paducah, KY (PGDP) is up for renewal. The only way USEC could be profitable after 2003 would be as a broker of
Russian or other materials, and then, only i it can negatiate lower prices from the Russians.”

We need a new national energy strategy that recognizes the need for a balanced approach to our energy demands and
environmental concerns. Electricity use in the U.S. is expecled to increase (27% by 2020) due to technology
developments that continue to expand the range of applications for which electricity is the prefemed energy source. The
U.S. energy poiicy should encourage nuciear power and the promation of Centrifuge Techriology far uranium envichment.
Centrifuge Technology will guarantee America to be the world's leading supplier of uranium fuel enrichment services and
less reliant on the foreign market. Nuclear powsr we can reduce air poliution, improve efficiency, and promote an industry
that reduces the trade deficit experienced in the oil trades. -

Teresa K. Moliette; 1 é b

E-mail: r Voice: 7
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00855&

Secretary, The

From: B Ay é
Sent: Monday, March 26, 2001 11:08 AM

To: Secretary, The

Subject: Policy

FROM: - _ .0 Q

NAME: Tom Abbott

SUBJECT: Policy

zZIP; ¢

CITY. » .

PARM.1: TO:the.secretary@hq.doe.gov

STATE: et

TOPIC: Nuciear/bio fuels

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email

COUNTRY: USA ‘

MESSAGE: Dear Secretary Abraham, | have read your recent
comments regarding the fact that we will not beg OPEC countries
for oil, and that we should continue our exploration efforts. |
agree with that assessment. However, | believe that the current
energy problems (prices/blackouts, last summers gasoline prices)
points out that we still need to have a comprehensive energy
palicy for this country that includes oil/gas exploration,

eaal{coad gasification, nuclear energy, and bio fuels energy.

MAILADDE - | lo [
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Secretary, The

From:

Sent: i-Monday, March 26, 2001 1:54 PM
To: Secretary, The

Subject: Select

FROM: | (b)ﬁ(p)

NAME: tlien Robinson
SUBJECT: Select

v b6

PARM.1: TO:the.secretary@hg.doe.gov
STATE: LA

TOPIC: future energy policy

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email

COUNTRY:

MESSAGE: Dear Secretary Abraham: | am writing as an individual,

not affiliated with any organization, who recognizes the need,
which President Bush has expressed, for the United States to

develop an energy policy. But | am also concemed we will choose

nuclear energy without having the means to rid ourselves of the
nuclear waste. So | am writing to ask you to consider other

means of developing America's energy independence. Thank you for

your time and consideration. Sincerely, Ellen.Robinson
MAILADDR: 5000 Leon Dr. #52
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065297
Secreta:x, The . b )(-
From: ()- (p)
Sant: Monday, March 26, 2001 2:18 PM
To: Secretary, The
Ce: George W. Bush; Dick Cheney
Subject: Remarks by U.S. Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham U.S. Chamber of Commerce,

National Energy Summit March 19, 2001

| agree that a balanced energy policy is needed. Why then was your speech
99% wsighted toward increasing domestic production of fossil fuels?

Dependence upon fossil fuels (and also nuclear energy) is dependence upon
energy sources that

1) hamm the public health through production of poisonous by-products,

2) threaten agriculture and economic stability through alteration of global
climate and

3) jerk consumers around due to extreme sensitivity to supply manipulation
at every stage of production and delivery.

Irregardless of whether these fuels come from foreign or domestic saurces,
dependence upon them still constitutes harm to us all, even those who
tempaorarily profit from this dependence.

So long as public policy favors increasing fossil fue! production over the
sustainable altematives of:

A) consefvation and energy efficiency;

B) public transit infrastructure instead of 2 SUV's in every garage;

C) solar, geothermal and off-the grid altematives for general
heat'waterflight;

50 long wili we remain DEPENDENT upon harmful and waslefu! energy practices,
and the MYTHS that perpetuate them.

THIS is what people mean when they talk about conspiracies to gouge
consumers. The FTC was barking up the wrong tree when it investigated
gasoline suppliers. Believe me, the American people know it. Just like
we know that the timing of the California blackauts is too coincidental to
be true. When the biind man eats wontons, in his stomach he knows how
many.

Although the Energy Secretary is not an elected official, he is no less
obligated to recommend and execute, (o the very best of his ability,
policies that will benefit all Americans in this and future generations.
To this end, 1 cali upon you to lead the way in

1) Promoting energy efficiency and conservation across the board, but

especially in the field of transportation;

2) Giving strongest support (o real development of a diversified suite of

clean, alternative energy sources, with the goal being to transfer our

dependence AWAY FROM FOSSIL FUELS and over to these as soon as possible;
3) Ensuring that those areas of fuel production which are stilt tied to

fossil fuels will be conducted with minimum environmental impact;

4) Respect the American people’s rightful refusal to have nuclear waste

stockpiles and potential Chernabyls - no nuclear power.
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Secreta:!. The :

From: (b))

Sent: wednesday, March 28, 2001 3:36 PM
To: Secretary, The

Subject: NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY

Dear Secretary Abraham,

Our cauntry can not be held hastage by the Energy Mafia. Please do
something NOW, before it is too late. We need a national energy policy that
protects oid people and poor people from freezing to death and insures a
reasonable retum on investment to suppliers.

Thanks for your time.

Sincerely,

Tom Quinn
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Wednesday, March 28, 2001

Secretary of Energy: Spencer Abraham
U.S. Departiment of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

Ihawréﬁewedscvudnemmpommdmmmaﬁsmgardmgmesmém‘rwunly
introduced “Comprehensive and Balanced Egergy Policy Act of 2001” and “Energy Security Tax
andPolicyActonOOl,”andIamimprssedwithwlmappwtobetheeoretenetsofthisbill:

1) Elevate our national energy policy to a more responsibie level by giving greater
precedence to mainstream environmental thinking and policy.

2) Expand lower-impact, more environmentally-benign, renewable energy alternatives and
the level of R&D critical to their advancement.

3) More evenly balance short-term, power-generation solutions that require nonrenewable
energy as their primary input with efficiency increases and reductions in per-person demand.
4) Institute better regional energy infrastructure coordination and planning.
5) Offer the right mix of incentives and mandates that make tenets 1-4 work.
The only things pertinent to this bill that I question, is the meaning of the proposed dam
certification streamlining, the area through which the construction of 2 natural gas pipeline
would traverse, and the lack of stronger clean air standards applicable to the power generation

industry. I am, after all, not in favor of seeing more dams built. And I do not support building a
pipeline that would pass through frontier wildemess tracts.

Outside of those three issues, I believe this legislation would positively impact our economy
through its increased emphasis on efficiency and alternative energy generation. Such an
emphasis has already proven to spawn creative problem solving at the research level, as well as a
host of technical, service, and other related jobs and industries.
That is why I endorse the Senate Democrats' bill. Its progressive nature is more in tune with

- energy policy recommended by respectable, forward-thinking scientists, business leaders and
mainstream environmental groups worldwide. -

Sincerely,

Stephen Koermer
address: (bDlb)
N
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Wednesday, March 28, 2001

Secretary of Energy Advisory Board
U.S. Department of Energy, AB-1
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Room 8E-044

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary of Energy Advisory Board:

I have reviewed several news reports and summaries regarding the Senate Democrats’ recently !
introduced “Comprehensive and Balanced Energy Policy Act of 2001” and “Energy Security Tax
and Policy Act of 2001,” and I am impressed with what appear to be the core tenets of this bill:

1) Elevate our national energy policy to a more responsible level by giving greater
precedence to mainstream environmental thinking and policy. !

2) Expand lower-impact, more environmentally-benign, renewable energy alternatives and
the level of R&D critical to their advancement.

3) More evenly balance short-term, power-generation solutions that require nonrenewable
energy as their primary input with efficiency increases and reductions in per-person demand. '

4) Institute better regional energy infrastructure coordination and planning.
5) Offer the right mix of incentives and mandates that make tenets 1-4 work.

S e e e m————— ...y

The only things pertinent to this bill that I question, is the meaning of the proposed dam
certification streamlining, the area through which the construction of a natural gas pipeline
would traverse, and the lack of stronger clean air standards applicable to the power generation
industry. I am, after all, not in favor of seeing more dams built. And I do not support building a
pipeline that would pass through frontier wilderness tracts.

Outside of those three issues, I believe this legislation would positively impact our economy
through its increased emphasis on efficiency and alternative energy generation. Such an

emphasis has already proven to spawn creative problem solving at the research level, as well asa -
host of technical, service, and other related jobs and industries.

That is why I endorse the Senate Democrats' bill. Its progressive nature is more in tune with
energy policy recommended by respectable, forward-thinking scientists, business leaders and
mainstream environmental groups worldwide.

’ Smcerely,

KW_'—\
Stephen Koermer - : . |

(k)
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Secretary, The

From: (—bl(”>

Sent: Friday, April 06, 2001 1:06 PM
To: Secretary, The
Subject: Policy

FROM: (@L(SD

NAME: Mark Frankis
SUBJECT: Policy

2IP: b

cITY: r L

PARM.1: TO:the.secretary@hq.doe.gov
STATE: ca

TOPIC: policy idea

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email

COUNTRY: usa

MESSAGE: Here's an idea | had concerning energy policy: Offer a
large bonus to the first state that can produce 5,000+? megawats
of power by either solar or wind etc. (i.e. new facilities etc.)

The bonus would have to be large enough to be interesting: $10
or $20 billion?. The funds would be paid after 30-180 days of
operation at the target megawats elc. The state that won would
decide how to spend the money or rebate the money... Some of the
effects that | can think of are: - It's a sold acti-

MAILADDR: > ]0 b
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