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WASHINGTON DC -- In a letter delivered today to congressional leaders, 102 
business, consumer, environmental, energy policy, and other groups urged that 
federal energy research and development funds be shifted from fossil fuel and 
nuclear power programs to those supporting renewable energy and energy 
efficiency.  The letter specifically proposes changes in the Fiscal Year 2007 
(FY'07) budget for the U.S. Department of Energy, which the 110th Congress is 
expected to consider shortly after convening on January 4. 
 
The groups noted that "a shift in federal funding from mature and/or 
polluting technologies to cleaner, safer, and sustainable energy sources 
offers the best option for curbing greenhouse gas emissions, reducing oil 
imports, and addressing the nation's other pressing energy and deficit-
reduction needs within the constraints of a very tight federal budget." 
 
The groups' proffered recommendations include the following: 
 
* Fund all core DOE renewable energy and energy efficiency programs at no 
less than the FY'06 appropriated levels unless otherwise indicated below;  
 
* Restore the DOE geothermal research program to at least its historic level 
of $27.5 million; 
 
* Restore the DOE advanced and incremental hydropower research program to at 
least its historic level of $5.0 million; 
 
* Restore and maintain policy, research, development and demonstration 
funding for the DOE Distributed Energy program at the FY'06 level of $60 
million; 
 
* Fund the DOE State Energy Program at the at the U.S. Senate FY'07 level of 
$49.5 million; 
 
* Fund the DOE Buildings Technologies program at the U.S. Senate FY'07 level 
of $95.3 million; and 
 
* Fund the DOE Solar Energy Technologies Program at the House and Senate 
FY'07 level of $148 million. 
 
To "offset the very modest increases in the sustainable energy accounts we 
are proposing as well as to reduce the size of the federal budget deficit," 
the groups recommended that the following programs be targeted for cuts: 
 



Nuclear Power R&D: 
 
* Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (FY'06 budget was $60 million) 
 
* Nuclear Power 2010 (FY'06 budget was $66 million) 
 
* Generation IV (FY'06 budget was $55 million) 
 
* Nuclear Hydrogen Initiative (FY'06 budget was $25 million) 
 
Fossil Fuel R&D:  
 
* Clean Coal Initiative (FY'06 budget was $50 million) 
 
* FutureGen program (FY'06 budget was $18 million) 
 
* Oil Technology Research and Development Program (FY'06 budget was $65 
million) 
 
* Ultra-deepwater Drilling Research and Development Fund (FY'06 budget was 
$50 million) 
 
The full text of the letter and list of signers follows. 
 
============================ 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY PROGRAM PRIORITIES AND FUNDING LEVELS 
IN THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S FISCAL YEAR 2007 BUDGET 
 
December 27, 2006 
 
Dear Representative/Senator: 
 
We, the 102 undersigned business, environmental, consumer, energy policy, and 
other organizations, are writing to offer our recommendations for funding 
levels in key federal energy programs as you develop the final Fiscal Year 
2007 (FY'07) appropriations legislation. 
 
We believe that it is essential to sustain funding at or above historic 
levels (i.e., FY'06 and earlier) for the core renewable energy and energy 
efficiency programs in the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) as well as in 
other federal agencies.   Therefore, in general, we support what we 
understand to be Congress' intent to fund programs in FY'07 at the FY'06 
level and view that as a good starting point for DOE’s sustainable energy 
programs. 
 
We also note that as work progressed during this past year on the FY'07 
appropriations bills, consensus was reached between the Congress and the 
White House to expand a number of sustainable energy programs as well as 
launch several new energy efficiency and/or renewable energy initiatives.  
We believe these programs and funding levels should be a part of the final 
FY'07 appropriations bill. 
 
However, we recognize - and fully support - Congress' desire to not increase 
overall spending limits and, in fact, to move towards significantly reducing 
the size of the federal budget deficit. 
 



Therefore, we recommend that any increases in the funding levels for the 
federal energy efficiency and renewable energy programs be offset by 
commensurate, or greater, reductions in selected fossil fuel and commercial 
nuclear power program accounts. 
 
We believe that a shift in federal funding from mature and/or polluting 
technologies to cleaner, safer, and sustainable energy sources offers the 
best option for curbing greenhouse gas emissions, reducing oil imports, and 
addressing the nation's other pressing energy and deficit-reduction 
needs within the constraints of a very tight federal budget.      
 
Our specific recommendations include the following: 
 
* Fund all core DOE renewable energy and energy efficiency programs at no 
less than the FY'06 appropriated levels unless otherwise indicated below;  
 
* Restore the DOE geothermal research program to at least its historic level 
of $27.5 million; 
 
* Restore the DOE advanced and incremental hydropower research program to at 
least its historic level of $5.0 million; 
 
* Restore and maintain policy, research, development and demonstration 
funding for the DOE Distributed Energy program at the FY'06 level of $60 
million; 
 
* Fund the DOE State Energy Program at the at the U.S. Senate FY'07 level of 
$49.5 million; 
 
* Fund the DOE Buildings Technologies program at the U.S. Senate FY'07 level 
of $95.3 million; and 
 
* Fund the DOE Solar Energy Technologies Program at the House and Senate 
FY'07 level of $148 million. 
 
We further recommend that these proposed budget figures be viewed as the 
starting point for higher funding levels in the FY'08 budget for DOE's energy 
efficiency and renewable energy programs.  
 
Some DOE programs have been identified by non-partisan groups as wasteful and 
unjustified federal expenditures.  We believe these can be cut to more than 
offset the very modest increases in the sustainable energy accounts we are 
proposing as well as to reduce the size of the federal budget deficit.  These 
programs include, but are not necessarily limited to, the 
following: 
 
Nuclear Power R&D: 
 
* Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (FY'06 budget was $60 million) 
 
* Nuclear Power 2010 (FY'06 budget was $66 million) 
 
* Generation IV (FY'06 budget was $55 million) 
 
* Nuclear Hydrogen Initiative (FY'06 budget was $25 million) 
 
Fossil Fuel R&D:  



 
* Clean Coal Initiative (FY'06 budget was $50 million) 
 
* FutureGen program (FY'06 budget was $18 million) 
 
* Oil Technology Research and Development Program (FY'06 budget was $65 
million) 
 
* Ultra-deepwater Drilling Research and Development Fund (FY'06 budget was 
$50 million) 
 
Finally, it is important that Congress include clear language restricting the 
DOE's ability to reprogram funds in a manner that would thwart Congress' 
intent.   
 
Enclosed with this letter is some supplementary information providing a bit 
more detail on each of these recommendations. 
 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these recommendations with you in 
greater detail and we appreciate your consideration of these views. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sylvia Zisman 
Abolition Now Campaign 
Springfield, NJ 
 
Rochelle Becker 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
 
Bill Prindle, Deputy Director 
American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy Washington, DC 
 
Michael Connett 
American Environmental Health Studies Project Burlington, VT 
 
Peter Alexander, Executive Director 
Biodiversity Project 
Madison, WI 
 
Bob Lawrence, President 
Bob Lawrence & Associates, Inc. 
Alexandria, VA 
 
Mary Sullivan, Communications Coordinator Burlington Electric Department 
Burlington, VT 
 
Jennifer Schafer, President 
Cascade Associates 
Washington, DC 
 
Sandra Gavutis, Executive Director 
C-10 Research and Education Foundation 
Newburyport, MA 
 



Jane Williams 
California Communities Against Toxics 
Rosamond, CA 
 
Lois Gibbs, Executive Director 
Anne Rabe, Campaign Coordinator, 
Center for Health, Environment & Justice Falls Church, VA 
 
W. Donald Hudson, Jr.; President 
Chewonki Foundation 
Wiscasset, ME 
 
Chris Fried, M.E. 
Chris Fried Solar 
Vineyard Haven, MA 
 
David Hughes, Executive Director 
Citizen Power 
Pittsburgh, PA 
 
Sal Mangiagli, Board Member 
Citizens Awareness Network, CT Chapter 
Haddam, CT 
 
Deb Katz 
Citizens Awareness Network 
Shelburne Falls, MA 
 
Janet Greenwald 
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping Albuquerque, NM 
 
S. (Ziggy) Kleinau, Coordinator 
Citizens for Renewable Energy 
Lion's Head, Ontario 
 
Burl Haigwood 
Clean Fuels Development Coalition 
Bethesda, MD 
 
Aaron C. Jones 
Clean Power Co-op 
Van Nuys, CA 
 
Carlos Rymer 
Coalition for Global Warming Solutions 
Union City, NJ 
 
Scott Denman 
Collaborations 
Takoma Park, MD 
 
John Runkle 
Conservation Council of North Carolina 
Raleigh, NC 
 
Custom County Builders 
Spring Valley, NY 



 
John Davidson Miller, Editor 
Daily Grind 
New York, NY 
 
Mitzi Bowman, Coordinator 
Don't Waste Connecticut 
New Haven, CT 
 
Kathleen Rogers, President 
Earth Day Network 
Washington, DC 
 
Mary Beth Brangan and James Heddle 
Ecological Options Network 
Bolinas, CA 
 
Thea Harvey, Executive Director 
Economists for Peace and Security at the Levy Economics Institute Annandale 
on Hudson, NY 
 
Carol Werner, Executive Director 
Environmental & Energy Study Institute 
Washington, DC 
 
Peter Montague, Executive Director 
Environmental Research Foundation 
New Brunswick, NJ 
 
Ben Mancini 
EV Solar 
Chin Valley, AZ 
 
Judi Poulson 
Fairmont, MN Peace Group 
Fairmont, MN 
 
Karl Gawell, Executive Director 
Geothermal Energy Association 
Washington, DC 
 
Bruce K. Gagnon, Coordinator 
Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space Brunswick, ME 
 
Casey Coates Danson, President 
Global Possibilities 
Los Angeles, CA 
 
Mark R. Stover 
Good Company Associates 
Austin, TX 
 
Christopher LaForge 
Great Northern Solar 
Port Wing, WI 
 
Bradley Angel, Executive Director 



Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice San Francisco, CA 
 
Dawn Falleur, Director 
Green Environmental Coalition 
Yellow Springs, OH 
 
John Coequyt 
Greenpeace USA 
Washington, DC 
 
Rick Reed, President 
Hawaii Solar Energy Association 
Honolulu, HI 
 
Vanessa Pierce, Executive Director 
HEAL Utah 
Salt Lake City, UT 
 
Daniel Rynberg 
Home Defense Inc. 
Yarmouth, ME 
 
Neal Hundt 
Hudson Valley Progressive Democrats 
(Hudson Valley), NY 
 
Rita Schenck, Executive Director 
Institute for Environmental Research and Education Vashon, WA 
 
Guy Wolf 
La Coalition for Peace and Justice 
Stoddard, WI 
 
Nancy E. Kasper, Susan Peterson Gateley 
Lakeshore Environmental Action 
Wolcott, NY 
 
Paul Gallimore, Director 
Long Branch Environmental Education Center Leicester, NC 
 
Richard Komp PhD., President 
Maine Solar Energy Association 
Jonesport, ME 
 
Gladys Schmitz, SSND; Coordinator 
Mankato Area Environmentalists Board 
Mankato, MN 
 
Peter Lowenthal 
MD-DC-VA Solar Energy Industries Association Bethesda, MD 
 
Jill McElheney 
Micah's Mission (Ministry to Improve Childhood & Adolescent Health) 
Winterville, GA 
 
Agnes Reynolds RNC 
National Disease Clusters Alliance, and 



Women's Health Staff RN - Hartford Hospital Hartford, CT 
 
Hunter Lovins 
Natural Capitalism Inc. 
Eldorado Springs, CO 
 
Judy Treichel, Executive Director 
Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force 
Las Vegas, NV 
 
David Radcliff 
New Community Project 
Elgin, IL 
 
Carolyn and Roy Treadway 
No New Nukes 
Normal, IL 
 
George Crocker, Executive Director 
North American Water Office 
Lake Elmo, MN 
 
Wells Eddleman, Staff Scientist 
North Carolina Citizens Research Group 
Durham, NC 
 
Susan Penn, Acting Director 
Northcoast Environmental Center 
Arcata, CA 
 
Don Andre 
Northwest Sustainable Energy for Economic Development Seattle, WA 
 
Alice Slater 
Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, New York 
New York, NY 
 
Dave Kraft 
Nuclear Energy Information Service 
Chicago, IL 
 
Wendy Oser 
Nuclear Guardianship Project 
Berkeley, CA USA 
 
Michael Mariotte, Executive Director 
Nuclear Information & Resource Service 
Takoma Park, MD 
 
Helen Caldicott, M.D.; Founder and President Nuclear Policy Research 
Institute Washington, DC 
 
Jack & Felice Cohen-Joppa, editors 
Nuclear Resister 
Tucson, AZ 
 
Dr. Kathleen Sullivan, Coordinator 



Nuclear Weapons Education and Action Project Educators for Social 
Responsibility Metro New York, NY 
 
John LaForge 
NukeWatch 
Luck, WI 
 
Chris Daum, President 
Oasis Montana Inc. 
Stevensville, MT 
 
Philip Tymon, Administrative Director 
Occidental Arts and Ecology Center 
Occidental, CA 
 
Lucy Duff, Co-coordinator 
Peace & Justice Coalition 
Prince George's County, MD 
 
Vicki Baker 
People's Environmental Network of New York Jamesville, NY 
 
Bruce A Drew, Steering Committee 
Prairie Island Coalition 
Minneapolis, MN 
 
Michele Boyd, Legislative Director 
Public Citizen - Energy Program 
Washington, DC 
 
Henry W. Peters, Director 
Radiological Evaluation and Action Project, Great Lakes Ewen, MI 
 
Qadwi Bey, CEO 
R.A.Energy International, Inc. 
Cleveland, OH 
 
Michael Welch 
Redwood Alliance 
Arcata, CA 
 
Michael Vickerman 
RENEW Wisconsin 
Madison, WI 
 
William "Bill" LaBine, owner 
Renewable Energy Works! 
Avon, NY 
 
Susan Shapiro, Esq. 
Rockland Friends United for Safe Energy 
Palisades, NY 
 
Helen Ingles, IHM, Chief Financial Officer Leadership Council for the Sisters 
Servants of the Immaculate Heart of Mary Monroe, MI 
 
Rhone Resch, Executive Director 



Solar Energy Industries Association 
Washington, DC 
 
Coral Mills, Programs Director 
Solar Living Institute 
Hopland, CA 
 
William Sinkin, Chairman 
Solar San Antonio 
San Antonio, TX 
 
Dennis Miller, Vice President 
Solena Group 
Washington, DC 
 
Scott Sklar, President 
The Stella Group, Ltd. 
Washington, DC 
 
Elizabeth Mozer 
Stop Uranium Mining 
Montclair, NJ 
 
Stuart Magruder, AIA, USGBC 
Studio Nova A Architects, Inc. 
Los Angeles, CA 
 
Ken Bossong, Executive Director 
SUN DAY Campaign 
Takoma Park, MD 
 
Rona Fried 
SustainableBusiness.com 
Huntington, NY 
 
Bob Walker 
Sustainable Energy Resource Group 
Thetford Center, VT 
 
Mark A. Peterson, Certified Energy Manager/Partner Sustainable Success LLC 
Clementon, NJ 
 
Donna Lomangino, President 
Throwplace Ltd./Throwplace.com 
Washington, DC 20007 
 
Anna Aurilio, Director of the Washington, DC Office U.S. Public Interest 
Research Group Washington, DC 
 
Wayne Bocher 
UWL Environmental Council 
La Crosse, WI 
 
Adam Conlin 
UWL Progressives 
La Crosse, WI 
 



John Blair, President 
Valley Watch, Inc. 
Evansville, IN 
 
Patrick Sweeney, Director 
Western Organization of Resource Councils Billings, MT 
 
Chris Herman, owner, 
Winter Sun Design 
Seattle, WA 
 
Jayne Lyn Stahl, Founder 
Writers-at-Large 
Ventura, CA 
 
================================ 
 
SUPPLEMENTAL DETAILS ON RECOMMENDED INCREASES IN FEDERAL RENEWABLE ENERGY AND 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS AND PROPOSED OFFSETS 
 
GEOTHERMAL RESEARCH PROGRAM: 
 
While the President’s FY07 Budget proposed to terminate the DOE Geothermal 
Research Program, both the House and Senate supported restoration of funding 
but at different levels.  DOE research could produce significant 
breakthroughs and provide much needed improvements in technology, 
information, and efficiencies.  Restoration of the DOE Geothermal Research 
Program should be a policy priority for the 110th Congress. 
 
The Department’s own internal planning has shown that increasing the DOE 
Geothermal Research Program would produce substantial benefits.  According to 
DOE reports, a geothermal program funded at $50 million annually “would 
produce…a substantial acceleration in the adoption of geothermal energy” 
achieving 40,000 MW of economical resource availability by 2020.  By 
achieving this level of production some 20 years earlier than would be 
possible under a business-as-usual approach, cumulative program costs would 
be reduced by $100 million!  The increased program funding would also “allow 
new technologies to be adopted even more quickly and enable the Program to 
pursue a wider range of technology options.”  (Geothermal Technologies 
Program, Strategic Plan, August 2004). 
 
Geothermal research was specifically authorized by the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 in Subtitle C, Section 931(a)(C), and is authorized by the Geothermal 
Energy Research, Development and Demonstration Act at 30 USC 24, Section 1101 
et seq.  Increased funding for geothermal research has been recommended by 
both the National Research Council’s review of DOE’s renewable energy 
programs and the recent report of the Geothermal Task Force of the Western 
Governor’s Association’s Clean and Diversified Energy Advisory Committee.   
 
Historically, the program has been funded at an average of $27.7 million 
annually (between 2002 and 2005).  We strongly recommend that DOE’s 
geothermal research program be restored in FY2007 to this level or higher. 
 
For More Information: 
Karl Gawell, Geothermal Energy Association 202-454-5264; karl@geo-energy.org 
 
================================= 



 
ADVANCED AND INCREMENTAL HYDROPOWER PROGRAM: 
 
Background:  Hydropower is a domestic, clean, renewable energy resource that 
is a solution to reducing U.S. dependence on foreign energy sources and 
national greenhouse gas emissions.  Hydropower R&D also promotes U.S. 
competitiveness in the global market for these new technologies. 
 
In order for hydropower to achieve its full potential, support is needed to 
encourage the development and deployment of new emerging hydropower 
technologies – ocean wave, tidal and in-stream hydrokinetic, and to increase 
capacity at existing facilities through the development and installation of 
the “next generation” of hydropower equipment.  
 
Congress recognized the need for research, development and deployment of new 
advanced technologies when it included Title IX, Section 931 in the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 directing the Secretary of Energy to: 
 
“conduct a program of research, development, demonstration and commercial 
application for cost competitive technologies that enable the development of 
new and incremental hydropower capacity, adding diversity of the energy 
supply of the United States, including: (i) Fish-friendly large turbines.  
(ii) Advanced technologies to enhance environmental performance and yield 
greater energy efficiencies. (…)  The Secretary shall conduct research, 
development, demonstration, and commercial application programs for – (i) 
ocean energy, including wave energy (…) and (iv) kinetic hydro turbines.” 
 
Hydropower R&D provides a benefit, not only for the industry, but for the 
federal hydropower system (which accounts for half of the hydropower 
generation in the U.S. and where new advancements could also be deployed), as 
well as for the American electric consumer. 
 
Request:  $5 million for the purposes of funding a program to promote 
research and development of new advanced hydropower technologies and 
incremental hydropower capacity. 
 
Proposed Language:  For inclusion in any FY ‘07 Energy & Water Appropriations 
bill, omnibus appropriations bill or continuing resolution: 
 
“A sum of $5,000,000 for FY 2007 is appropriated under Title IX, Section 
931 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 to fund research and development of new 
advanced hydropower technologies, such as wave and tidal and conduit power 
and in-stream hydrokinetic, and to increase incremental hydropower capacity 
through new technology advancements.” 
 
For More Information: 
Linda Church Ciocci, National Hydropower Association 202-682-1700, ext.22; 
linda@hydro.org 
 
================================= 
 
SOLAR ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES PROGRAM: 
 
The Department of Energy's own studies have found that, with federal R&D 
investment, solar power could be broadly competitive on a simple economic 
basis with fossil fuels by 2015.  However, the federal solar R&D budget has 
steadily declined over the past decade, from $120 million in FY 1995 to $84 



million in FY 2006.  In particular, the solar water-heating budget has 
sustained heavy cuts and received less than $3 million in funding in FY 2006. 
 
The loss of funding for America's world-class research facilities and cost-
sharing initiatives has set back our nation's competitiveness in the global 
marketplace for clean energy.  In 1998, the US lost market leadership of the 
solar industry to Europe and Japan, and now manufactures just 8% of global 
demand.  Japan funds solar research at levels four to five times higher than 
does the US, while Germany more than triples US funding.   
 
To reverse this trend and position the US as the global leader in solar 
energy development, the House and Senate both passed FY 2007 appropriations 
bills that would have increased the DOE Solar Energy Technologies program 
budget to $148 million.  We strongly urge the 110th Congress to adopt this 
level of funding for federal solar research. 
 
For More Information: 
Rhone Resch, Solar Energy Industries Association 202-682-0556, ext.4; 
rresch@seia.org  
 
================================= 
 
OTHER RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Biomass:  
 
For BioPower, maintain programmatic areas for Biopower RD&D which includes 
modular electric and thermal systems, co-firing technology validation, and 
resource mapping. For Biofuels, retain focus on cellulosic conversion and 
process technologies for alcohols and biodiesels. 
 
Wind: 
 
Insure that the small wind RD&D program is retained in the overall Wind RD&D 
Program and honor commitments on cost-shared RD&D with industry.  
 
For More Information: 
Scott Sklar, The Stella Group, Ltd. 
202-347-2214; solarsklar@aol.com 
 
================================= 
 
DISTRIBUTED ENERGY: 
 
Clean, efficient Distributed Energy and Combined Heat and Power (DE/CHP) 
mitigate climate change and foster energy independence.  Our request is 
simple: restore and maintain policy, research, development and demonstration 
funding for the Department of Energy’s Distributed Energy program at the FY 
2006 level of $60 million. 
 
· $35 M to be appropriated for the Distributed Energy Technology Research 
program. The Distributed Energy Technology Research program improves the 
energy and environmental performance of distributed technologies (turbines, 
microturbines, engines, desiccants, chillers, and heat 
exchangers) so that the Nation can have more energy choices to achieve a more 
flexible and smarter energy system.   
 



· $25 M to be appropriated for the System Integration and Cooling, Heating 
and Power (CHP) program.  The System Integration and Cooling, Heating, Power 
(CHP) activity develops highly-efficient integrated energy systems that can 
be replicated across end-use sectors which will help demonstrate an R&D 
objective or address a technical barrier.  The activities integrate power 
producing prime movers that generate heat and utilize it for domestic hot 
water, steam, and/or thermally activated technologies that drive absorption 
chillers and/or desiccant units. These systems will reduce energy costs and 
emissions by using energy resources more efficiently. Funding also supports 
the growing network of regional application centers and national research 
deployment activities. 
 
In addition, advanced interconnection equipment needs to be validated that 
can receive inputs from a set of DG devices separately or in aggregate to 
feed into the electric grid. 
 
These appropriations do not represent new program initiatives.  They 
represent important demand side DE/CHP applications that are not present in 
the current FY 2007 budget.  It must be noted that they cannot be effective 
if they are subject to diversion or reprogramming for other priorities, so 
they should be made with adequate specific directions by Congress to insure 
they remain targeted at the DE programs specified in the FY 2006 budget.  
Note, too, that the Distributed Energy Program moved from EERE to OEDER in 
2006.   
 
For More Information: 
Paul Bautista, U.S. Combined Heat & Power Association 301-320-2505; 
paul.bautista@comcast.net 
 
================================= 
 
STATE ENERGY PROGRAM: 
 
The State Energy Program (SEP) is one of the few connections between the 
states and the federal government on energy matters.  SEP provides funds to 
state energy offices to support energy efficiency and renewable energy 
projects in all sectors of the economy.  
 
A recent study by Oak Ridge National Laboratory concluded that for every 
federal dollar invested in SEP, over $7 is saved in energy costs and almost 
$11 in non-federal funds are leveraged.  
 
The President's request for FY'07 was $49.5 million, which was the level 
provided in the Senate Energy & Water Bill.  The House-passed funding level 
was $25 million.  The FY'06 funding level was $36 million.  We support 
funding at the Senate level of $49.5 million for FY'07.  
 
For More Information: 
Jeff Genzer, National Association of State Energy Officials JCG@dwgp.com  
 
========================== 
 
OTHER ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Given the slow attrition over the past several years in the energy efficiency 
areas such as Buildings, Transportation and Industrial R&D, we believe that 



the FY'06 levels (or the higher levels recommended elsewhere) should be the 
starting point for the 2008 budget for EERE.  
 
The Buildings, Industrial and Transportation areas are, generally, in good 
stead with a continuing resolution at the FY06 level; however, there are some 
subprogram areas that are jeopardized.  In Building Technologies, we 
recommend an additional $8.5 million specifically for building and appliance 
standards, building codes and standards and Energy Star.  In Industrial 
Programs, we recommend an additional $13 million split evenly between 
Industries of the Future crosscutting and Industries of the Future Specific.  
In Transportation, we continue to be concerned about cuts in materials 
technology and Clean Cities, and urge an additional $13 million. 
 
For More Information: 
Jennifer Schafer, Cascade Associates 
202-554-5828; jasca@bellatlantic.net 
 
================================= 
================================= 
 
RECOMMENDED OPTIONS FOR BUDGETARY OFFSETS 
 
ADVANCED FUEL CYCLE INITIATIVE: 
 
The Global Nuclear Energy Partnership is the DOE’s program to restart 
reprocessing in the United States.  Despite first introducing this program 
ten months ago, DOE has yet to provide Congress with a coherent program plan 
and a comprehensive lifecycle analysis.  In its FY2007 Energy and Water 
Appropriations report, the House accurately stated that “the Department of 
Energy has failed to provide sufficient detailed information to enable 
Congress to understand fully all aspects of this initiative, including cost, 
schedule, technology development plan, and waste streams from GNEP.”  Under 
the guise of a reprocessing research and development program, DOE received 
$80 million for the Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative in FY2006. Since FY 2001, 
reprocessing research has already received $466 million, with no appreciable 
results. In FY2007, DOE requested $250 million for AFCI to start the process 
for building demonstration reprocessing, fuel fabrication, and fast reactor 
facilities. DOE now wants to build a full-scale reprocessing plant and fast 
reactor instead. 
 
For More Information: 
Michele Boyd, Public Citizen 
202-454-5134; mboyd@citizen.org 
 
Michael Mariotte, Nuclear Information & Resource Service 301-270-6477; 
nirsnet@nirs.org 
 
============================= 
 
NUCLEAR POWER 2010: 
 
This is DOE’s program to subsidize half the cost of new reactor license 
applications.  Nuclear Power 2010 has received $186 million since FY2001, and 
the expenditure of these funds is highly questionable.  In its FY2007 Energy 
and Water Appropriations report, the Senate expressed “significant concerns 
with the financial conduct of the industry consortium [NuStart]” 



and chided DOE “to instill fiscal discipline.” NuStart, which had a combined 
profit of more than $26.1 billion in 2005, received $260 million from DOE for 
only two applications, neither of which has been submitted to the NRC at this 
time. In comparison, the total budget for the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory, the premier renewable research laboratory in the U.S., was only 
$209.6 million in FY2006. The DOE received $66 million for the Nuclear Power 
2010 in FY2006, and the Bush Administration requested $54 million in FY2007. 
 
For More Information: 
Michele Boyd, Public Citizen 
202-454-5134; mboyd@citizen.org 
 
Michael Mariotte, Nuclear Information & Resource Service 301-270-6477; 
nirsnet@nirs.org 
 
========================== 
 
GENERATION IV: 
 
This is the DOE’s program to subsidize half the cost of developing new 
reactor designs.  A single design, depending on the type of reactor, is 
estimated to range from $610 million to $1 billion. None of the new 
commercial reactors currently being proposed in the United States are 
Generation IV technologies.  The DOE received $55 million for the Generation 
IV in FY2006, and President Bush requested $31.4 million in FY2007. Of the 
$48 million appropriated in the Senate FY2007 bill, $40 million were 
earmarked for the research and design of a single nuclear power plant that is 
supposed to produce hydrogen to be constructed in Idaho. This program has 
received $147 million since FY2001. 
 
For More Information: 
Michele Boyd, Public Citizen 
202-454-5134; mboyd@citizen.org 
 
Michael Mariotte, Nuclear Information & Resource Service 301-270-6477; 
nirsnet@nirs.org 
 
=========================== 
 
NUCLEAR HYDROGEN INITIATIVE: 
 
This is the DOE’s program to develop the technologies for producing hydrogen 
using nuclear energy.  Hydrogen may have a long-term potential to help reduce 
the country’s reliance on foreign oil, but using nuclear power or fossil fuel 
to produce hydrogen makes a mockery of these clean energy goals.  The DOE 
received $25 million for the Nuclear Power 2010 in FY2006, and President Bush 
requested $18.7 million in FY2007. This program has received $42.1 million 
since FY2003. 
 
For More Information: 
Michele Boyd, Public Citizen 
202-454-5134; mboyd@citizen.org 
 
Michael Mariotte, Nuclear Information & Resource Service 301-270-6477; 
nirsnet@nirs.org 
 
============================ 



 
CLEAN COAL INITIATIVE + FUTUREGEN PROGRAM: 
 
Since 1984, the Department of Energy has been invested more than $2 billion 
in so called "clean coal" technology research and development.  
The program subsidizes private industry in its effort to develop cleaner 
burning coal technologies by providing matching federal funds for research 
and development.  The so-called "clean coal" projects waste millions of 
taxpayer dollars each year on duplicative research that the coal industry 
should conduct with private sector funding or that has already been done.  
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) has released at least seven 
reports documenting waste and mismanagement in the Clean Coal Technology 
Program.  The fiscal year 2006 Energy and Water Appropriations bill contained 
$50 million for the presidents Clean Coal Initiative and $18 million for the 
FutureGen program. 
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OIL TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM: 
 
The oil and gas industry received an estimated $65 million in fiscal year 
2006 through the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Oil Technology Research 
and Development Program.[1]    The program focuses on the exploration and 
production of crude oil in the United States with the goals including the 
promotion and enhancement of oil drilling in the Alaskan Arctic and the 
Powder River Basin in Wyoming.  ExxonMobil alone spent $600 million in 
research and development in 2004.  Section 965 of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 contains additional authorizations for the program. 
 
[1] http://www.fossil.energy.gov/aboutus/budget/06/FY2006_Budget_.html   
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ULTRA-DEEPWATER DRILLING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FUND: 
 
Ultra-deepwater Drilling Research and Development Fund 
 
This provision was added to the Energy Policy Act of 2005 conference report 
after the conference committee was gaveled closed.  It creates a 
$1.5 billion oil research and development program for ultra-deepwater 
drilling, $500 million of which comes from oil royalties, to fund new 
drilling techniques for oil and gas companies over the next ten years.   
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