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Dear Colleague:

The House will soon be considering H.R. 12112, the ﬁgn;hg;ég_zgsia

o antee Program bill.

I am opposed to this legislation. After having had the opportunity
to consider it twice -- once during a conference in late 1975, and again
at great length over the past three months as original House legislation
-—- I believe this approach to our national energy situation makes as much
sense as trying to push a car with the brakes on and the transmission in
park.

Specifically, the bill:

(1) abandons any connection with normal market incentives. It accepts
the current over-regulated, over-controlled energy situation. It tries
to present an artificial solution to that artificial situation. And, in
so doing, this bill may encourage further Federal involvement and controls
in energy;

(2) does nothing to eliminate the disincentives that have disrupted
the fossil energy industries and that have discouraged investment in
alternate energy technologies;

(3) ignores the fact that current synthetic fuel prices, with the
exception of geothermal, are not price competitive with the currently
controlled prices of traditional energy sources. Thus, this bill raises
the distinct future probability of price supports for synthetic energy.
No witness denied this probability;

(4) further preempts debt capital available to borrowing citizens.
It allocates Federally guaranteed debt capital to energy industries that
cannot attract it, in turn, helping to bid up the interest rate price
of money;

(5) discourages energy industry competition and gives a favored
competitive position to program participants;

(6) interjects the Federal government directly into State and local
affairs in a new and substantial way. For example, in the oil shale
sections, the Federal government is obligated to make available funds
for essential services of local governments;

(7) provides for such stringent compliance standards that it can only
postpone or frustrate atterpts to build and operate synthetic fuel plants;

(8) admits the failure of the Congress and the Federal government
to come up with energy solutions that do away with the burdensome and
restrictive disincentives;

(9) permits an o0il share venture to receive as much as 51 billion
in guarantees on a commitment of $25 million. That is like receiving a
$100,000 loan on a $2,500 deposit.

We have not moved from the days of whale oil and kerosene to an era
of diversified energy supplies because of the unresponsiveness of the
American energy industry. Our energy industries, both existing and poten-
tial, will respond to the needs of the American people if we "take the
brakes off", intelligently remove developmental disincentives and permit
our proven ingenuity to operate effec ively.

This legislation is an artifici
It does not merit your support.

solution to an artificial situation.

Sincerely yours,

BARRY M. GOLDWATER, JR., M.C.

/



DISSENTING VIEWS OF CONGRESSMAN BARRY M.
GOLDWATER, JR.

The urgency and demand for development of synthetic fuels is well
documented. Oil and gas are finite resources, and if America is to’
meet projected energy needs for the next hundred years, other sources
of energy must be found.

The ntent of this legislation is Jaudable. Most energy experts feel
that the development of synthetic fuels could dramatically assist
America in achieving energy independence by the year 2000, which is a
goal we all seek, ;

But will this legislation really help to achieve that goal? I submit
that it will not.

The Dill is not difficult to analyze. It is a loan guarantee approach
to encourage synthetic fuel demonstration and construction projects.
Sinco federal loan guarantee programs are not subjected to normal
budgetary impediments, the bill has the appearance of economic in-
fallibility. In other words, this legislation, in an economically con-
trived fashion is made to appear as a panacea to the nation’s energy
problems while at the same time costing the taxpayer nothing.

Tho question begs, why do the producers of energy in this country
need a loan guarantee program to develop synthetic fuels? Is it be-
cause the Federal Government dvies up a disproportionate amount
of available loan money ? Ts it because Congress and the regulatory
agencies have frightened energy producers and banks with so many
punitive rules and regulations that they are afraid to invest time,
effort and money in the production of energy?

Perhaps these questions are rhetorical, but they have a dirvect bear-
ing on this legislation, and during the entire course of hearings and
markup of the bill, they were never answered—at least not effectively.

Any thorough and balanced historieal examination of federal loan
guaranteo programs will reveal that contrary to popular belief, the
extension of governmental credit nsually results in great expense to
the taxpayer and a loss of private lending money to business.

Thero is no effective guarautee in this bill that ‘onee o loan is made
for a synthetic fuel project and in turn defanlted, that the covern-
ment—hence, the taxpayer—will ever be reimbursed.

Government, gnarantecd loans are u little like a child’s first experi-
ence with cotton candy. AL first it looks and tastes nwfully good, but
it doesn’t take long to realize that there's really nothing there. _

When Congress creates a loan guarantee, or eredit program, it is
not inereasing investment funds nvailable to the private loan market.
On the contrary, this “re-arrangement” of the money supply pre-
empts the share of investment funds going to private borrowers, In

Lurn, interest rates go up as investment money is hid away by the
federal government.
(161)

As the noted economist, Dr. Henry Kaufman, pointed out: “Federal
agency financing does not do anything directly to enlarge the supply
of savings . . . In contrast, as agency financing bids for the limited
supply of savings with other credit demanders, it helps to bid up the
price of money.”

The next time a constituent complains about a Jack of home mort-
gago money and the exorbitant interest rates on the little nioney that
1s available, it might be a good idea to check with the Federal Reserve
and see where the money is going. In 1960 the federal share of funds
raised in private capital markets was 12.7 percent. Today it is in
excess of 25 percent and growing dramatically. And, this is a salient
defect of the bill. It goes straight to the heart of any federally
sponsored loan program; namely, that the government will undertalc
high risk projects that private lending institutions won’t touch.

Hearings on this bill proved conclusively that banks and other lend-
ing institutions feel that synthetic fuel demonstration and construc-
tion is a poor financial risk. But, the lenders only see the program in
such a bad light because they are convinced that Congress, the federal
government and even the courts, will continue to throw up shortsighted
roadblocks to energy development. Ironically, the bill specifies that a
loan may not be approved for synthetic projects in a case where the
applicant does not meet the various financial and management require-
ments ordinarily required by private lenders. Does this tell us some-
thing? It should. Whether a private lending institution or the fed-
eral government makes a loan for energy development, burcaucratic
red tape at all levels of government can’delay an energy project in-
definitely, and this is regardless of how much capital and practical ex-
perience in energy development the applicant may have.

Privately, most loan officers with experience in energy exploration
and construction loans will say this bill is a risk. While T would not
presume to impugn the motives of my friends in the lending business,
I rather suspect that their acceptance of this picce of legislation was
due in part to their desire to get the ball out, of their court, I not, why
does the Alaskan Pipeline project have little diffieulty in getting pri-
vato lending money, and the price tag for the Alaskan Pipeline is at
least one billion dollars more than the amount authorized in this bill
for synthetics.

Now, in addition to loan guarantees, we are being asked to authorize
tho expenditure of one-half billion dollars just to cover the loans. Why
is this expenditure necessary 2 Unless, of course substantial Josses under
tho program are expected o be charged to the budget,

In reality, what this bill does is admit the failure of Congress and
the Tedernl Government to comoe up with o sensible solution to the na-
tion’s energy crisis, It's a “rob Petor Lo pay Paul” approach. Once more
tho American taxpayer is being asked to foot the bill with liLtle hope
of any tangible henefits. Not only is the taxpayer losing six to four-
teen billion dollars in loan money stripped from the private lending
market, but this pie-in-the-sky scheme is being perpelrated hy the same
Congress whose actions have discouraged energy production in the
past.

Thoe impact of synthetics on the total energy needs of the nation in
the next 15 years will be less than four pereent and this is assuming
climination of the usual burcaucratic roadblocks thrown up against
coal production, i



At the present time, fossil fuels—oil and gas—supply 76 pereent of
tho country’s energy demand. Yet, the reduction of the oil depletion
allowance coupled with the continuance of price controls on domestic
oil and gas has reduced the cash flow for expanding exploratory ef-
forts aimed at achieving encrgy self-sufficiency. -

It can be assumed that if this bill passes, bureaucratic impediments
will also exist to discourage utilization of synthetics. In fact, the direc-
tor of the Center for the Study of American Business at Washington
University, Mr. Murray L. Weidenbaum, recited to the Science and
Technology Committes the various steps, or ‘constraints, that could
postpone attempts to build and operate a synthetic fucls plant. They
included the following: :

1. Preparing an environmental impact statement, as required by the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1960,

2. Meeting new source performance standards for air quality, under
tho Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970. ‘

3. Meeting the hazardous pollutant emission standards, under the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, ‘

4. Meeting the state air quality implementation plans required by
tho Clean Air Amendments of 1970.

5. Obtaining necessary point source discharge permits, under the
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972.

6. Meeting state water quality standards and water quality man-
agement plans, as promulgated under the Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972. Sy

7. Complying with limitations applicable to “underground injec-
tions,” under the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974,

8. Complying with the regulation of interstate pipeline transmis-
sions, under the Interstate Commerce Act.

9. Complying with the prohibition against a carrier transporting
its own products, under the Interstate Commerce Act.

10. Complying with the allocation of railroad cars transporting
coal, under the Interstate Commerce Act.

11. Complying with the regulation of interstate transmission of
synthetic gas once mixed with natural gas, under the Natural Gas Act.

12. Obtaining necessary plant and mine leases, from the U.S.
Burean of Land Management.

13. Obtaining necessary water allocations, from the U.S. Bureau of
Reelamation, ‘

14, Complying with the Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1960,

The bill contains other deficiencies. Ifor instance, the bill reported
from committee would allow an oil shale venture to qualify for a §1
hillion loan with only $25 million put up by the applicant in investment
capital, Tn other words, this is like asking a private lending institution
to aceepl, $2.500 in seeurity on a $100,000 loan.

Also, by definition, few proposals will be accepted. The great major-
ity will stand at n severe competitive disadvantage. They will have to
sinnd on {he sidelines and wait until both government and private
finanee are salisfied.

Thus. at least three to five years in development and operational
time will be expended, and there will be no skilled personnel on-Jine,
ready to go.

ERVES

Upon close examination' of this bill, it becomes obvious that no
reasonable guarantee exists that the market price of the energy
produced will be competitive with the price of current energy sources.
Thus, in voting for these loan guarantees, there is an acceptance of
tlie distinct probabilty of price supports for the energy produced. No
witness before the Science and Technology Committee denied this
or ruled it out. ot : ; :

.. The Administration has clearly indicated that Syn-fuels Joan guar-
antees are but the leading element in the Energy Independence Author-
ity (ETA), the $100 billion wholly owned federal energy corporation,
The rationale for the role, function and need of both is identical, as
Administration and outside witnesses indicated. The FEA maintains
that that EIA will need as much as $600 billion over the next 10 to 15
years. Thus, acceptance of the principle involved in this bill is econom-
1cally beyond our wildest imagination.

In addition, it should be pointed out that under the guise of com-
munity impact aid assistance, the federal government is brought di-
vectly into the affairs of loeal areas. The bill provides for federal,
government guarantee of a locality’s bonds for “essential” public
services, or it could guarantee the amounts of anticipated tax returns
from the energy demonstration facility. Such federal responsibility
carries a potential cost liability of more than the anticipated costs of
tho energy loan guarantees. '

Lastly. the federal government could wind up owning and operating
commereial energy plants, regardless of whether they are wholly
functional, and in turn, selling the products or energy produced,
regardless of whether they are commercially viable. The government
would be authorized to do so in case of default, although in reality,
the taxpayer’s investment will be dissipated anyhow. :

Srerciric ProvisioNs

Tn response to my basic philosophical opposition to FLR. 12112,
T offered a series of amendments to the bill which were accepted by the
Committee. At this point, it is appropriate for me to offer my sincere
appresiation to the distinguished Chairman of our Committes for the
totally fair and even handed way in which he dealt with every Mem-
ber’s amendments and motions. 1. as several others, had my amend-
ments and mv motions protected by the Chairman during the several
weeks of markun, at times when other responsibilities required me to be
ahsent from a Committee meeting, Chairman Teague deserves only
thoe highest of praise for the responsible manner with which he has
handled this bill, While T continue to oppose the bill notwithstanding
{ho amendments accepted by the Committee, T am most appreciative
for the opportunity to offer and fully debate them.

As T stated, the acceptance of these amendments does not modify
fundamental opposition. T would hope, however, that the added provi-
sions will act to some deerce to contain the damage which thig bill
does. AL a minimun. they will ensure that Congress and the publie
will have notice of the overriding philosophical aspects of the pro-
gram under the bill. Tach of the amendments is responsive to the
excellent testimony of Mr, Gerald Parsky, the Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury and that of several other witnesses who also were



concerned, ns I am, with (he impact of (hig bill on onr free enterprise
svstem,

. Lwo ol the amendments expand the divect responsibilities of the
seeretney of tho ‘Lreasury {o ensure that Federal loan punrantees
ider this program are geanted in way to minimizo the impact
on Lho eapital markets of the country, In doing so, Lrensury should
Placo particular emphasis on the protection of the economic sectorg
which may be negatively impacted as o result of this Ifedern] redivee-
tion of capitnl. The po{cntinl impacet of these gunarantees, when added
to existing Irederal involvement in the capital market, nnd particus
larly il the program grows as iy likely, could be serious. The {ollowing
table from an OMI ‘special annlysis of the I'Y 16 Federal budget
indicates the magnitude of this yroblem today,

Sercan ANALyses

TABLE C-10, SUMMARY OF CREDIT ACYANCLD AND CREOIT RAISID UNDCR FCORCAL AUSPICES
{in billlons of dollars]

Het changa Outslanding

1874 1975 1976 1974 1975 1976
selual  eslimate  eslimale sctusl  eslimale  eslimale

LENDING (CREDIT ADYANCLOD)
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Leans by federally spensored credil Inlermedisrias

R S R 16.3 149 L7 .1 86,0 94,7
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Quilde 6 BUlithunsacsansnnsacsesasies  ThT BT 25,3 sesssmreieierr
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Fedaral barroalng fram (he publis {fram lable c-1, 3,0 43,5 (3.5 346, 1 3806 4511
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Dorrewing by ledarally snonsored creg .
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Totel, credil raised from the publie under

Tederal auspiees 1omens o U0 5.9 7Y S48 628 0.7

4L
crensenes L5 =206 =52

L L T T L L ]

Nel credil 10vanced. e vecnacens

V Cxcludes Federal Reserve credil,

Tho provisions wo added to sections 18(b) (3) and 18(k) (2) will at
lenst insure that full considerntion is given to these impactsin granting
tho loans and, further, this action clearly places the Administration
on notico that the Congress is seriously concerned about this aspect of
tha program. Assistant Scerctary Parsky testified that the direet ime

pact of the guarantees on the market would bo minimal but finite,
Mr. Parsky stated

Minimizing the impact on capital markels

“I'urthermare, as the proposed program is implemented, we must
minimizo the impact on our capital markets, Any type of Federal fi-
nancial assistanco resuliing in the undertaking of energy projects
which would not. otherwise have been undertaken will lend to somo
redirection of resources in our capital markets, Such incentives in-

erease the demand for enpital while lnvine Hittle or no ellect on ihr:-
overnll supply of eapital, They tend Lo canse interest rafes o rise nnd
chanmel enpital away from more cconomic to less ceonomie uses. In
short, tha proposed progeam of Federnl incentives will direct eapital
from ather avens of our cconomy into synthetic fuels production,

“This diversion, however, is the intended objective of the incentives
program whicl is specifieally designed to alteaet eapital into projects
Tor the eommereinl demonstintion of synthetic fuel teehnologios. "I'ho
mngnitude of the impnet of suel diversion, will, of conrse, depend on
the amount of money involved and the Tenglh of time over which sueh
money is raised, Belween $8 and 9 billion in investment mity be needed
(o develop the President’s recommended 350,000 barrel-per-day oil
equivalent svnthetie fuels capacity, This amount wonld be on n phased
Dasis over 5 {0 10 years ns plants are constructed. The incentives pro-
gram desimed to induce sueh investment should therefore, not cause
a areat disraption in the eapital markets, g ]

“Given the faet that the pnnual LS, investment rafe in 1975 was
over 8200 hillion, the program is not likely to have a major impact on
the general cost or availability of capifal, Tn nddition, FEA estimates
hat as much as 8600 to SO0 hillion will be invested in the energry see-
tar over the next fen years, When viewed in relation to (his amount, the
eapilal in\l'oshnon('. o.\-poctnc]l to bo induced into the initial phase of

o svnfuels program is not large, ;
”i“T F«:\{"m'm'.l nh?mst.ﬁ'iﬂ pereent of the $200 billion el flow of funds in
178, eredit markots is already being taken to finance existing Federal,
stato and loeal programs, Theso heavy government borrowing pres-
sures will continne, Therefore, in order to help minimize the impact of
TIRDA guarantees and price supports in our enpital markets, we be-
lieve that it is essential that the Secretary of the Treasury have the
anthority to approve the timing and substantinl terms and cgnchmrrnls
of each Toan and price guaranteo and any other financial incentive
that wanld have n similar impaet. Loan and price guarantees result
in new issites of bonds, notos ar ofher eovernment baeled abligations in
the eapifal mavkets swhich impinge upon Treasury and other Federnl
neeney financings and whieh can have m,q:mﬁennt market nnpn.ct.'Prlm'r
approval of the timing and terms by the Trensury will ensuro effective
coordination with tha manaeement of the Tederal debt zmd1 w11]ﬁhe]p
minimizo the impacet of such incentives on the capital markets.

These two nmendments require that Treasury attempt to malke
that projection a veality, }

.-\:]mf'lilm' :nnondrnvnl'“‘. adding section 18(h) (6), requires that, where
nassible, these Joan guavantees shall be granied on the basis of some
form of competitive bidding or competilion, Treasury testimony sug-
cested that competitive bidding is one way to keep the Federal loan
guaraniee assistance to ;ninimum levels,

Two other amendments add the Secretary of the Treasury to the
list of oflicials who will participate in the planning and annual review

ol the program, Treasury’s direct participation, when coupled with

Iha express responsibilities added by the earlier amendments, will in-
sure (hat at least one member of the toam will be an active ndvoeate for
minimizing impact on the marlket and maximizing the protection of
thase seetors whieh may be negatively impacted by the eflective
veallaeation of capital resulting from this gnarantee program,



The final amendment adds a new section 18(1) (B) (viii) to the

requirements for the anunal plan and update. The plan must include
specific measures and procedures to insure that Ifederal assistance
is minimized, that the impact on capital markets is minimized and
finally, and perhaps in the long run most importantly, that this Fed-
cral assistance not impede progress toward totally private financing
of any future synthetic fuel industry.
. The annual update of the plan, per amendment to 18(1) (1), must
include specific comments by the Secretary of the Treasury on these
methods and procedures and their adequacy, as well as recommenda-
tions to improve them.

"This amendment was in direct response to the following statement in
ME:' Parsky’s testimony:. e

.+ . Incarrying out the incentives program, we believe that special
care should be taken to (1) keep the use of Federal assistance for
commercial demonstration facilities to a minimum level necessary, (2)
ensure that the impact of Federal incentives on the capital markets
1s minimized, and (3) ensure that the adoption of a Ifederal incentives
program does not impede movement toward the fundamental actions
needed to improve the climate for private investment in the energy
scctor—that is, regulatory reform, continued emphasis on research and
development, and decontrol of energy prices. We believe that these
more basic actions are the most cost effective long-run solutions to the
problem of attracting private capital to develop synthetic fuels.”

This added role for the Secretary should serve to insure that all
ol the aforementioned concerns are adequately considered throughout
the life of the program as a result of the advocacy and direct respon-
sibility of the Secretary, and that Congress and the American public
can remain fully informed of Federal efforts to deal with those con-
cerns. If Treasury discharges its responsibilities under these amend-
ments, we can at least be assured that somebody will be “minding the
store” as the program unfolds and will “blow the whistle” if the
program starts to get out of control. Wo also can be assured by this
statutory requirement that we can get direct and hopefully objective
comments on these critical matters from a responsible official other
than ISRDA, the program manager.

While I strongly oppose the fundamental thrust of this bill, T am
even more adamantly opposed to the special provisions for oil shale
adopted by the Committee, If we must have a synthetic fuel loan guar-
anfee program, we must at Jeast ensure that that program is a balanced
and equitable program, regardless of our fundamental views on the
progrant, Seetion 18(h) (5) does serious violence to the principles of
halanee and equity, T ean only characterize it as a pot of gold at the
end ol anoil shale rainhow.

The provision was offered by our colleague from Colorndo, N,
Wirth, Tawmst commend him for the length and hreadth of hig reach on
this provision. The pol was even sweeler in the originnl provision. Tt
contained £200 million inanthorized funds for direet grants to supporl,
the o1l shale modular demongtrations in 18(h) (6) (A). Fortunately,
the Committes struek that authorization, which now means that. sup-
porl is subject to annual authorization, Before gelling into any Tur-
ther details, however, it is appropriate to explain the provision, since
il 18 somewhat confused and ambiguons, A plain and simple explana-

tion will clearly indicate the astounding magnitude of this giveaway
to the oil shale industry, and also to the State of Colorado, in terms of
Federal authority and funds.

The provision in the bill now requires that there must be a successful
“modular” demonstration of an oil shale technology before it can
qualify for a loan guarantee under this bill for a full size, commercial
demonstration facility. It is not at all clear whether the same site
must be used, whether success by one module is sufficient to allow others
to apply for a guarantee for the same technology, whether, a different
corporation can use the module for scale-up under a guarantee, etc.
Nevertheless, this is the requirement. It is fair to say that certain
corporations which are already well along in the preparation for a
modular demonstration stand to benefit. Others who were preparing
to proceed directly to a full size plant will probably be disadvantaged.
Certainly the restriction will limit ERDA’s flexibility in administering
the program to achieve the informational objectives advertised for this
program. Apparently, however, that is the way Colorado wants to go.

The next step in the provision is that, once having required that
module demonstrations be built to qualify for a loan guarantee, sub-
section (5) (A) then authorizes Federal assistance of up to 75%, repeat
75%, for the total costs of building and operating the module demon-
stration. Fortunately, as mentioned, the Committee voted to strike
the $200 million originally included for this assistance in the TWirth
amendment, but that figure is very important in projecting where this
provision might eventually lead. Tt also is important to note that
normal ERDA cost sharing for such size demonstrations is 50% Fed-
eral, not 75%. ‘

At this point, the State of Colorado gets its hite of the Federal apple.
Unlike any other non-commercial size demonstrations under ERDA’s
programs, which are governed by Section 8 of the Ifederal Nonnuclear
Tinergy Research and Development Act, these oil shale demonstrations,
most if not all of which would be in Colorado, are covered by special
(lovernor participation in the planning, by special Governor review of
the project, including a veto, by a special provision for the application
of state and local laws, even where the demonstration is on FFederal
land, and by a special socio-economic impact assistance provision. The
special provisions are all included in this bill for the ot]her commercal
scale demonstrations, and by this amendment for this one type of
smaller demonstration. Agnin, however, that apparently is the way
Colorado wants it. Since my own State of California will probably be
gelling some non-commercial demonstrations in the TRDA geother-
mal program, T wonder why Colarado deserves this preference, nssum-
ing there is any justifiention for applying sueh provisions to
non-commercinl demonstrations, TF (here is sueh justifiention, and that
wag never offered, all demonstrations wherever located shonld be
hiandled that way,

The nextstep is the ven] thrast of this marvelous rainhow, TFa mod-
ule under this subseetion is successful, it then is “eligible” for a loan
cunrantee for ncommereinl demonstration, Tt isn’t elear what “elig-
ible” means, nor whether a module must have gone throngh the Ted-
erully nssisted and specinl Stale provisions under subseetion (H) (A).
This confusion and the vagueness of many other details T am sure will
lead to litigation, Under this bill, a suceessful applicant ean obtnin



a Tederal guarantee of his project financing for up to 90% through
construction and operation, and 73% over the life of the demonstration,
So the oil shale applicant, who has already received 5% of the mod-
ulo costs in Federal assistance, can ride the rainbow the rest of the way
to his hillion dollar plant. Since modules are estimated to cost about
$30 to 100 million, and his exposure could be limited therefore to $20
to 25 million, his risk is $235 million.

Tn all fairness, onr rainbow rider “may,” but not “must” buy baclk
{ho Federal share in his project. The statule is not at all clear as to the
intent of this discretionary “may.” But even if he does have to put up
that share after he has become eligible for a Federal loan guarantee for
a billion dollar plant, raising $75 million at that point should be of
little dificulty. The point is that the Iederal (overnment tool the bulk
of the risk to get him there and then is prepared to take the bulk of the
rest of the risk to get him the rest of the way over the rainbow to the
pot of gold.

[ also have to wonder what this rainbow will do to competition in
the oil shale industry. Obviously, the first winner of module assistance
is in a preferential position by comparison to his competition. If he
wets through all the special Colorado procedures successfully, he will
obviously be in a preferred position to get the oil shale loan guarantee.
Sinco his competitors must also meet the successful module demonstra-
tion, with or without Federal financing, his rainbow may not only be
a financial pot of gold, but also a competitive pot of gold.

T genuinely hope that my interpretation of this provision is wrong.
T hope that my eolleague from Colorado, My, Wirth, can convince me
and the rest of the House on the J'loor that the interpretation is wrong.
T offered an amendment to limit the oil shale industry to one bite of the
applie . . . either assistance for the medule or loan guarantee for the
commereial demonstration, but not both., This seems to me the absolute
minimum that must be done to clean up this provision. Striking it and
returning oil shale to the same status as all of the other technologies in
this bill would be a more satisfactory and equitable resolution. I urge
my colleagues to support eflorts on the Ifloor to deal with this pro-
vision,

There is no question that the United States must become energy
independent. But this bill, when placed in the larger, contemporary
ceonomie, regulatory and legislative context that it must be judged in,
lolds out no real promise of enabling this nation to achieve that woal.
This legislation abandons any connection with normal market incen-
fives, Tt utilizes o steategy and mechanism that concedes enrrent. regu-
latory and statutory barricrs to any other approach arve here to stay.
I so doing it may actually encournge the development of new bureati-
cralic harriers,

Tho nltimate price involved will he much higher than the $6-14
hillion envisioned in loan risks,

I wree my collengues to reject this hill. We have nseable allernatives
(o makie Atnerica energy sel Csuflicient. For starters, lets give the free
market place achanee, d when we finadly el avound to i, it might
nob beom il idea to enrtail some of the hureanerney welve ereated 1 hadt,
nnpedes energy rescarel and development.

Banny M. Gorowares, Jr.
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