
Government Support of Clean Energy Research 

BACKGROUND: Solyndra, based in Fremont, California, was a manufacturer of cylindrical 
panels equipped with copped indium gallium diselenide thin-film technology. It had been rated as 
well positioned to compete in the global marketplace by several government and private firms partly 
because it avoided costly silicon and costs associated with installing flat panels. Solyndra received a 
$535 million loan in 2009 from DOE, among other private loans in 2008-2011. In light of changes in 
the solar market, including an unanticipated drop in the price of silicon, Chinese companies that 
flooded the market, and a drop in demand for solar panels in Europe due its economic crisis, 
Solyndra was unable to cut costs or raise additional capital to continue operations. The company 
filed for bankruptcy on August 31, 2011. 
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BRIEFING MEMO 

THE WlllTE HOUSE 
Washington 

October 25, 2010 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: CAROL BROWNER 
RONKLAIN 
LARRY SUMMERS 

SUBJECT: Renewable Energy Loan Guarantees and Grants 

Your advisors seek your direction on implementing the energy loan guarantee program. 
Three nem·-term risks characterize this program: rescission of non-obligated funds; criticism 
from Hill supporters and stakeholders fo1· slow implementation; and making commitments to 
projects that would have happened anyway and thus fail to advance your clean energy 
agenda. In considering these risks, the Department of Energy supports a process that would 
limit OMB and Treasury review. OMB and Treasury supp01t the establishment of clear 
policy principles for project review, recognizing that tllis may pose a risk that some program 
funds may not be obligated by the program's September 30, 2011 sunset date. We also 
believe you should consider working with Congress to reprogram loan guarantee funds for an 
extension of the Recovery Act's renewable grant program during the lame duck tax extenders 
debate. An expanded EDB, including Secretary Chu, will provide an opportunity to discuss 
the options described below with you tomorrow. 

DISCUSSION 

Background 

The Recovery Act created two new programs to promote deployment of renewable power: 
the 1705 energy loan guarantee program and the 1603 grant in lieu of tax credit program. 

1705 Energy Loan Guarantee Program: The Recovery Act appropriated about $6 billion to 
enable the government to pay for the credit subsidies associated with Joan guarantees for 
renewable energy (and related) projects. The credit subsidy can be thought of as the 
premium that must be paid for the instu·ance the government provides in guaranteeing the 
loan for a project. This program was intended to address concerns about tightening credit 
markets for renewable projects. It represents a modification of the existing 1703 loan 
guarantee program, which supp011s innovative technologies and covers renewables, nuclear, 
and advanced fossil. To date, the 1703 program has not received appropriations for credit 
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subsidies, thus requiring project developers to pay the government for the credit subsidy and 
thereby limiting the interest in the 1703 program among small renewable developers. 1 

1603 Grant Program: Renewables developers may opt to convert the existing renewable 
investment tax credit, equal to 30 percent of a project's investment cost, into a grant. Before 
the financial crisis, renewable developers often partnered with large financials that had 
sizable taxable income and could use tax credits, i.e., provide "tax equity.)) This program 
addresses concerns about the capacity of the tax equity market for renewables through 2010. 

Doubling Renewable Power Goal: Based on these Recovety Act programs, the 
Administration set a goal to double renewable power generation within three years. In 2009, 
the wind industry enjoyed its best year ever with nearly I 0,000 megawatts of new installed 
capacity. Lawrence Berkley National Lab estimated that nearly one-quarter of this capacity 
would not have been built in the absence of the 1603 grant program. The 1705 loan 
guarantee program did not close any deals on renewable generation in 2009. 

Summmy o/1705 Loan Guarantee Pro grain and 1603 Gra111 Program (through Qctober 25) 
1705 Loan Guarantee 1603 Grant 

-----------------------------------------
Staff 100-200 FTE 5 Treasury FTEs and 

Determination of Receipt 

Typical length of review 

Program sunset date 

Totalmunber of projects 
(closed/conditional for 1705) 

Number of wind power projects 

Number of sola1· power projects 

Number of geothermal power projects 

Number of biomass power projects 

Number of other technology projects 

Number of states with suppo11ed 
projects 

Total capacity installed (MW) 

Total investment supported 

DOE staff and contractors 15 DOE FTEs 

Discretionary, reflecting deal . 
characteristics and 

negotiations with sponsor 

6+ months 

September 30,2011 

4/8 

I I 1 

0/2 

III 

0/0 

2/4 

4/6 

~80 I ~1,600 

$1.2 billion I $7.6 bilHon 

Standardized, subject to 
eligible technology 
entering into service 

4-6 weeks 

December31, 2010 

3,851 

203 

3,571 

23 

25 

29 

48 plus DC and PR 

~8,600 

~$18.2 billion 

Note: Pmject sponsors for all power generation projects under the I 705 program have indicated that 
they intend to claim a 1603 grant once they enter into service. 

t The 1703 program has made conditional commitments for the Southern Company's Vogtle nuclear 
power plant in Georgia and AREVA's Eagle Rock Emichment Facility In Idaho. 
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Estimated Benefits of 1705 and 1603 to Renewab/es Developers: The combined effect of 
1603 and 1705 lowers the cost of a new wind farm by about 55% and solar technologies by 
about half relative to a no-subsidy case (see appendix table 1). Renewables' intermittency 
problem limits the deployment of these technologies, which could be remedied by installing 
back-up capa~ity (likely itlcl'eases the cost by 2 to 4¢/kWh). Past experience with the wind 
tax credit suggests that the 1603 grant and the associated tax credits could have a significant 
impact on new wind capacity. Appendix figure 1 shows (in shaded regions) the halt to new 
investment during the three times the wind tax credit expired since 1999. 

Loan Guarantee Pipeline and Process: After receiving an application, DOE conducts 
extensive due diligence work on the technological, financial, credit, legal, contractual, 
environmental, and operational aspects of each project. This due diligence can take months 
to complete and often results in significant changes to the original transaction stmctme to 
mitigate identified risks. In addition to negotiating with the project sponsors, DOE also 
engages in a back-and-forth with OMB and Treasury, in particular after the deal package has 
been submitted for review. OMB review of DOE projects has averaged 28 calendar days 
since September 2009, and 17 ·business days for the 1 closing and 3 conditional commitments 
DOE has transmitted between August 1 and October 15 oftltis year. DOE notes that the 
back and forth consumes a sigttificant amount of staff time, thereby making it challenging to 
move several transactions forward simultaneously. Policy review by Treasut'y and the White 
House has occasionally extended the amount of time a project is under review beyond the 
time taken by OMB to score a credit subsidy. Last week, DOE conducted an interagency 
preview of five projects, with the expectation that most of these could reach the conditional 
commitment stage within the next 4-8 weeks under the current review system. DOE 
currently has 35 projects in due diligence, and expects a significant number of new 
applications when two project solicitations close in the next few weeks. Since loan guarantee 
funds can only be obligated at closing, conditional commitments will need to occur in the 
first quat1er of2011 in order to close by September 30, 2011. 

Legislative Implications 

The Administration's approach to the renewable loan guarantee pmgram and grants has 
implications for legislative activity, it1cluding the FY2011 appropriations (House mark is $0, 
Senate mark is $380 million for energy loan guarantee credit subsidies); the tax extenders bill 
in which some Members would like to extend the 1603 grant; and the FY2012 budget. 

Risl{s Characterizing the Loan Guarantee Program 
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Congressional Risk: Failing to make progress on renewables loan guarantees could upset the 
Hill (Sen. Bingaman, Speaker Pelosi), as well as renewables stakeholders, and draw criticism 
of the White House, which has been singled out as a roadblock on past loan guarantees. 

Economic Risk: OMB and Treasury, which have statutmy obligations to review 1705 loan 
guarantees, have raised implementation questions, including: "dm1ble dipping"- the total 
government subsidy for loan guarantee recipients, which have exceeded 60%; "skin in the 
game"- the relatively small private equity (as low as 10%) developers put into projects; and 
non-incremental investment- some loan guarantee projects would appear likely to move 
forward without the credit support offered by 1705 (including those p1~ojects that already 
exist and for whicli the loan guarantee simply provides a means for refmancing). See the 
appendix for an illustration of these issues with the Shepherds Flat project. 

Energy Loan Guarantee Program Options 

Option 1: Limit OMB and Treasury Oversight Role 
In the current review process, after working with project sponsors for 6 to 18 months, DOE 
submits projects for review of the credit subsidy for conditional commitments and policy · 
review by OMB and Treasury. DOE would prefer to eliminate the deal-by-deal review and 
instead have OMB and Treasury play roles akin to what they do for other credit programs, 
such as OPIC and Ex-Im Bank. It should be noted, however, that OPIC and Ex-Im credit 
programs have a long track record; OMB was more involved in the review of these programs 
in their early years; and they have boards with representation by other Federal agencies, 
including Treasury, that review and approve all major projects. DOE would make initial 
credit subsidy estimates at the conditional commitment stage, and OMB would only review 
and approve of the credit subsidy used at the time of closing on a deal. 

Pros 
• Some Members of Congress may applaud tlJ..is effort, if it results in a meaningful 

increase in the rate of granting conditional commitments to energy projects. 

Cons 
• Still exposes 1705 program to rescission risk until DOE can move through its pipeline 
~ lot more conditional commitmepts - up to twfce as many m the next few mmiths !s 

. have been made in first 20 months of the progra111. 
• OMB believes that this approach will not remedy the challenge of an insufficient 

number of fmancially and technically viable projects in the 1705 pipeline. 
• The economic risks will not likely be addressed. 

Option 2: Make the Process Work Better by Establishing Clear Policy Principles 
Treasury and OMB believe that clear policy principles - and associated metdcs for 
evaluation -should be developed for the energy loan guarantee program. These principles 
would be applied to all projects and address issues like doubling dipping, skin in the game, 
and incrementality of investment (including refinancing). Those proposed loan guarantee 
projects that have satisfactory measures under each of the key policy pl'inciples would then 
be expedited tlll'ough review. Those that do not would require more extensive policy review 
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and possible rejection. It is important to recognize that under such an approach, there is a 
risk that not all of the 1705 appropriation of$2.5 billion will be obligated by the program's 
sunset of September 30, 2011. 

Pros 
• Ensures the economic integrity of govermnent support for renewables. 

Cons 
• Exposes the program to rescission risk through September 30, 2011. 
• Some Members of Congress may criticize tllis effort to limit the application of the 

loan guarantee program. The White House will bear this criticism. 

Option 3: Reprogram 1705 Funds for an Extension of 1603 Grant Program 
The 1603 grant program expires on December 31, although the a~wax~ct"P'etriiJitt.tsHtl:t-__ 
could be converted into grants tmder thls program do not sunset~ber 31, 2Q.1.2..-A' 
2-year extension of the 1603 grant program through the sunset of the associated tax credits 
has a $2.5 billion tax score. The Admhlistration could work with Congress during the lame 
duck on the tax extenders bill to reprogram the 1705 funds to pay for the 1603 extension. As 
a variant of this option, the funds could be reprogrammed to suppo11 other clean energy 
priorities, such as the 48C clean energy manufacturing tax credit. 

Pros 
• Moves funds to the 1603 program that has been much more effective in promoting 

renewable energy, and likely to have a more significant impact on renewable energy 
investment in2011 and 2012. 

• Reduces economic risks and the rescission risks identified above. 

Cons 
• Sen. Bingaman, who views 1705 as "his program," would strongly oppose. 
• Could signal the failure of a Recovery Act program that has been featured 

prominently by the Adnlinistration. 
• The reprogramming effort entails the risk that Congress accepts the 1705 rescission 

but fails to deliver the 1603 extension. 

Option 4: Streamline and Accelerate OMB I Treasmy Reviews with Proiect Prioritization 
OVP supports an option that falls in possible middle ground between options 1 and 2. Thls 
approach would create an expedited deal review process, while not doing away with Treasury 
and OMB reviews altogether. One option to be explored would be to assign higher credit 
subsidy scores in order to reach faster agreement on the government's risk tolerance and to 
more quickly utilize the $2.5 billion in appropriated funds~ In addition, thls approach could 
prioritize deals with more favorable policy characteristics (e.g., deals with lower total 
government subsidies). This option would prevent the holding of the loan guarantee program 
to a more rigorous policy standard in awarding stimulus funds than other Recovery Act 
programs. The focus would be on spending all remaining funds while maintaining the 
necessary risk avoidance and prioritizing policy issues where possible. 
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Pros: 
• Patiies with equities, including Hill members and industry groups, would view the 

Administration as supporting a program that they have spent political capital 
defending. 

• This would be an attempt to fix a broken process, as opposed to a complete and 
unexpected overhaul which could engender criticism. 

Cons: 
• DOE, OMB, and Treasury have tried to reach common ground on which to execute 

the program to date, and success has been limited. 
• In order to spend the remaining budget authority, the policy principles may be so lax 

that this option may resemble Option 1 in practice. 
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Appendix Table 1: Cost of Generating Power from New Capacity Investment by 
Technology Type, ¢/kWh 

Natural Gas Wind Solar Thermal 

No Subsidy Cost 7.3 8.8 23.2 

Cost with 1603 7.3 6.7 16.0 

Cost with 1603 and 1705 7.3 4.0 12.6 

Source: DOE Energy Information Administration 2010. 

Appendix Figure 1: U.S. Wind Capacity Additions and Periods of No Wind Tax Credit 
(shaded), 1999-2007 
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Appendix: Shepherds Flat Loan Guarantee 

The Shepherds Flat loan guarantee illustrates some of the economic and public policy issues 
raised by OMB and Treasury. Shepherds Flat is an 845-megawatt wind farm proposed for 
Oregon. This $1.9 billion pmject would consist of338 GE wind turbines manufactured in 
South Carolina and Florida and, upon completion; it would represent the largest wind farm in 
the country. The sponsor's equity is about ll% of the project costs, and would generate an 
estimated return on equity of 30%. 

• Double dipping: The total govenm1ent subsidies are about $1.2 billion. 

Subsidy Type 

Federal1603 grant (equal to 30% investment tax credit) 
State tax credits 
Accelerated depreciation on Federal and State taxes 
Value of loan guarantee 
Premium paid for power from state renewable electricity standard 
Total 

Approximate 
Amount 

(millions) 
$500 

$18 
$200 
$300 
$220 

$1,238 

• Skin in the game: The govemment would provide a significant subsidy (65+%), while 
the sponsor would provide little skin in the game (equity about 1 0%). 

• Non-incremental investment: This project would likely move without the loan 
guarantee. The economics are favorable for wind investment given tax credits and 
state renewable energy standards. GE signaled through Hill staff that it considered 
going to the private mat·ket for financing out offmstration with the review process. 
The return on equity is high (30%) because of tax credits, grants, and selling power at 
above-market rates, which suggests that the alternative of private financing would not 
make the project financially non-viable. 

• Carbon reduction benefits: If this wind power displaced power generated fl'om 
sources with the average California carbon intensity, it would result in about 18 
million fewer tons of C02 emissions through 203 3. Carbon reductions would have to 
be valued at nearly $130 per ton C02 for the climate benefits to equal the subsidies 
(more than 6 times the primary estimate used by the government in evaluating rules). 
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Black, Steve 

From: 
Sent: 

Sean Gallagher [Sean.Gallagher@tesserasolar.com] 
Tuesday, October 05, 2010 6:37 PM· 

To: Black, Steve 
Subject: FW: Multiple applications 
Attachments: Orszag_letter_on_LGP _Pelosi. pdf; OF to Lew OMB re loan guarantee.pdf 

Steve, thanks for everything today. The Secretary did a great job. 

As we discussed yesterday, I will put together a short memo on our LG experience and expectations. In the meantime, 
attached are Orszag's letter to Pelosi supporting the fix to the ban on multiple applications by a developer for the same 
technology in response to the same solicitation (note that the ban does not apply to multiple applications by the same 
developer using different technology, does not apply to the commercial FIPP program, and does not apply where the 
developer responds to two different solicitations). Also attached is Senator Feinstein's recent letter to OMB nominee 
Jack Lew regarding the LG program, including the multiple applications ban. Finally, below is the section of the LG 
regulations that states that DOE can waive its regulations that are not required by statute. 

Sean 

§ 609.18 Deviations. 
To the extent that such requirements 
are not specified by the Act or other 
applicable statutes, DOE may authorize 
deviations on an individual request 
basis from the requirements of this part 
upon a finding that such deviation is 
essential to program objectives and the 
special circumstances stated in the 
request make such deviation clearly in 
the best interest of the Government. 
DOE will consult with OMB and the 
Secretary of the Treasury before DOE 
grants any deviation that would 
constitute a substantial change in the 
financial terms of the Loan Guarantee 
Agreement and related documents. Any 
deviation, however, that was not 
captured in the Credit Subsidy Cost will 
require either additional fees or 
discretionary appropriations. A 
recommendation for any deviation shall 
be submitted in writing to DOE. Such 
recommendation must include a 
supporting statement, which indicates 
briefly the nature of the deviation 
requested and the reasons in support 
thereof. 
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THE DIRECTOR 

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

May 21,2010 

Speaker of the House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 2051 5 

Dear Madam Speaker: 

It is a priority of this Administration to take strong action to increase our energy security, reduce 
the threat of climate change, and position the United States to lead in the development of new 

clean energy industries. As President Obama has said, "The nation that leads the world in 
creating new sources of clean energy will be the nation that leads the 21st century global 
economy." I know that you share this view, and I thank you for your strong leadership on clean 

energy issues. 

To achieve our clean energy goals, we need to invest now to develop and deploy the most 
promising technologies. That is why in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act as well as 
in the Fiscal Year (FY) 201 0 and FY 2011 budgets, the Administration has dedicated significant 

resources to spur the development of clean energy and the creation of new jobs. 

The Department of Energy's (DOE) Title XVII Loan Guarantee Program is an important tool for 
promoting innovation in the energy sector across a broad portfolio of clean and efficient energy 
technologies. The President's FY 2011 Budget proposed providing $500 million in new budget 

authority to support approximately $3 to $5 billion in energy efficiency and renewable energy 

projects in addition to providing $36 billion in loan guarantee authority for nuclear power 
facilities in the Title XVII Program. To help achieve the Administration's clean energy 

objectives in the current fiscal year we request that the Congress provide a portion of this 
additional loan guarantee authority as part of the supplemental appropriations bill currently under 
consideration or as part of another appropriate legislative vehicle. Providing this authority now 
would accelerate our efforts to leverage private sector investment in clean energy projects and is 
integral to the President's efforts to move the Nation toward a clean energy economy that will 
reduce America's dependency on foreign energy sources and spur the creation of new jobs. 

Specifically, the Administration urges the Congress to provide $90 million in budget authority in 
the supplemental to support additional loan guarantees for renewable energy projects and 
efficient end-use energy technology projects. These funds will be available to support the credit 



subsidy costs for a wide range of innovative solar, wind, geothermal, and other renewable energy 
projects, as well as projects that improve how we use energy. 

The President is also committed to restarting our domestic nuclear industry. Earlier this year, 

DOE made a conditional commitment to finance construction of what will be the first nuclear 
reactor to break ground in the United States in decades. To help advance new nuclear reactors, 

the Administration also urges the Congress to provide an equal amount of budgetary resources-
$90 million under CBO scoring conventions- to support additional loan guarantee authority for 

advanced nuclear power facilities. Together with existing authority, the additional authority 
provided by this request would enable up to three nuclear power plant projects that are currently 

under review to move forward to a conditional commitment in 2010. A separate request will be 

transmitted in the near future to the Congress to reduce the FY 2011 Budget by the amounts in 

this supplemental request. 

To protect taxpayer interests as well as improve the efficiency of program implementation,,the 

Ad1PinisttatiOl1 also propo~es'.m~rig' ~ex~ral a.m~dn-t~~ tci the rm~ XVII Loari Guarl\lltee. 
J>r:ogram and Advanced Technology Vehicle Manufacturing statutes. These changes include 

allowing project credit subsidy costs for modifications to Title XVII loan guarantees to be paid 

from a combination ofborrower payments and appropriated funds; expanding the Section 1705 

program to include efficient end use energy technology projects; allowing the Loan Guarantee 

Program to provide guarantees to projects at multiple sites; a1Iowii1g:project spoll$()ril'to'b(r 
eligible. for multiple· ioan guarante~s for eligible projects undei'the Section 170S mo&ratD,; and 

permitting DOE to require borrowers to pay directly or to charge fees to reimburse DOE for 

expenses incurred for third-party consultants and advisors to the Advanced Technology Vehicle 
Manufacturing pro gram. 

Thank you for your strong leadership and for your consideration of these proposals. The 

Administration looks forward to working with the Congress on these proposals. 

SIDe~ 
:t,L~ 

Peter R. Orszag 

Identical letter sent to The Honorable Harry Reid 



----------------------- ~~-------~---

tinitrd ~tatrs ~rnatr 

The Honorable Jacob Lew 
Director Designate 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

September 20, 2010 

White House Office ofManagement and Budget 
1650 Pennsylvania A venue, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Lew: 

Congratulations on your recent nomination to serve as Director of the 
White House's Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Prior to your 
nomination being approved, we are writing to ask you a few questions about the 
role OMB will play, under your direction, in reviewing applications for 
Department of Energy (DOE) loan guarantees. 

Congress and the Administration addressed frozen credit markets by 
establishing an emergency loan guarantee program for renewable energy projects 
in the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The temporary 
program (Section 1705 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005) has resulted in a 
tremendous private industry response. DOE has received proposals to invest 
billions of dollars in energy infrastructure. As of August, DOE had 81 separate 
renewable energy infrastructure and transmission projects either in its final "due 
diligence" phase of review or its second-to-last review phase (Part II). 

The DOE Loan Guarantee Program could help put tens of thousands of 
Americans to work building billions of dollars worth of renewable energy 
infrastructure by the end of the year. Twenty-six loan guarantee applications, 
including nine in California, in DOE's final "due diligence" review are seeking 
$12 billion in guaranteed loans to build infrastructure across the nation. If these 
projects are financed this fall, they will be able to break ground in time to take 
advantage of the successful Renewable Energy Treasury Grants Program 
(established in Section 1603 of ARRA), which expires at the end of2010. 

Unfortunately, the loan guarantee application review process conducted by 
both DOE and OMB takes too long, and we are increasingly concerned that 
worthy projects will not receive financing in time to take advantage of the 
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Treasury Grants Program. In contrast, expeditious review of applications could 
drive private investment in energy infrastructure projects during this economic 
downturn, advancing both our economic and environmental goals. 

We strongly suppqrt a thorough review of each application for a Federal 
loan guarantee. However, we are confident that applications could be evaluated 
more expeditiously, and just as effectively. Private investors proposing to put 
Americans to work building energy infrastructure projects should be turned away 
on the merits of their applications, not because the Federal government failed to 
give their application due consideration under a reasonable timeline. 

In light of our concerns about the loan guarantee review process, we would 
greatly appreciate your willingness to answer the following questions before your 
nomination is considered by the Senate. 

1. The DOE recently pledged that it will process four to five loan guarantee 
applications per month this fall. Will you add staff at OMB to complete four to 
five loan guarantee application final cost reviews per month this fall? 

2. Do you support a requirement that OMB complete loan guarantee application 
cost review in 30 days or less? 

3. By when will DOE and OMB complete review of all26 loan guarantee 
applications in "due diligence"? 

4. In your judgment, will the subsidy cost ofthese 26 projects exhaust or nearly 
exhaust currently appropriated funding for the loan guarantees under Section 
1705 ofthe Energy Policy Act of2005? 

5. If the projects in final "due diligence" exhaust most of DOE's remaining 
funding, DOE will not be able to provide loan guarantees to most projects 
proposed in applications still in DOE's first or second application review 
phase. If necessary, would you work with the Senate Appropriations 
Committee to identify offsets to fund renewable energy loan guarantee subsidy 
costs? 

6. OMB's final cost review ofloan guarantee applications has led to dramatic 
changes in loan terms previously negotiated with the DOE, and extensive 
delays. Please describe your view of OMB's role and responsibility in 
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reviewing loan guarantee transactions. Please explain how you plan to prevent 
OMB's review from overlapping with DOE's previous work. 

7. The Energy Policy Act of 2005, which established the DOE Loan Guarantee 
Program, did not require OMB to review loan guarantee applications. The 
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 directs OMB to coordinate the cost 
estimate of a loan guarantee. What is the statutory basis supporting the role 

, and responsibility of OMB outlined in your answer to question 6? 

8. Director Orszag pledged to meet with Secretary Chu on a biweekly basis to 
expedite loan guarantee application review. Will you continue these meetings? 

9. I?Q~ rules preve,11t 19~, gl.JM:oot~¢~f<>.,~ HlP.roJ~~~~J.J:~pjg!l)p.t!il>t~ s'it~~·~(l(2). 
Prpjept.· spon89ts. wi~h,ffi~ttiJ:?la~figf~I~ f>J;oji;.C.~"·:.Tfi~:i1ff~~ ~i~$.){:~w~.4:;~g8:i.n~t· 

Wl~1~~i~fl.~~~,~~iif:fflll~r:t:l~~~~~~~~t~Jf{~tY1l~fr~~iple' 
tri11J~'Jiia • t~lf~~;·f~~MJtlP:~l~la:~r1R:~t~:4~!~ijrNJ~~~~HlziU\!11(T.H~W~~~~$:i&ese 
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We are committed to the success of the DOE Loan Guarantee Program for 
renewable energy projects, and we look forward to working with you to ensure the 
program realizes its full potential. No other infrastructure program established in 
ARRA has the potential to produce ten dollars of private investment for every 
dollar of public money appropriated. If you have any questions or would like to 
discuss this matter, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

·~ ~ ..(,. I ____..._ 

UDl~e Feinstein ~ ~~ 
mted St ates Senator 
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Debbie Stabenow 
United States Senator 
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United States Senator 
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Tom Udall 
United States Senator 
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DOE has broadly indicated the program's direction but has not developed all 
the tools necessary to assess progress. DOE officials have identified a number 
of broad policy goals that the LGP is intended to support, including helping to 
mitigate climate change and create jobs. DOE has also explained, through 
agency documents, that the program is intended to support early commercial 
production and use of new or significantly improved technologies in energy 
projects that abate emissions of air pollutants or of greenhouse gases and 
have a reasonable prospect of repaying the loans. GAO has found that to help 
operationalize such policy goals efficiently and effectively, agencies should 
develop associated performance goals that are objective and quantifiable and 
cover all program activities. DOE has linked the LGP to two departmentwide 
performance goals, namely to (1) double renewable energy generating 
capacity by 2012 and (2) commit conditionally to loan guarantees for two 
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2010. However, the two performance goals are too few to reflect the full range 
of policy goals for the LGP. For example, there is no performance goal for the 
number of jobs that should be created. The performance goals also do not 
reflect the full scope of program activities; in particular, although the program 
has made conditional commitments to issue loan guarantees for energy 
efficiency projects, there is no performance goal that relates to such projects. 
Without comprehensive performance goals, DOE lacks the foundation to 
assess the program's progress and, more specifically, to determine whether 
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DOE has taken steps to implement the LGP for applicants but has treated 
applicants inconsistently and lacks mechanisms to identify and address their 
concerns. Among other things, DOE increased the LGP's staff, expedited 
procurement of external reviews, and developed procedures for deciding 
which projects should receive loan guarantees. However, GAO found: 
• DOE's implementation of the LGP has treated applicants inconsistently, 

favoring some and disadvantaging others. For example, DOE conditionally 
committed to issuing loan guarantees for some projects prior to completion 
of external reviews required under DOE procedures. Because applicants 
must pay for such reviews, this procedural deviation has allowed some 
applicants to receive conditional commitments before incurring expenses 
that other applicants had to pay. It is unclear how DOE could have sufficient 
information to negotiate conditional commitments without such reviews. 

• DOE lacks systematic mechanisms for LGP applicants to administratively 
appeal its decisions or to provide feedback to DOE on its process for issuing 
loan guarantees. Instead, DOE rereviews rejected applications on an ad hoc 
basis and gathers feedback through public forums and other outreach 
efforts that do not ensure the views obtained are representative. 

Until DOE develops implementation processes it can adhere to consistently, 
along with systematic approaches for rereviewing applications and obtaining 
and addressing applicant feedback, it may not fully realize the benefits 
envisioned for the LGP. 
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Through calendar year 2009, the Department of Energy's (DOE) Loan 
Guarantee Program (LGP) received more than 170 applications seeking 
over $175 billion in loan guarantees, generally to bring innovative energy 
technologies to market. Under normal economic conditions, companies 
can face obstacles in securing enough affordable financing to survive the 
"valley of death" between developing innovative technologies and 
commercializing them. Because the risks that lenders must assume to 
support new technologies can put private financing out of reach, 
companies may not be able to commercialize innovative technologies 
without government assistance. The fmancial crisis that emerged in late 
2008, together with the associated economic decline, has further reduced 
access to capital markets for innovative energy technologies. In this 
constrained economic environment, even companies that might ordinarily 
rely on private financing are turning to the federal government for 
assistance. 

Federal loan guarantee programs such as DOE's can help companies 
obtain affordable financing because the federal government agrees to 
reimburse lenders for the guaranteed amount if the borrowers default, 
which encourages lending by reducing the lenders' fmancial risks. In 
addition, to the extent that a federal loan guarantee signals confidence in a 
project, such guarantees can help companies raise capital from other 
sources, for example by selling equity. However, loan guarantee programs 
can also expose the government to substantial financial risks. In the past, 
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problems with loan guarantee programs have occurred, in part, because 
agencies did not exercise due diligence during the loan origination and 
monitoring processes. 

Since the LGP was authorized under Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 (EPAct), its scope has expanded.' The act-specifically section 
1703-originally authorized DOE to guarantee loans for projects that (1) 
use new or significantly improved technologies as compared with 
commercial technologies already in service in the United States and (2) 
avoid, reduce, or sequester emissions of air pollutants or man-made 
greenhouse gases. In February 2009, Congress passed the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act), which amended Title XVII 
by adding section 1705. 2 Under section 1705, DOE may guarantee loans for 
projects using commercial technologies. Projects supported by the 
Recovery Act must employ renewable energy systems, electric power 
transmission systems, or leading-edge biofuels that meet certain criteria; 
begin construction by the end of fiscal year 2011; and pay wages at or 
above market rates. 

The LGP's loan guarantee authority has also increased. In fiscal year 2007, 
Congress authorized up to $4 billion in loan guarantees for projects that 
meet the criteria in section 1703. By fiscal year 2009, Congress had 
authorized an additional $4 7 billion in loan guarantees for projects that 
meet these criteria. 3 Congress did not appropriate funds to cover the 
associated credit subsidy costs-that is, the government's estimated net 
long-term cost, in present value terms, of direct or guaranteed loans over 
the entire period the loans are outstanding (not including administrative 
costs). Consequently, borrowers who obtain loan guarantees under 
section 1703 must pay fees to cover these costs. Under the Recovery Act, 
Congress has provided nearly $4 billion to cover the credit subsidy costs 

1Pub. L. No. 109-58, Title XVII (Aug. 8, 2005). 

2Pub. L. No. 111-5 (Feb. 17, 2009). 

30mnibus Appropriations Act, 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-8, Div. C, Title lli (Mar. 11, 2009). The 
act provided that of the authorized amount of $47 billion, $18.5 billion shall be for nuclear 
power. Further congressional direction about the allocation of loan guarantee authority 
among technology categories was contained in the explanatory statement accompanying 
the act. Use of the funds appropriated for the program was subject to certain conditions, 
such as a requirement for DOE to submit an implementation plan to the appropriations 
committees prior to issuing any new solicitations inviting applications for loan guarantees. 
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for projects that meet the criteria in section 1705. 4 While the Recovery Act 
appropriation did not specify the amount of new loan guarantee authority, 
DOE officials said that the department believes credit subsidy costs will 
average at least 15 percent of the value of loan guarantees. Accordingly, 
the nearly $4 billion Recovery Act appropriation to pay credit subsidy 
costs could increase the amount of loans that the LGP guarantees by about 
$26 billion, raising the program's total estimated loan guarantee capacity 
to about $77 billion. 

As of April2010, the department had issued eight solicitations inviting 
applications for projects using various categories of technologies (see 
table 1). It had also issued one loan guarantee for $535 million to Solyndra, 
one of the companies that responded to DOE's initial LGP solicitation 
issued in 2006, and had made nine conditional commitments to issue 
additional loan guarantees. 5 The one loan guarantee and four of the 
conditional commitments were made under the Recovery Act; the other 
five conditional commitments were made under section 1703. 

4Pub. L. No. 111-5, Div. A, Title IV (Feb. 17, 2009). Congress originally appropriated nearly 
$6 billion to pay the credit subsidy costs of projects supported under section 1705, with the 
limitation that funding to pay the credit subsidy costs of leading-edge biofuel projects 
eligible under this section would not exceed $500 million. Congress later authorized the 
President to transfer up to $2 billion of the nearly $6 billion to expand the "Cash for 
Clunkers" program. Pub. L. No. 111-47 (Aug. 7, 2009). The $2 billion was transferred to the 
Department of Transportation, leaving nearly $4 billion to cover credit subsidy costs of 
projects supported under section 1705. 

5 
A conditional commitment is a commitment by DOE to issue a loan guarantee if the 

applicant satisfies specific requirements. The Secretary of Energy has the discretion to 
cancel a conditional commitment at any time for any reason prior to the issuance of a loan 
guarantee. 
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Table 1: Technology Categories Targeted by Solicitations Issued for the LGP and Amounts Available under the Solicitations, 
as of April 2010 

Dollars in billions 

Solicitation Amount 
Targeted technology category issuance date available 

Mixed' Aug.8,2006 $4.0b 

Nuclear power facilities July 11, 2008 18.5 

Front-end nuclear facilities' July 11, 2008 2.o• 

Coal-based power generation and industrial gasification facilities that incorporate carbon 
capture and sequestration or other beneficial uses of carbon and for advanced coal 
gasification facilities 

Sept. 22, 2008 8.0 

Energy efficiency, renewable energy, and advanced transmission and distribution 
technologies (EERE) 

Oct. 29, 2008 10.0 

EERE July 29, 2009 8.5 

Electric power transmission infrastructure projects July 29, 2009 5.0' 

Commercial technology renewable energy generation projects under the Financial Institution 
Partnership Program (FIPP) 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

Oct. 7, 2009 5.0' 

'The 2006 mixed solicitation invited applications for all technologies eligible to receive loan 
guarantees according to the Energy Policy Act of 2005 except for nuclear facilities and oil refineries. 

•DoE received authorization to guarantee up to $4 billion in loans in fiscal year 2007 and had planned 
to use this authority to support projects submitted in response to the 2006 mixed technology 
solicitation. On March 25, 2010, DOE informed Congress of its intention to use up to $2 billion of its 
fiscal year 2007 loan guarantee authority for projects submitted in response to the 2008 front-end 
nuclear facilities solicitation. 

'Front-end nuclear facilities are to accelerate deployment of new uranium enrichment capacity and 
distribution. 

'This amount is an estimate because the solicitation did not specify how much DOE would issue in 
loan guarantees. This estimate is based on the solicitation's stated plan to use $750 million to cover 
credit subsidy costs and assumes credit subsidy costs of 15 percent, which DOE has told us is 
consistent with credit subsidy estimates to date. 

For fiscal year 2011, DOE is seeking an additional $36 billion in loan 
guarantee authority for nuclear power facilities and $500 million to cover 
the credit subsidy costs for energy efficiency and renewable energy 
projects eligible under section 1703. 6 DOE estimates that this $500 million 
will cover the credit subsidy costs for about $3 billion in loan guarantees. 

6
When asked if DOE plans to use the $500 million to cover the credit subsidy costs for 

projects that are currently under review or for projects that apply under a new solicitation, 
the department stated that the $500 million, if approved, will be used by the LGP at its 
discretion across the full spectrum of qualified energy efficiency and renewable energy 
projects. 
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We have an ongoing mandate under the 2007 Revised Continuing 
Appropriations Resolution to review DOE's execution of the LGP and to 
report our findings to the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations. 7 Our previous reviews focused on the department's efforts 
to establish the tools needed to evaluate the program's effectiveness and 
to process applications. In 2007 and 2008, we recommended that the 
department take steps to further develop and improve its capabilities in 
these areas. 8 In light of these recommendations and following discussions 
with your staffs, we assessed (1) the extent to which DOE has identified 
what it intends to achieve through the LGP and is positioned to evaluate 
progress and (2) how DOE has implemented the LGP for applicants. 

To address these objectives, we analyzed Title XVII of EPAct, the 
Recovery Act, the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and 
our prior work on GPRA, and DOE's program guidance and regulations. In 
addition, we interviewed relevant DOE officials and-to obtain a broad 
representation of views on DOE's implementation of the LGP-LGP 
applicants and trade association representatives. We selected the 
applicants and trade associations using a mix of criteria, including the 
amount of the loan guarantee requested and the relevant technology. Our 
review did not evaluate the technical or financial soundness of the 
projects that applied for DOE loan guarantees. In April2010, we briefed 
your offices on the preliminary results of our review. 

We conducted this performance audit from January 2009 through July 
2010 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to 
obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe 
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objectives. A further discussion of the 
scope of our review and the methods we used is presented in appendix I. 

7
Pub. L. No. 110-5 §20320(c) (Feb. 15, 2007). 

8
GAO, The Department of Energy: Key Steps Needed to Help Ensure the Success of the 

New Loan Guarantee Program for Innovative Technologies by Better Managing Its 
Financial Risk, GA0-07-339R (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 28, 2007); GAO, Department of 
Energy: New Loan Guarantee Program Should Complete Activities Necessary for 
Effective and Accountable Program Management, GA0-08-750 (Washington, D.C.: July 7, 
2008). 
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DOE Has Broadly 
Indicated the 
Program's Direction 
but Is Not Well 
Positioned to 
Evaluate Progress 

DOE has broadly indicated the direction of the LGP but has not developed 
all the tools necessary to evaluate progress. DOE officials have identified a 
number of broad policy goals that the LGP is intended to support, 
including helping to ensure energy security, mitigate climate change, 
jumpstart the alternative energy sector, and create jobs. Additionally, 
through DOE's fiscal year 2011 budget request and a mission statement for 
the LGP, the department has explained that the program is intended to 
support the "early commercial production and use of new or significantly 
improved technologies in energy projects" that "avoid, reduce, or 
sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases, 
and have a reasonable prospect of repaying the principal and interest on 
their debt obligations." 

To help operationalize such policy goals efficiently and effectively, 
principles of good governance identified in our prior work on GPRA 
indicate that agencies should develop associated performance goals and 
measures that are objective and quantifiable. 9 These performance goals 
and measures are intended to allow comparison of programs' actual 
results with the desired results. Each program activity should be linked to 
a performance goal and measure unless such a linkage would be infeasible 
or impractical. 

DOE has linked the LGP to two departmentwide performance goals: 

• "Double renewable energy generating capacity (excluding conventional 
hydropower) by 2012." 

• "Commit (conditionally) to loan guarantees for two nuclear power 
facilities to add new low-carbon emission capacity of at least 3,800 
megawatts in 2010." 

DOE has also established nine performance measures for the LGP (see 
app. II). 

However, the departmentwide performance goals are too few to reflect the 
full range of policy goals for the LGP. For example, there is no measurable 

9
GAO, Agencies' Annual Performance Plans under the Results Act: An Assessment Guide 

to Facilitate Congressional Decisionmaking, GAO/GGD/AIMD-10.1.18 (Washington, D.C.: 
February 1998, ver. 1.); GAO, The Results Act: An Evaluator's Guide to Assessing Agency 
Annual Performance Plans, GAO/GGD-10.1.20 (Washington, D.C.: April1998, ver. 1). 
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DOE Has Taken Steps 
to Implement the LGP 
but Has Treated 
Applicants 
Inconsistently and 
Lacks Mechanisms to 
Identify and Address 
Applicants' Concerns 

performance goal for job creation. The performance goals also do not 
reflect the full scope of the program's authorized activities. For example, 
as of April2010, DOE had issued two conditional commitments for energy 
efficiency projects-as authorized in legislation-but the energy efficiency 
projects do not address either of the performance goals because the 
projects are expected to generate little or no renewable energy and are not 
associated with nuclear power facilities. Given the lack of sufficient 
performance goals, DOE cannot be sure that the LGP's performance 
measures are appropriate. Thus, DOE lacks the foundation to assess the 
program's progress, and more specifically, to determine whether the 
projects it supports with loan guarantees contribute to achieving the 
desired results. 

As the LGP's scope and authority have increased, the department has 
taken a number of steps to implement the program for applicants. For 
example, DOE has substantially increased the LGP's staff and in-house 
expertise, and applicants we interviewed have commended the LGP staffs 
professionalism. DOE officials indicated that, prior to 2008, staffing was 
inadequate to review applications, but since June 2008, the LGP's staff has 
increased from 12 federal employees to more than 50, supported by over 
40 full-time contractor staff. Also, the LGP now has in-house legal counsel 
and project finance expertise, which have increased the program's 
capacity to evaluate proposed projects. In addition, in November 2009, the 
Secretary named an Executive Director, reporting directly to the 
Secretary, to oversee the LGP and to accelerate the application review 
process. 10 

Other key steps that DOE has taken include the following: 

• DOE has identified a list of external reviewers qualified to perform legal, 
engineering, financial, and marketing analyses of proposed projects. 
Identifying these external reviewers beforehand helps to ensure that DOE 
will have the necessary expertise readily available during the review 
process. DOE officials said that the department has also expedited the 
procurement process for hiring these external reviewers. 

• DOE developed a credit policies and procedures manual for the LGP. 
Among other things, the manual contains detailed internal policies and 

10
The Executive Director also oversees DOE's Advanced Technology Vehicles 

Manufacturing Loan Program. 
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procedures that lay out requirements, criteria, and staff responsibilities for 
determining which proposed projects should receive loan guarantees. 

• DOE revised the LGP's regulations after receiving information from 
industry concerning the wide variety of ownership and financing 
structures that applicants or potential applicants would like to employ in 
projects seeking loan guarantees. Among other things, the modifications 
allow for ownership structures that DOE found are typically employed in 
utility-grade power plants and are commonly proposed for the next 
generation of nuclear power generation facilities. 

• DOE obtained OMB approval for its model to estimate credit subsidy 
costs. The model is a critical tool needed for the LGP to proceed with 
issuing loan guarantees because it will be used to calculate each loan 
guarantee's credit subsidy cost and the associated fee, if any, that must be 
collected from borrowers. (We are evaluating DOE's process and key 
inputs for estimating credit subsidy costs in other ongoing work.) 

Notwithstanding these actions, the department is implementing the 
program in a way that treats applicants inconsistently, lacks systematic 
mechanisms for applicants to appeal its decisions or for applicants to 
provide feedback to DOE, and risks excluding some potential applicants 
unnecessarily. Specifically, we found the following: 

DOE has treated applicants inconsistently. Although our past work has 
shown that agencies should process applications with the goals of treating 
applicants fairly and minimizing applicant confusion, 11 DOE's 
implementation of the program has favored some applicants and 
disadvantaged others in a number of ways. First, we found that, in at least 
five of the ten cases in which DOE made conditional commitments, it did 
so before obtaining all of the final reports from external reviewers, 
allowing these applicants to receive conditional commitments before 
incurring expenses that other applicants were required to pay. Before DOE 
makes a conditional commitment, LGP procedures call for engineering, 
financial, legal, and marketing reviews of proposed projects as part of the 
due diligence process for identifying and mitigating risk. If DOE lacks the 
in-house capability to conduct the reviews, external reviews are 

11
GAO, Grants Management: Grants.gov Has Systemic Weaknesses That Require 

Attention, GA0-09-589 (Washington, D.C.: July 15, 2009). 
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performed by contractors paid for by applicants. 12 In one of the cases we 
identified in which DOE deviated from its procedures, it made a 
conditional commitment before obtaining any of the external reports. DOE 
officials told us this project was fast-tracked because of its "strong 
business fundamentals" and because DOE determined that it had sufficient 
information to proceed. However, it is unclear how DOE could have had 
sufficient information to negotiate the terms of a conditional commitment 
without completing the types of reviews generally performed during due 
diligence, and proceeding without this information is contrary to the 
department's procedures for the LGP. 

Second, DOE treats applicants with nuclear projects differently from 
applicants proposing projects that employ other types of technologies. For 
example, DOE allows applicants with nuclear projects that have not been 
selected to begin the due diligence process to remain in a queue in case 
the LGP receives additional loan guarantee authority, while applicants 
with projects involving other types of technologies that have not been 
selected to begin due diligence are rejected (see app. III). In order for 
applicants whose applications were rejected to receive further 
consideration, they must reapply and again pay application fees, which 
range from $75,000 to $800,000 (see app. IV). DOE also provided 
applicants with nuclear generation projects information on how their 
projects ranked in comparison with others before they submitted part II of 
the application and 75 percent of the application fees. DOE did not provide 
rankings to applicants with any other types of projects. DOE officials said 
that applicants with nuclear projects were allowed to remain in a queue 
because of the expectation that requests would substantially exceed 
available loan guarantee authority and that the applications would be of 
high quality. According to DOE officials, they based this expectation on 
information available about projects that are seeking licenses from the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. DOE officials also explained that they 
ranked nuclear generation projects for similar reasons-and also to give 
applicants with less competitive projects the chance to drop out of the 
process early, allowing them to avoid the expense involved in applying for 
a loan guarantee. However, all of the solicitations issued through 2008 
initially received requests that exceeded the available loan guarantee 
authority (see app. V), so nuclear projects were not unique in that respect. 
In addition, applicants with coal-based power generation and industrial 

12
LGP staff have generally conducted the financial reviews for the projects that have 

received conditional commitments or a loan guarantee to date. 
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gasification facility projects paid application fees equivalent to those paid 
by applicants with nuclear generation projects but were not given rankings 
prior to paying the second application fee (see app. IV). To provide EERE 
applicants with earlier feedback on the competitiveness of their projects, 
DOE instituted a two-part application for the 2009 EERE solicitation-a 
change from the 2008 EERE solicitation. DOE officials stated that they 
made this change based on lessons learned from the 2008 EERE 
solicitation. While this change appears to reduce the disparity in treatment 
among applicants, it remains to be seen whether DOE will make similar 
changes for projects that employ other types of technologies. 

Third, DOE has allowed one of the front-end nuclear facility applicants 
that we contacted additional time to meet technical and financial 
requirements, including requirements for evidence that the technology is 
ready to move to commercial-scale operations, but DOE has rejected 
applicants with other types of technologies for not meeting similar 
technical and financial criteria. DOE has not provided analysis or 
documentation explaining why additional time was appropriate for one 
project but not for others. 

DOE lacks systematic mechanisms for applicants to appeal its decisions 
or provide feedback to DOE. In its solicitations, DOE states that a rejection 
is "final and non-appealable." Once a project has been reje~ted, the only 
administrative option left to an applicant under DOE's documented 
procedures is to reapply and incur all of the associated costs. 
Nevertheless, DOE said that, as a courtesy, it had rereviewed certain 
rejected applications. Some applicants did not know that DOE would 
provide such rereviews, which appear contrary to DOE's stated policy and 
have been conducted on an ad hoc basis. 

DOE also lacks a systematic mechanism for soliciting, evaluating, and 
incorporating feedback from applicants about its implementation of the 
program. Our past work has shown that agencies should solicit, evaluate, 
and incorporate feedback from program users to improve programs. t3 

Unless they do so, agencies may not attain the levels of user satisfaction 
that they otherwise could. For example, during our interviews with 
applicants, more than half said they received little information about the 

t
3
GAO, Transportation Research: Opportunities for Improving the Oversight of DOT's 

Research Programs and User Satiifaction with Transportation Statistics, GA0-06-917 
(Washington, D.C.: Aug. 15, 2006). 
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timing or status of application reviews. Applicants expressed a desire for 
more information about the status of DOE's reviews and said that not 
knowing when a loan guarantee might be issued created difficulties in 
managing their projects-for example, in planning construction dates, 
knowing how much capital they would need to sustain operations, and 
maintaining support for their projects from internal stakeholders. 

According to DOE officials, the department has reached out to 
stakeholders through its Web site, presentations to industry groups and 
policymakers, and other means. DOE has also indicated that it has 
changed the program to make it more user-friendly, based on lessons 
learned and applicant feedback. For example, unlike the 2008 EERE 
solicitation, the 2009 EERE solicitation includes rolling deadlines that give 
applicants greater latitude in when to submit their applications; a 
simplified part I application that provides a mechanism for DOE to give 
applicants early feedback on whether their projects are competitive; and 
delayed payment of the bulk of the "facility fee" that DOE charges 
applicants to cover certain program costs. While DOE said that these 
changes were based, in part, on feedback from applicants, because DOE 
has no systematic way of soliciting applicant feedback, the department has 
no assurance that the views obtained through its outreach efforts are 
representative, particularly since the means that DOE uses to obtain 
feedback do not guarantee anonymity. The department also has no 
assurance that the changes made in response to feedback are effectively 
addressing applicant concerns. 

DOE risks excluding some potential applicants. Even though the 
Recovery Act requires that applicants begin construction by the end of 
fiscal year 2011 to qualify for Recovery Act funding, DOE has not yet 
issued solicitations for the full range of projects eligible for Recovery Act 
funding under section 1705. DOE has issued two solicitations specific to 
the Recovery Act for the LGP, but neither invites applications for 
commercial manufacturing projects, which are eligible under the act. 14 

While DOE has announced that it will issue an LGP solicitation for 
commercial manufacturing projects, it has given no date for doing so. The 
2009 EERE solicitation provided an opportunity for some manufacturing 
applicants to receive Recovery Act funding, but because DOE combined 

14
The solicitations specific to the Recovery Act are the 2009 solicitations targeting electric 

power transmission infrastructure projects and commercial technology renewable energy 
generation projects. 
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Conclusions 

the Recovery Act's requirements with the original section 1703 
requirements, applicants with commercial manufacturing projects were 
excluded. DOE officials told us that they combined the requirements to 
ensure that projects that are initially eligible under section 1705 but that 
fail to start construction by the deadline can remain in the LGP under 
section 1703. 

DOE has made substantial progress in building a functional program for 
issuing loan guarantees under Title XVII of EP Act; however, it may not 
fully realize the benefits envisioned for the LGP until it further improves 
its ability to evaluate and implement the program. Since 2007, we have 
been reporting on DOE's lack of tools necessary to evaluate the program 
and process applications and recommending that the department take 
steps to address these areas. While DOE has identified broad policy goals 
and developed a mission statement for the program, it will lack the ability 
to implement the program efficiently and effectively and to evaluate 
progress in achieving these goals and mission until it develops 
corresponding performance goals. As a practical matter, without such 
goals, DOE will also lack a clear basis for determining whether the 
projects it decides to support with loan guarantees are helping achieve the 
desired results, potentially undermining applicants' and the public's 
confidence in the legitimacy of those decisions. Such confidence could 
also be undermined by implementation processes that do not treat 
applicants consistently-unless DOE has clear and compelling grounds for 
disparate treatment-particularly if DOE skips steps in its review process 
prior to issuing conditional commitments or rereviews rejected 
applications for some applicants without having an administrative appeal 
process. Furthermore, while DOE has taken steps to increase applicants' 
satisfaction with the program, it cannot determine the effectiveness of 
those efforts without systematic feedback from applicants that preserves 
their anonymity. 

Recommendations for 
Executive Action 

To improve DOE's ability to evaluate and implement the LGP, we 
recommend that the Secretary of Energy take the following four actions: 

• Direct the program management to develop relevant performance goals 
that reflect the full range of policy goals and activities for the program, and 
to the extent necessary, revise the performance measures to align with 
these goals. 
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Agency Comments 

• Direct the program management to revise the process for issuing loan 
guarantees to clearly establish what circumstances warrant disparate 
treatment of applicants so that DOE's implementation of the program 
treats applicants consistently unless there are clear and compelling 
grounds for doing otherwise. 

• Direct the program management to develop an administrative appeal 
process for applicants who believe their applications were rejected in 
error and document the basis for conclusions regarding appeals. 

• Direct the program management to develop a mechanism to systematically 
obtain and address feedback from program applicants, and, in so doing, 
ensure that applicants' anonymity can be maintained, for example, by 
using an independent service to obtain the feedback 

We provided a draft of this report to DOE for review and comment. In its 
written comments, DOE stated that it recognizes the need for continuous 
improvement to its Loan Guarantee Programs as those programs mature 
but neither explicitly agreed nor disagreed with our recommendations. In 
one instance, DOE specifically disagreed with our findings: the department 
maintained that applicants are treated consistently within solicitations. 

Nevertheless, the department stated that it is taking steps to address 
concerns identified in our report. Specifically, DOE pointed to the 
following recent or planned actions: 

• Performance goals and measures. DOE stated that, in the context of 
revisions to its strategic plan, the department is revisiting the performance 
goals and measures for the LGP to better align them with the department's 
policy goals of growing the green economy and reducing greenhouse gases 
from power generation. 

• Consistent treatment of applicants. DOE recognized the need for greater 
transparency to avoid the perception of inconsistent treatment and stated 
that it will ensure that future solicitations explicitly describe 
circumstances that would allow streamlined consideration of loan 
guarantee applications. 

• Appeals. DOE indicated that its process for rejected applications should 
be made more transparent and stated that the LGP continues to implement 
new strategies intended to reduce the need for any kind of appeals, such 
as enhanced communication with applicants including more frequent 
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contact, and allowing applicants an opportunity to provide additional data 
at DOE's request to address deficiencies DOE has identified in 
applications. 

While these actions are encouraging, they do not fully address our 
findings, especially in the areas of appeals and applicant feedback We 
continue to believe that DOE needs systematic mechanisms for applicants 
to appeal its decisions and to provide anonymous feedback 

DOE's written comments on our findings and recommendations, along 
with our detailed responses, are contained in appendix VI. In addition to 
the written comments reproduced in that appendix, DOE provided 
technical comments, which we incorporated as appropriate. 

We are sending copies of this report to the appropriate congressional 
committees, the Secretary of Energy, and other interested parties. This 
report also is available at no charge on the GAO Web site at 
http://www.gao.gov. 

If you or your staffs have any questions concerning this report, please 
contact me at (202) 512-3841 or ruscof@gao.gov. Contact points for our 
Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the 
last page of this report. Key contributors to this report are listed in 
appendix VII. 

~~~· 
Frank Rusco 
Director, Natural Reso~ces 

and Environment 
1 
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Appendix 1: Scope and Methodology 

To assess the extent to which the Department of Energy (DOE) has 
identified what it intends to achieve through the Loan Guarantee Program 
(LGP) and is positioned to evaluate progress, we reviewed and analyzed 
relevant provisions of Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act); 
DOE's budget request documents; and Recovery Act planning information, 
as well as other documentation provided by DOE. We discussed strategic 
planning and program evaluation with cognizant DOE officials from the 
LGP office, the Office of the Secretary of Energy, the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer, and the Credit Review Board (CRB) that is charged with 
coordinating credit management and debt collection activities as well as 
overall policies and procedures for the LGP. As criteria, we used the 
Government Performance Results Act (GPRA), along with our prior work 
onGPRA. 

To evaluate DOE's implementation of the LGP for applicants, we reviewed 
relevant legislation, such as EPAct and the Recovery Act; DOE's final 
regulations and concept of operations for the LGP; solicitations issued by 
DOE inviting applications for loan guarantees; DOE's internal project 
tracking reports; technical and financial review criteria for the application 
review process; minutes from CRB meetings held between February 2008 
and November 2009; applications for loan guarantees; application 
rejection letters issued by DOE; and other various DOE guidance and 
procurement documents related to the process for issuing loan guarantees. 
We interviewed cognizant DOE officials from the LGP office, the Office of 
the Secretary of Energy, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, the 
Office of Headquarters Procurement Services, and program offices that 
participated in the technical reviews of projects, including the Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, the Office of Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy, the Office of Nuclear Energy, and the National 
Energy Technology Laboratory (NETL). In addition, we interviewed 31 
LGP applicants and 4 trade association representatives, using a standard 
list of questions for each group, to obtain a broad representation of views 
that we believe can provide insights to bolster other evidence supporting 
our findings. We selected the applicants and trade associations using a mix 
of criteria, including the amount of the loan guarantee requested and the 
relevant technology. As criteria, we used our prior work on customer 
service. We did not evaluate the financial or technical soundness of the 
projects for which applications were submitted. 

We conducted this performance audit from January 2009 through July 
2010 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to 
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Appendix 1: Scope and Methodology 

obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe 
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
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Appendix II: Performance Measures for the 
LGP 

DOE has developed the following nine performance measures for the LGP: 

• percentage of projects receiving DOE loan guarantees that have achieved 
and maintained commercial operations; 

• contain the loss rate of guaranteed loans to less than 4 percent; 

• contain the loss rate of guaranteed loans to less than 11.81 percent in fiscal 
year 2009 (11.85 percent for fiscal years 2010 and 2011) on a long-term 
portfolio basis; 

• newly installed generation capacity from power generation projects 
receiving DOE loan guarantees; 

• average cost per megawatthour for projects receiving DOE loan 
guarantees; 

• forecasted greenhouse gas emissions reductions from projects receiving 
loan guarantees compared to 'business as usual' energy generation; 

• forecasted air pollutant emissions (nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and 
particulates) reductions from projects receiving loan guarantees compared 
to 'business as usual' energy generation; 

• average review time of applications for Section 1705 guarantees; and 

• percentage of conditional commitments issued to qualified applicants 
relative to plan. 
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Appendix III: Application Review Process 

Figure 1: 2008 Solicitation for Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy, and Advanced Transmission and Distribution 
Technologies 

~~::'':~~~ee~c:_a_!t_o_n_f~~-~~:i~~~?~~:~3_1.:~~~L __ 
Fee paid for credit assessment• 

75% of application fee due {$56,250-$93,750) 

External reviewer fees due 

DOE performs 
formal review 

DOE issues solicitation 

Underwriting and 
due diligence 

~9.?'~9~~':c~l~t~!!:!:_?_u~-----------------------------------

• DOE performs/contracts out 
financial, legal, market, 
environmental, and technical 
reviews 

• Term sheet negotiations 

Fee paid for credit rating• 

~!~~i!.:;!:l~~t;Jy_f::_d_u_e __________________________________ _ 

80% of facility fee due 
All or part of maintenance fee due 

Any remaining maintenance fee due ($50,000-$100,000 annually) 

------· Applicants' costs 

--- Credit subsidy calculations 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

Credit subsidy fee estimated ---------------
Final credit subsidy fee calculated ---------------

'Required for projects with estimated total costs exceeding $25 million. 
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Appendix III: Application Review Process 

Figure 2: 2008 Solicitation for Coal-based Power Generation and Industrial Gasification Facilities That Incorporate Carbon 
Capture and Sequestration or Other Beneficial Uses of Carbon and for Advanced Coal Gasification Facilities 

~~:'::.~~~ee~c:.<:t~o_n_~.:-~l!.':i~~~C::999~------------------------
Fee paid for credit assessment• 

75% of application fee due ($600,000) 

External reviewer fees due 

~9~~~~~':c~l~t~!~~-d~~-------------------------------------

Fee paid for credit rating• 

_s:;~~~~~~~~J:ly_f_:_:_~u_e ____________________________________ _ 

80% of facility fee due 
All or part of maintenance fee due 

Any remaining maintenance fee due ($200,000-$400,000 annually) 
------------------------------------------------------

DOE Issues solicitation 

Underwriting and 
due dillgllnce 

• DOE performs/contracts out 
financial, legal, market, 
environmental, and technical 
reviews 

• Term sheet negotiations 

------· Applicants' costs 

--- Credit subsidy calculations 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

Credit subsidy fee estimated ---------------
Final credit subsidy fee calculated ---------------

'Required for projects with estimated total costs exceeding $25 million. 
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Appendix III: Application Review Process 

Figure 3: 2008 Solicitation for Nuclear Power Facilities 

~~!~~~~~~~~<:~~o_n_f_:_:_~':~i~':~C!:999~-------------------
Fee paid for credit assessment" 

75% of application fee due ($600,000) 
-------------------------------------------------

External reviewer fees due 

39.7~5!~~':c11~~!~~-d_:I_: ____________________________________ _ 

Fee paid for credit rating" 

~!~~~_:;!!~~i?YJ~:' -~u_e ____________________________________ _ 

80% of facility fee due 
All or part of maintenance fee due 

Any remaining maintenance fee due ($200,000-$400,000 annually) 

• DOE performs/contracts out 
financial, legal, market, 
environmental, and technical 
reviews 

• Term sheet negotiations 

------· Applicants' costs 

--- Credit subsidy calculations 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

Credit subsidy fee estimated ----------
Final credit subsidy fee calculated ---------------

'Required for projects with estimated total costs exceeding $25 million. 
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Appendix III: Application Review Process 

Figure 4: 2008 Solicitation for Front-End Nuclear Facilities 

~~~':~~ ~~~~~a_t~o_n_~:-~~:_ i~~~~~~~~- ______________________ _ 
Fee paid for credit assessment• 

75% of application fee due ($600,000) 
-----------------------------------------------------

External reviewer fees due 

~9?'~.:'! ~a_c11~ty !::_d~_: ---------------------------------

Fee paid for credit rating• 
------------------------------------------------------1 

~!~~i!~l!~~i?YJ~:_d_u_e ____________________________________ _ 

80% of facility fee due 
All or part of maintenance fee due 

Any remaining maintenance fee due ($200,000-$400,000 annually) 

• DOE performs/contracts out 
financial, legal, market, 
environmental, and technical 

------ Applicants' costs 

--- Credit subsidy calculations 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

Credit subsidy fee estimated ----------
Final credit subsidy fee calculated ---------------

'Required for projects with estimated total costs exceeding $25 million. 
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Appendix IV: Standardized Fees Associated 
with Obtaining a Loan Guarantee, by 
Solicitation 

Solicitation 

2008 Front-end nuclear facilities 

2008 Nuclear power facilities 

2008 Coal-based power generation and 
industrial gasification facilities 

Application fee 

1st payment 2nd payment 
of25% of75% 

$200,000 $600,000 

200,000 600,000 

200,000 600,000 

Annual loan 
Facility fee• maintenance fee 

Y2 of 1% of guaranteed $200,000-400,000 
amount 

Y2 of 1% of guaranteed 200,000-400,000 
amount 

Y2 of 1% of guaranteed 200,000-400,000 
amount 

2008 Energy efficiency, renewable energy, and advanced transmission and distribution technologies (EERE) 

Loan guarantee amount: 

$0 - 150,000,000 

Above $150,000,000 - 500,000,000 

Above $500,000,000 

2009 EERE 

Loan guarantee amount: 

$0 - 150,000,000 

Above $150,000,000 - 500,000,000 

Above $500,000,000 

2009 Electric power transmission 
infrastructure projects 

2009 Commercial technology renewable 
energy generation projects under the 
Financial Institution Partnership Program 
(FIPP) 

18,750 56,250 1% of guaranteed amount 50,000-100,000 

25,000 75,000 $375,000 + 0.75% of 50,000-100,000 
guaranteed amount 

31,250 93,750 $1,625,000 + 0.50% of 50,000-100,000 
guaranteed amount 

18,750 56,250 1% of guaranteed amount 50,000-100,000 

25,000 75,000 $375,000 + 0.75% of 50,000-1 00,000 
guaranteed amount 

31,250 93,750 $1 ,625,000 + 0.50% of 50,000-100,000 
guaranteed amount 

200,000 600,000 Y2 of 1% of guaranteed 200,000-400,000 
amount 

12,500 37,500 Y2 of 1% of guaranteed 10,000-25,000 
amount 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

"According to agency documentation, this fee is intended to cover the LGP's cost of loan setup and 
associated legal and finance fees. 
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Appendix V: Loan Guarantee Amounts Available 
and Amounts Applicants Sought for Technology 
Categories Targeted in Solicitations 

Dollars in billions 

Amount 
Solicitation Amount applicants 

Targeted technology category issuance date available sought 

Mixed• Aug.8,2006 $4.0 $8.6 

Nuclear power facilities July 11, 2008 18.5 93.2 

Front-end nuclear facilities July 11, 2008 2.0 4.0 

Coal-based power generation and industrial gasification facilities Sept. 22, 2008 8.0 18.6 

Energy efficiency, renewable energy, and advanced transmission and 
distribution technologies (EERE) 

Oct. 29, 2008 10.0 20.1 

EERE July 29, 2009 8.5 22.8b 

Electric power transmission infrastructure projects July 29, 2009 5.0' 4.3 

Commercial technology renewable energy generation projects under the 
Financial Institution Partnership Program (FIPP) 

Source: GAO presentation of DOE data. 

Oct. 7, 2009 5.0' 

'The 2006 mixed solicitation invited applications for all technologies eligible to receive loan 
guarantees under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 except for nuclear facilities and oil refineries. 

3.1 

'DOE is still accepting applications in response to the 2009 EERE solicitation, so the final total 
amount that applicants will seek is not yet known. Through November 2009, applicants were seeking 
a total of $22.8 billion. 

'This amount is an estimate because the solicitation did not specify how much would be issued in 
loan guarantees. This estimate is based on the solicitation's stated plan to use $750 million to cover 
credit subsidy costs and assumes credit subsidy costs of 15 percent, which DOE has told us is 
consistent with credit subsidy estimates to date. 
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Appendix VI: Comments from the Department 
of Energy 

critical tool needed for the LGP to proceed with issuing loan guarantees because it 
will be used to calculate the amount of each loan guarantee's credit subsidy and 
the associated fee, if applicable. 

While the report recognizes key steps that DOE has taken to implement the LGP 
program, it also discusses opportunities for improvement in LGP's performance goals 
and measures, the transparency of its treatment of loan applicants, and mechanisms for 
systematic feedback from applicants. The Department recognizes the need for continuous 
improvement to its Loan Guarantee Programs as those programs mature, and is taking 
steps to address the concerns noted in the report. 

Enclosed are the Department's detailed responses to GAO's specific recommendations 
and separate technical and factual comments on specific language in the draft report. We 
look forward to working with your team on future engagements. 

Enclosures 
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A~h 
Jo~than M. Silver 
Ex cutive Director of the Loan Programs 

Ice of the Secretary 
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See comment 1 . 

See comment 2. 

See comment 3. 

Appendix VI: Comments from the Department 
of Energy 

V. S. Department of Energy 
GA0-10-627- "DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY: Further Actions Are Needed to 

Improve DOE's Ability to Evaluate and Implement the Loan Guarantee Program 

Response to GAO Recommendations for Executive Action 

Technical and Factual Comments: 

Recommendation 1: The Secretary of Energy should direct the program 
management to develop relevant performance goals that reflect the full range of 
policy goals and activities for the program, and to the extent necessary, revise the 
performance measures to align with these goals. 

DOE Response: The Department recognizes the need for relevant and targeted 
performance metrics and is working to ensure that appropriate metrics are identified for 
Loan Guarantee Programs. Currently, the program evaluates a project based on the 
ability to optimize multiple metrics that are consistent with overall program objectives, 
and there is no mandate from Congress regarding a specific target for the number of jobs 
created. In the context of preparing the LGP's contribution to the Department's Strategic 
Plan, which is still under development, the LGP is revisiting its performance goals and 
measures to better align with the Department's policy goals of growing the green 
economy and reducing green house gases in power generation. 

Recommendation 2: The Secretary should direct the program management to revise 
the process for issuing loan guarantees to clearly establish what circumstances 
warrant disparate treatment of applicants so that DOE's implementation of the 
program treats applicants consistently unless there are clear and compelling 
grounds for doing otherwise. 

DOE Response: DOE disagrees with GAO's assertion that applicants are treated 
inconsistently but recognizes the need for greater transparency to avoid the perception of 
inconsistent treatment. Currently, each solicitation states the process for submitting 
applications and criteria for approving loan guarantees. The Department believes that 
within each solicitation, the rules have been applied consistently, and no applicants have 
been disadvantaged. The Department will ensure that future solicitations explicitly 
describe circumstances that would allow for streamlined consideration ofloan guarantee 
applications. 

It is important to note that there is no one-size-fits-all approach across the various energy 
sectors, and processes may legitimately vary for the different energy sectors. One area 
highlighted by GAO was the ranking of the nuclear projects while not performing a 
similar ranking for other energy sectors. The LGP ranked nuclear generation projects 
because most nuclear power applications satisfied the requirements to proceed to due 
diligence, but the program did not have the loan authority to support all of the projects. A 
detailed analysis was required to differentiate those projects that had the strongest 
likelihood of readiness to proceed beyond the due diligence phase. 
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Appendix VI: Comments from the Department 
of Energy 

The LGP does not provide a comparable ranking to applicants under the energy 
efficiency/renewable energy solicitations because the loan authority is adequate to 
support all viable projects. However, DOE provides applicants under the energy 
efficiency/renewable energy solicitations with early feedback on the viability of their 
application and the opportunity to avoid 75% of the application fee by using a Part I and 
Part II application process. 

In the case of the fossil energy solicitation, DOE met with all eight of the advanced fossil 
project sponsors who submitted Part I applications. The Part I applicants were informed 
that the solicitation was significantly over-subscribed and that there was a strong 
possibility that a loan guarantee approved by DOE for the selected projects could be 
substantially lower than the amount requested. Five applicants chose to proceed and 
submit Part II applications. Four of the five were invited to final due diligence. DOE had 
no reason to rank the four remaining projects because the $8.3 billion requested was in 
line with the authorized loan guarantee authority of $8 billion. 

Recommendation 3: The Secretary should direct the program management to 
develop an administrative appeal process for applicants who believe their 
applications were rejected in error and document the basis for conclusions 
regarding appeals. 

DOE Response: The Department believes that the current process for rejected applicants 
is working, but agrees that the process should be made more transparent to loan 
applicants. As GAO pointed out, DOE has reconsidered some previously rejected 
applications. In these situations, applicants have demonstrated to DOE that there may 
have been an error made in the interpretation of their data. 

More importantly, LGP continues to implement new strategies to increase efficiencies 
and improve the loan guarantee application process that should reduce the need for any 
kind of appeals to the final loan decisions. These strategies include enhanced 
communication with applicants including more frequent contact and greater transparency. 
Applicants are allowed to improve their applications by providing additional data at 
DOE's request. Applicants with Part I submissions denied further review are provided 
with written notification detailing the reasons for this determination. Briefings on rejected 
applications are given when requested. Additionally, we are improving our intake 
procedures, allowing for a formal dialogue between DOE and the applicant and making 
decisions more quickly on applications and their readiness to move to Part II. On March 
22, 20 I 0, DOE instituted this new policy to allow applicants the opportunity to address 
deficiencies identified by DOE during the technical and financial review. 

Recommendation 4: The Secretary should direct the program management to 
develop a mechanism to systematically obtain and address feedback from program 
applicants, and, in so doing, ensure that applicants' anonymity can be maintained, 
for example, by using an independent service to obtain the feedback. 
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Appendix VI: Comments fi·om the Department 
of Energy 

DOE Response: The Department agrees with the overall goal ofthis recommendation, 
but believes that use of a third-party to obtain feedback to preserve anonymity is not 
necessary. LGP stakeholders have not been reticent about expressing their views on the 
program. The Department believes that the LGP staff should be accountable for obtaining 
feedback from stakeholders. DOE has already implemented a variety of processes for 
soliciting, evaluating, and incorporating feedback from applicants about its 
administration of the program. DOE has proactively reached out to stakeholders using a 
myriad of venues. Program representatives have addressed renewable energy groups, 
banking and finance organizations, and state policy makers. In the process to update the 
LGP Final Rule, DOE received over 1,000 comments from stakeholders. DOE routinely 
meets with prospective and current applicants. Through Requests for Information, DOE 
seeks out opinions of the energy and finance industries on new solicitations. DOE also 
maintains the LGPO website which is a source for informing the public and potential 
applicants. 

DOE is constantly using information it gathers from lessons learned to improve 
procedures and increase efficiencies and effectiveness. For example, the Department 
shortened the intake and screening procedures, and is now in the process of automating 
and standardizing the application submission process. · 
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GAO Comments 

Appendix VI: Comments from the Department 
of Energy 

The following are GAO's comments on the Department of Energy's (DOE) 
letter dated June 17, 2010. 

1. DOE appears to concur with the spirit of our recommendation. Best 
practices for program management indicate that DOE should have 
objective, quantifiable performance goals and targets for evaluating its 
progress in meeting policy goals DOE has identified for the LGP. Such 
goals and targets are important tools for ensuring public accountability 
and effective program management. 

2. Our finding about inconsistent treatment of LGP applicants is based on 
information obtained from applicants corroborated by documents 
from DOE. In the instance we identified in which DOE made a 
conditional commitment before obtaining any of the required external 
reports, the external reviewers were not fully engaged until after DOE 
had negotiated the terms of the conditional commitment, which is 
contrary to DOE's stated procedures and provided an advantage to the . 
applicant. Other applicants who received conditional commitments 
before completion of one or more of the reports called for by DOE's 
due diligence procedures also had a comparative advantage in that 
they were able to defer some review expenses until after DOE had 
publicly committed to their projects. We continue to believe that DOE 
should revise the process for issuing loan guarantees to treat 
applicants consistently unless there are clearly established and 
compelling grounds for making an exception. 

3. We agree that there may be grounds for treating applicants differently 
depending on the type of technology they employ but do not believe 
that DOE has adequately explained the basis for the differences among 
the solicitations. For example, DOE's response does not address the 
possibility that lack of ranking information for fossil energy projects, 
combined with the knowledge· that the solicitation was significantly 
oversubscribed, could have factored into applicants' decisions to drop 
out of the process, especially given the relatively high fees associated 
with submitting part II of the application. 

4. We disagree that DOE's current process for rereviewing rejected 
applications is working. As we state in our report; some applicants did 
not know that DOE would provide rereviews. While we are 
encouraged by DOE's efforts to reduce the need for appeals, we 
believe that an administrative appeal process would allow DOE to 
better plan and manage its use of resources on rejected applications. 
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of Energy 

5. We applaud DOE's efforts to reach out to stakeholders and to use 
lessons learned to improve procedures and increase efficiencies and 
effectiveness. However, we continue to believe that DOE needs a 
systematic mechanism for applicants to provide anonymous feedback, 
whether through use of a third party or other means that preserves 
confidentiality. Several applicants we interviewed expressed concern 
that commenting on aspects of DOE's implementation of the LGP 
could adversely affect their current or future prospects for receiving a 
loan guarantee. Systematically obtaining and addressing anonymous 
feedback could enhance DOE's efforts to improve procedures and 
increase efficiencies and· effectiveness. 
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Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

AUG 2 0 2010 

The Honorable Arnold SchwarLcnegger 
Governor of Cali fomia 
State Capitol 
Sacramento: Cali lamia 95814 

Dear Governor SchwarLcnegger: 

Thank you for your July 22~ 201 0~ letter to Secretary Chu~ regarding the Department ofEnergy:s 
(DOE) Loan Guarantee Program (LGP). In your letter~ you requested that DOE expedite its 
review of projects sited in California which arc seeking both ln\'cstmcnt Ta.x Credit Cash Grants 
(lTC Cash Grant) and a federal loan guarantee under Title XVll of the Energy Policy Act of2005 
(EPAct). The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter. 

As you know~ the loan guarantee progrrun was authorized under the Energy Policy Act of2005. 
However! no loans were issued under the prior administration. Since this administration took 
office. we. ha\'e made more than $23 biiJion in conditional loan commitments to 18 diflerent 
companies. As a rclcrcncc point, the largest single year lor U.S. clean energy project linance was 
$19 billion, so we teel good about our early progress. Over the last year~ we have also been able 
to build a strong: experienced team. \Ve now have approximately 115 project finance 
professionals working in connection with the program! up from 15 in 2008. \Vc have streamlined 
our applications process. our environmental review processes. and our credit review analytics. \Ve 
continue to improve our processes every day. V/e arc confident in our ability to move from two 

. deals a month up to four to live deals a month as we enter the fall. 

The loan progran1 is a competitive process. ·ntc California projects have the opportunity to 
compete in this process. heao to head with other applicants. Each project goes through three 
stages- general eligibility requirements arc reviewed in Part I of the application process: eligible 
applications arc invited to submit a more detailed Pan IJ application; then successful Part II 
applications are invited into detailed due diligence. As of today. 12 out of 19 California-based 
solar and wind projects that have applied under the Energy Efficiency. Renewable Energy and 
Advanced Transmission and Distribution Technologies (2009) Solicitation have either been 
invited to submit a Pan II application! are under Part II review or have been invited to detailed due 
diligence. Two Cali ton1ia-bascd projects have withdrn\\11 their applications and several were 
rejected because they did not meet the statutory criteria or competitive requirements for the Joan 
guarantee progrilln. 
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To clarify LGP~ s rules regarding multiple applications and projects by an individual company~ 

tmder Section 609.3(a) ofLGP's Final Rule~ 10 CFR Part 609~ for any specific Solicitation~ an 
Applicant may submit only one Application for a project employing a particular innovative 
technology. That is! an Applicant may not submit Applications for multiple projects using the 
same innovative technology but may submit separate Applications for projects using diOerent 
technologies. In addition! projects are generally located at a single project site. l-lowcver, LGP 
may. at its discretion. consider an Application for a project using a particular innovative 
technology that proposes two or more locations in the United States if those locations are integral 
components of a unitary plan. Applicants seeking a loan guarantee tor a single technology located 
on multiple sites must identitY each of the locations in their Application and provide justification 
as to how the selected sites arc part of a cohesive energy project. Please note further that under 
open Solicitations for commt:rcial (as opposed to innovative) technology projects under Section 
1705 of EPAct! applicants are pe1111itted to submit applications for multiple projects using the 
srune technology. 

LGP strives to support all project~ that fulfill the program~s statutory objectives~ as outlined in 
Title XVII of EPAct~ and that comply with the requirements set forth in the applicable 
Solicitation. Once a proposed project has been detennined to be eligible and accepted for due 
diligence~ il is evaluated on its technical, Hnancial and legal merits in a rigorous underwriting 
process. In addition~ before a loan guarantee may be issued for a project~ the Secretary (or his 
designee) must dctenninc that there is a --reasonable prospect of repa)ment~~! as required by 
Section I 702( d) ( J) of EP Act. 

The Department is committed to promoting the objectives of the Title XVII program. The LGP is 
dedicated to accelerating the commercial use of technologies that will help sustain economic 
growth: yield environmental benefits~ and produce a more stable and secure energy supply~ while 
maintaining progran1 objectivity an_p protecting the interests of the American taxpayer. Vlc 
recognize the urgency of the matter at hand and arc working to expeditiously implement the LGP. 

If we can be of further assistance~ please do not hesitate to contact me or ~ts. Amelia Jenkins~ 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Congressional and lntcrgovemmental Allairs at (202) 
586-5450. 

1~~ 
Jonathan rvt. Silver 
Executive Director of the Loan Programs 
Office of the Secretary 
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GOVERN OR ARNOLD SCI-IWARZENEGGER 

July 22, 2010 

The· Honorable Steven Chu 
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington~ DC 20585 

Re: Request for expedited review of California projects seeking Departtnent of Ener~y Loan Guarantee 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

This has already been a remarkable year- California's 33 percent Re.ttewable Portfolio Standard, the 
President's clean energy go'J.ls and federul stitnulus dollars have all combined to stimulate ititet~st and 
investment to shift our energy grid away from fossil fuels to clean and .renewable energy sources. In 
California: we have over 20 large~scale solar and wind energy plants ready to break ground this year
these projects would generate more than 9,000 megawatts of clean power and create over 12,000 jobs 
in the pa1ts of California that need it most. 

While we have seen some significant progressi I an1 concerned that if these renewable energy projects 
are to become a. reality, they must have financial assistance from both ·the Treasury grants in-lieu of tax 
credits (lTC grants) and the Department of Energy (DOE) Loan Guarantee Program. Thus, I .am 
asking you to expedite the issuance of DOE loan guarantees, esped:ally for large-scal.e California 
projects seeking grant funds from the T1:easury's ITC grants. Without immediate. and urgentatterHfon 
from the DOE, many of these projects will not be financed and built This would re.sult in s.ignific&nt 
missed opportunities for demonstrating the success of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) through increased job creation,. private investment, greenhouse gas reductions and energy 
security and independence that these projects would othetwise provide. 

If these projects do not begin significant construction by December 31, 2CHO, they will miss au~ on 
approximately $5 to $10 billion in ITC grants made available through ARRA. Of these 20, we are 
conservatively expecting to permit between eight and twelve big (200 megawatt plus) projects this year 
alone. And, in addition to these large scale projects, there are also another 30 stnal1er projects (200 
1negawatts and below) seeking approval. to build here i:h Calif6111ia in time to qualify for ITC grants. 
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Many of these projects are also seeldng a loan guarantee from DOE, and tell us that they ate not 
financeable without both the ITC cash grants and the DOE's loan guarantee. When my staffmet with 
Jonathe:m Silver, the head of your loan guar(lntee program, in May, he indicated that the cunent plan is 
to issue only two loan guarantees permonth, and to accelerate issuance next year to ·perhaps five per 
month . At that time he also indicated that he preferred a small low-to-no risk portfolio. of projects 
with a clear balance between different types ·of generation (wind, geothermal and ·solar) and w.ith only 
one ptoject issued to any given comp~tny. · -

We fu11y recognize the significant challenges that Mr. Silver faces with recruiting a staffand setting up 
policy guidelines for consistent and well managed operations. However, under DOE~s~ cun·ent plan, 
between now and November- when projects must close financing...:. the number of project~ across the 
nation with completed loan guarantees, both large and small, will only be around ten. Tl~is leaves 
many goodrenewableenetgy projects without financing, and certainly skews against California's 
efforts:__ which are naturally biaseci toward our plentiful solar resources- and against several very 
accomplished companies who plan to build more than one project this year. 

I thank you and your staff for your tremendous work and for the loan guarantee offered to 
BrightSource' s Ivanpah project, but hope that you can understand oqr concerns about 1Tl'lhY other 
equally well-structured cmnpanies and projects. This is an important moment; it is a unique chance for 
us to both stimulate job creation and advance our state and national goal of cleaner energy generation 
and production. 

Here in California, we,ve made urgent efforts on the state-level task of issuing permits to c.onstnict and 
operate. Ofthe 20 proJects I mentioned, all are expected to complete th~ vatioils multiple, complex 
and exacting land-use reviews to receive a definitive yes or no action on a pe1n1it in time to quaHfy for 
ITC grants. We've made a number of extraordinary-efforts to complete these land use procedures, but 
without sacrificing any of Calif01nia' s environmental values and legal requirements: 

• lncre,tsed staff resources, including my appointment of two full tiine advisors who report dire~tly 
to me and focus specifically on shepherding large-scale renewable projects through the process as 
well as appointing two new EnergyCommiss,ioners focused on tenewables siting cases. 

• Worked with federal partners, including Department of the Int~ri.or S~cretary Ken Salazar's staff to 
find penn it problems early andpromptly fix them. A joint body- the Renewable Energy Policy 
Group- was created by an MOU between Secretary Salazar and myself signed in October of 2009, 
and now meets every two weeks both in person and by phone. 

• Created a new multi-project endangered species program. This program allows ptojects to pay for 
a11y impacts on sensitive habitats and end~ngeted species, and shed their liability. The s.tate and 
.federal governments then use this money for large conservation programs. 
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• Worked closely with utilities, transmission approval agencies and project applicants to coordinate 
interconnection planning and.pe1mitting in a timely fashion, linked to land use permitting. 

• Developed a joint state-federal legal team to review environmental permits to ensure that they 
don't creat'fdegalliabilities or invite liti~;ation . 

And because of our hard· work, we (lre seeing some sigp.ificant progress and great successes: 

• The US Forest Service issued a Record of Decision-to allow the Sunrise Powerlink project to move 
forward. This ttansmission line will run from the coast, where the consmners live, to the Imperial 
Valley with al1 of its sun and geothennal powet potential. We're already discussing the 
grdundbreaking for early fall. 

\._ 

• The US Ftsh and Wildlife Service has issuec1 a fa votable biologi¢al opiilion clearing tbe way for 
the Tehachapi Renewable Power Transmission Line,_ which will run from wind and solar fields in 
Ken1 County through the Antelope VaiJey (with. even n1ore solar potential) into Los Angeles. 

• The groundbreaking for the Alta-Oak Creek Wind Project, set for next week, means 800 megawatts 
of peak renewable power will be available and on-line in the next yem· and a half. 

• The Califbtnia Energy Commission this week issued the Presiding Member's Proposed Dec!sion 
endo~sjng the construction of the Beacon Solar Energy Project, with a projected peak generation 
capacity of 250 rnegawatts. Cun~ently, the world's largest spla.r plant is· only 160 megawatts. 

We want to continue to build on this progress and hope that you can inspire your loan gual'antee 
program Ieadetship and staff to the same degree of urgency regarding this important and historic task. 
If you ot your staff would like to discuss this issue ftrtther, please do not hesitate to contac.t me or my 
Renewcible Enetgy Advisors, Michael Picker and Manal Yamout, who: can be rea~hed at (916) 445-
7665. 

/vw 

cc: Th~ Honotable· Dianne Feinstein 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
The Honorable Harry Reid 
The Honorable-Nancy Pelosi 
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DOJ Asks Anti-Nuke 
Group To Drop 

Los Alamos Lawsuit 
BY CHRIS HOLLY 

The Justice Department has asked a New Mexico an
tinuclear group to drop its lawsuit asking a federal court 
to stop construction of a massive plutonium facility at 
Los Alamos National Laboratory until the Energy De
partment conducts a new environmental review to as
sess major changes in the plant's design, saying DOE has 
decided to conduct a supplemental review of the project 
and thus the issue raised in the suit is not ripe for judicial 
review. 

In a September 17 letter to Los Alamos Study Group 
attorney Thomas Hnasko, DOJ trial attorney John Tus
tin said the National Nuclear Security Administration's 
(NNSA) decision to conduct a supplemental environ
mental impact statement (SEIS) for the $4 billion pluto
nium facility-known as the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF)
means that NNSA has not yet completed its National En-

(Continued on p. 2) 

Renewable, Nuclear 
Officials Fault OMB 
On Loan Guarantees 

BY GEORGE LOBSENZ 

Amid supportive remarks and actions by key senators, renewable and 
nuclear energy officials Thursday firmly fingered the White House Of
fice of Management and Budget as a major impediment to the success of 
the Energy Department's loan guarantee program for clean energy tech
nologies, saying OMB officials are imposing unreasonable and excessive 
credit subsidy fees on companies seeking federal financial support. 

At a hearing called by the Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee, the industry officials charged that the high credit subsidy 
fees-which loan applicants must pay up front to DOE to cover the 
risk of default- are based on faulty "one-size-fits-all" OMB analyses 
that assume the same default rate by all kinds of innovative energy 
projects, even though private market analysts recognize that differing 
projects clearly pose different loan payback risks. 

For example, a top official with First Solar Inc., the nation's 
leading photovoltaic (PV) manufacturer and project developer, said 
the OMB's assumed loan payback-or "recovery rate"-of 55 percent 

(Continued on p. 3) 

PHMSA To Propose 'Hard' 
Pipe Integrity Standards 

such programs. 
"PHMSA... must determine 

whether operators are correcting the 
programs as needed," said Hart. 

"It's a good system, but it imposes 
huge responsibilities on the operators 
and PHMSA and we have examples 
where that process broke down," added 
Hart. 

The head of the 
Transportation Depart

BY JOHNATHAN RICKMAN recent NTSB investiga
tions have revealed that 

the current system of allowing compa
nies to craft their own pipeline leak de
tection standards has "broken down." 

ment's pipeline safety agency told Con
gress Thursday she intends to propose 
"hard" federal leak detection rules tore
place current regulations giving oil and 
natural gas pipeline operators substan
tial discretion in carrying out their pipe
line integrity management programs. 

And in other testimony at a hear
ing called by the House Energy and 
Commerce Committee's subcommittee 
on energy and environment, National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) 
Vice Chairman Christopher Hart said 

Hart also said the NTSB, the in
dependent federal agency responsible 
for investigating pipeline accidents, in 
recent months has uncovered "indica
tions" that DOT's Pipeline and Hazard
ous Materials Safety Administration's 
(PHMSA) scrutiny of operators' risk
based pipeline integrity management 
programs "has been lacking and has 
failed to detect flaws and weaknesses in 

"The NTSB believes that to ensure 
effective risk-based integrity manage
ment programs are employed through
out the pipeline industry, PHMSA must 
establish an aggressive oversight pro
gram that thoroughly examines each 
operator's decision-making process for 
each element of its integrity manage
ment program." 

Under questioning by the panel's 

(Continued on p. 2) 
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DOJ Asks Anti-Nuke Group To Drop Lawsuit ... (continuedtromp.tJ 

vironmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis of the project. 
NEPA, the nation's bedrock environmental protection stat

ute, requires federal agencies contemplating major actions to 
conduct extensive analyses to ensure that the proposed activities 
will not harm the environment. 

DOE and NNSA- the department's semiautonomous 
weapons agency- think that the group's suit would fail in court 
because the federal Administrative Procedures Act blocks legal 
challenges of projects for which environmental reviews remain 
incomplete, Tustin said. 

"Because the NNSA has not completed its NEPA analy
sis of the CMRR project, it is the [government's] position that 
your complaint is not ripe for judicial review," Tustin said, add
ing that DOJ plans to ask the court to dismiss the lawsuit on 
those grounds if the anti-nuclear group fails to withdraw its 
complaint. 

In a Wednesday response, however, Hnasko rejected DOJ's 
request to withdraw the lawsuit, saying that NNSA for years has 
relied and continues to rely on a Feb. 12, 2004, record of decision 
(ROD) on the project as a "final agency action" under NEPA
as reflected in the agency's fiscal year 2011 budget request to 
Congress for funds to support the CMRR-NF. 

Because the latest designs for the CMRR-NF have dramati
cally changed from the design analyzed in the 2004 ROD, that 
document "is no longer a final agency action," Hnasko said in 
the letter. 

"This belated offer to prepare an SEIS constitutes an ac
knowledgement that [NNSA is] conducting a major federal ac
tion significantly affecting the quality of the human environment 
without an applicable environmental impact statement," Hnasko 
continued. "We therefore respectfully request that [NNSA] halt 
all further expenditures on the [CMRR-NF] until an applicable, 
adequate EIS is prepared and a new ROD is issued." 

In its August 16 complaint, filed in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of New Mexico, Los Alamos Study Group said 
DOE and NNSA are continuing to rely on a 2003 environmental 
review despite huge changes in the planned size and scope of the 
CMRR-NF over the past seven years. 

In particular, due to increased security and earthquake safe
ty requirements, the lawsuit said NNSA years ago abandoned 
its 2003-vintage plan for a relatively small above-ground facil
ity and is now contemplating a far larger underground structure 
that would require digging down 125 feet to remove a 50-foot
thick layer of.volcanic ash under the project site. 

The lawsuit said the removal of the ash is necessary because 
it could significantly shift during an earthquake, potentially de
stabilizing the CMRR-NF, which will hold several tons of plu
tonium for nuclear weapons production. 

And in what appeared to be a new disclosure, the law
suit said DOE and NNSA are considering using the estimated 
400,000 cubic yards of excavated volcanic ash to cap two old 
waste disposal sites at Los Alamos that contain 14 million cubic 
feet of nuclear and chemical residues left over from past nuclear 
weapons research at the lab. 

The lawsuit noted that NNSA has repeatedly acknowledged 
to Congress- and to the Los Alamos Study Group in a July 
30 letter- that the design and scope of the CMRR-NF have 
changed dramatically. 

"However, [DOE and NNSA] have never analyzed their 
substantially changed nuclear facility project, with its additional 
project elements and its greatly expanded environmental impacts, 
in any EIS," the lawsuit said. "As a result, [DOE and NNSA] 
have been and are continuing to implement a novel nuclear facil
ity project which differs substantially from, and has significantly 
different environmental impacts than, any alternative analyzed 
in any EIS, including the 2003 CMRR EIS." 

Greg Mello, head of the Los Alamos Study Group, suggest
ed last month that DOE and NNSA officials wanted to avoid 
doing an EIS for the project because it would fully expose the 
huge cost, building design issues-and the rationale for the mas
sive structure-to public debate. 

Antinuclear groups contend the CMRR-NF is unnecessary 
because the nation's nuclear arsenal is shrinking fast, meaning 
NNSA will not have to manufacture any new plutonium pits for 
warheads. The critics point out that nuclear weapons experts 
have told NNSA that current pits in warheads face no significant 
age-related degradation for decades, undermining NNSA's main 
argument for building a robust new CMRR-NF. 

However, NNSA and the Obama administration contend 
the CMRR-NF is critical to efforts to downsize the U.S. nuclear 
arsenal because the nation currently has no sizable pit produc
tion capability in case new warheads are needed in the future. 

In addition, the CMRR-NF is a political linchpin in Obama's 
strategy to win Senate Republican votes for a new nuclear weap
ons reduction pact with Russia by promising billions of dollars in 
new investment in the U.S. nuclear weapons complex. GOP sena
tors say they will not vote for the pact unless Obama shows he is 
serious about modernizing U.S. warhead production capabilities. 

PHMSA To Propose 'Hard' Pipe Integrity Standards ... (conttJtromp.tJ 

chairman, Rep. Ed Markey (D-Mass.), PHMSA Administra
tor Cynthia Quarterman said her agency is planning to release 
within "the next few days" a notice of proposed rulemaking 
proposing to require "hard" standards for companies to fol
low to help detect and prevent pipeline system leaks and other 
problems. 

"Isn't it clear that we need to establish mandatory standards 
to improve leak detection now? Will you commit to promulgat
ing such standards within the next year?" asked Markey. 

Quarterman said PHMSA's notice of proposed rulemak
ing will ask for industry comment on "whether we should put 
in place a particular standard that all companies have to meet 
across the board. 

"We want to put in place a hard standard," added Quarter
man. 

The comments came as DOT Wednesday approved a 
"gradual restart" plan for En bridge Energy Partners LP's Line 
6B of its Lakehead System, which spilled more than 800,000 
gallons of crude oil into Michigan's Talmadge Creek and the 
Kalamazoo River in July. 

The hearing also occurred a week after the Obama admin
istration proposed new legislation to reauthorize DOT's pipe
line safety program and strengthen federal oversight of the na
tion's vast network of interstate and intrastate oil and natural 
gas pipelines. The reauthorization bill does not include the new 
leak detection standards to be proposed by PHMSA. 
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Renewable, Nuclear Officials Fault OMB ... (continuedtromp.tJ 

ignored extensive credit risk experience in Europe showing that PV 
projects have solid repayment records on much bigger loans. 

"I am not aware of a single default on $8 billion in solar invest
ment in Europe where leverage is much higher, said Jens Meyer
hoff, president of utility systems business for First Solar, which 
has done most of its projects in Europe to date. 

He urged U.S. officials to consider Europe's financing experience on 
solar projects, saying, "the risk profile around these generation proj
ects is well defined in Europe. We don't have to re-invent the wheel." 

The bottom line, Meyerhoff said, is that PV projects in Europe 
are getting much faster approval of much larger loan packages
enabling Europe to increase its solar generation and solar-related 
jobs much faster than the United States. He also said the bigger 
loans in Europe were cutting developer cost~, translating into low
er-priced electricity from solar farms in Europe. 

Marvin Fertel, president of the Nuclear Energy Institute, made much 
the same complaint about OMB's assumed recovery rate in relation to 
reactor projects, saying it failed to recognize the generally strong loan 
repayment record compiled by utilities in building nuclear plants. 

"We believe the methodology used by the executive branch in
flates the credit subsidy cost well beyond the level required to com
pensate the federal government for the risk taken in providing the 
loan guarantee," he said. 

He added that if OMB's 55 percent recovery rate were not ad
justed, "you will probably preclude" loan guarantees for merchant 
nuclear generators and for large merchant power plants in general 
because the finances would not work. 

Fertel's comments come as one merchant generator, NRG En
ergy, is believed to be a finalist for a DOE loan guarantee for a new 
nuclear plant in Texas. 

The testimony fleshed out perceptions by many industry officials 
that the issuance of loan guarantees has been slowed by internal 
battles between DOE and OMB over how to calculate credit sub
sidy costs that must be paid up-front by companies seeking loan 
guarantees. Industry officials say high subsidy costs are a project 
killer for many smaller companies with limited financial resources, 
and even large energy companies have publicly balked at what they 
have hinted are excessive credit subsidy demands. 

Expert witnesses at the hearing said addressing OMB's role in 
setting credit subsidy costs would be difficult because the agency 
is given primary responsibility for all federal loan issues under the 
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990. 

Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) said OMB 
declined to send a witness to the hearing to answer the industry 
concerns-but he made it clear that he already was persuaded that 
Congress had to do something to limit OMB's role in the loan 
guarantee approval process. 

Specifically, Bingaman has introduced legislation-dubbed the 
OMB "shot clock" legislation-that would set a 30-day limit on 
OMB reviews of loan guarantee applications; it also would curtail 
the agency's authority over approvals. 

"After 30 days, the secretary [of energy] may issue a conditional 
commitment on the guarantee, taking into account any comments 
received from OMB, without any further authorization from 
OMB," said a summary of the legislation released by Bingaman. 

However, in a key caveat, the summary said the legislation 
"would not affect the currently used OMB-approved subsidy cost 
model for loan guarantees or its application." 

Other lawmakers also expressed concern about whether OMB 
had de facto veto power over the issuance of loan guarantees. Sen. 
Richard Burr (R-N.C.) repeatedly sought to pin down Jonathan 
Silver, executive director of DOE's loan programs office, as to 

whether Energy Secretary Steven Chu had to get OMB approval 
on loan guarantees. 

"Is he· [Chu] required to get OMB sign-off?" Burr asked. 
"That's not a yes and no answer," Silver replied. "There is a 

meaningful and important role that OMB plays in the calculation 
of the credit subsidy score." 

" It is my understanding that OMB has the ability to say no," 
Burr pressed. 

"We have never run into that situation . .. ," Silver answered. 
Industry officials at the hearing generally praised Chu, Silver 

and other new DOE officials brought in by the Obama adminis
tration for streamlining some of the other policy and bureaucratic 
problems that have resulted in the department issuing only 14loan 
guarantees since the program was initiated in 2005. 

However, they said several DOE policies were still significantly 
hampering the success of the loan guarantee program. 

Notably, the industry officials and several senators noted that 
while DOE was authorized by Congress to provide loan guaran
tees covering up to 80 percent of project costs, the department gen
erally was not providing that level of coverage. 

Silver acknowledged that was the case, saying loan coverage in 
the private sector was typically between 40 and 60 percent and "we 
have tried to mirror" the private sector. 

His remark draw criticism from Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.) 
and Bingaman, both of whom said Congress specifically authorized 
loan guarantees of up to 80 percent because it wanted the govern
ment to fill the funding gap faced by clean energy developers who 
cannot get private financing for innovative technologies. 

"I didn't realize we are mirroring the private sector," Stabenow said. 
"There is a gap that we are trying to fill that is different. The reason we 
put in the 80 percent was to allow things that are different." 

Bingaman added: "The whole idea behind this loan guarantee 
program was to have the government come in and take on risk where 
the private sector was not willing to do so. I hope we can see this 
program fulfilling a larger role in accomplishing that in the future." 

Silver responded: "You raise a very important point. I will go 
back to ensure we are providing as much capacity as we can. We 
are undertaking and underwriting projects that the private sector 
would not touch at all." 

Several industry officials also faulted DOE for taking a "portfolio 
approach" in deciding what projects get loan guarantees. Silver ex
plained the department wanted to assure the right mix of projects to 
en·sure its overall loan portfolio met policy and risk objectives. 

But industry officials said the portfolio approach added to the confu
sion and lack of transparency in DOE's loan guarantee program, with 
loan applicants too often lacking any clear understanding of what fac
tors DOE really was considering in evaluating their applications. They 
called on DOE and Congress to ensure that the department decides on 
applications strictly on a "project-specific" basis that did not depend 
on what other types of projects were in DOE's portfolio. 

Industry officials also called on DOE to change its policy regard
ing the interplay between the loan guarantee program and another 
renewable financing program under which the government is provid
ing cash grants in place of tax credits for wind, solar and other proj
ects. Renewable officials say the grant program has been crucial to 
cash-poor renewable developers during the recent economic down
turn because there is scant interest in tax credits among hard-hit in
vestment firms that have little in the way of taxable profits to offset. 

However, Meyerhoff said current DOE policy requires renewable 
developers under some circumstances to effectively hand back some 
of that federally provided cash by pledging it as repayment for loan 
guarantees. "One program cannibalizes the other program," he said. 
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Sharp Buys 'Distributed-Scale' Solar Developer 
Sharp Corp., one of the largest mak

ers of photovoltaic panels, Wednesday an
nounced the $305 million acquisition of 
Recurrent Energy, a solar project develop
er with some 2,000 megawatts of smaller 
"distributed-scale" projects under way in 
North America and Europe. 

The purchase of privately owned 
Recurrent for the first time gives Sharp 
the ability to bid for utility-scale solar 
projects, which is considered increasingly 
crucial for solar panel makers to secure 
demand for their output in the currently 
glutted photovoltaic (PV) market. 

Sharp's major competitors-includ
ing First Solar Inc., SunPower and Sun
tech Power Holdings- all have recently 
acquired or expanded project develop-

. ment capabilities so they can win projects 
that will use their panels. 

Sharp acknowledged its desire for proj..: 
ect development expertise was key to its ac
quisition of San Francisco-based Recurrent. 

"It is essential for Sharp to function 
as a developer in the photovoltaic field, in 
order to further expand its business in this 

area," Toshishige Hamano, Sharp's execu
tive vice president responsible for over
seas business, said in a statement. "With 
Recurrent Energy's know-how as a devel
oper, Sharp aims to become a total solu
tions company in the photovoltaic field , 
extending from developing and producing 
solar cells and modules to developing and 
marketing power generation plants." 

Recurrent will retain its name, operat
ing as a subsidiary of Sharp, and Recur
rent Chief Executive Officer Arno Harris 
will retain his title and continue to lead the 
company, which previously was owned by 
Hudson Clean Energy Partners and Mohr 
Davidow Ventures, among other investors. 

While large projects of several hun
dred megawatts have received most of the 
publicity of late in the solar sector, Har
ris has argued that his company's focus on 
distributed-scale projects offer significant 
advantages to utilities because they are 
easier to site, build and connect to the grid 
than big projects. 

"One of the things that makes Re
current Energy unique is our focus on 

distributed-scale projects- our vision is to 
build a fleet of 2 MW-20 MW solar photo
voltaic power plants connected directly to 
the existing distribution grid," Harris said 
in a recent post on his blog, Clean Energy 
Future. 

"Distributed scale projects enjoy im
portant advantages over large-scale proj
ects--they're less complex, faster to inter
connect and they bypass time-consuming 
land-use issues that often add years to 
project timelines." 

Harris said the sale to Sharp would 
give Recurrent the resources it needed to 
grow faster. 

Only about a sixth of Recurrent's 
2,000 MW pipeline currently has long
term power contracts with utilities, a key 
for project financing. Those include some 
330 MW, including 170 MW of projects 
with the Ontario Power Authority, 60 
MW with the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District and 50 MW with Southern 
California Edison and various joint de
velopment agreements in Europe and the 
Middle East. 

FutureGen Alliance Taps Humphreys As New CEO 
Turning to a veteran manager as the 

long-troubled FutureGen project faces 
new hurdles, the FutureGen Alliance 
board of directors announced Thursday it 
has appointed Kenneth Humphreys as its 
new chief executive officer. 

Humphreys has been involved with the 
FutureGen Alliance since its inception
most recently serving as its managing direc
tor-and will succeed Michael Mudd, who 
recently announced his retirement. 

As the new CEO of the FutureGen 
Alliance, Humphreys will lead the indus
trial consortium as it restructures its part
nership with the Energy Department and 
the state of Illinois to help build one of 
the world's first near-zero emissions coal
fired power plants using carbon capture 
and storage (CCS) technology. 

Unveiled with great fanfare by former 

President George W Bush in 2003, Future
Gen was intended to demonstrate CCS tech
nology with a 90 percent carbon-capture rate 
while generating electricity and producing 
hydrogen using technology that gasifies coal 
and bums the gas in a modified combustion 
turbine. However, DOE had all but aban
doned the project by the start of 2008, citing 
ballooning cost estimates for the project. 

FutureGen won new life in early Au
gust, when DOE announced it had awarded 
$1 billion in American Recovery and Rein
vestment Act funding to the .alliance to re
power Ameren Energy Resources' 200 mega
watt coal-fired plant in Meredosia, Ill., cap
ture 90 percent of the plant's carbon dioxide 
(C02) emissions and ship the greenhouse 
gas through a new pipeline to a storage site 
at Mattoon, Ill. -the site initially chosen 
by FutureGen for construction of a new 

clean coal plant. The repowering project at 
the Ameren plant will use an advanced oxy
coal carbon-capture technology developed 
by Babcock & Wilcox Co. and Air Liquide 
Process and Construction Inc. 

The project partners, working with 
the state of Illinois, had planned to estab
lish a regional C02 storage site in Mat
toon and to build a C02 pipeline network 
from Meredosia to Mattoon that would 
transport and store more than 1 million 
tons of captured C02 per year. The pipe
line network and the Mattoon repository 
were expected to serve as the foundation 
for a new regional C02 storage network. 

However, Mattoon in mid-August 
withdrew from the project, launching DOE 
and the industrial consortium on a new 
search for a suitable underground storage 
site for FutureGen's captured C02. 

Will we see you at The Energy Daily's 2nd Annual Transmission Siting Policy Summit on October 5, 2010 at the 
Washington Marriott at Metro Center? Last year's summit sold out and space is limited. Register today at 
www. theenergydaily. com/20 I OTransmissionSi tingSummi t. 
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THE DIRECTOR 

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20503 

May21, 2010 

Speaker of the House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Madam Speaker: 

It is a priority of this Administration to take strong action to increase our energy security, reduce 
the threat of climate change, and position the United States to lead in the development of new 

clean energy industries. As President Obama has said, "The nation that leads the world in 
creating new sources of clean energy will be the nation that leads the 21st century global 
economy." I know that you share this view, and I thank you for your strong leadership on clean 

energy issues . 

. To achieve our clean energy goals, we need to invest now to develop and deploy the tnost 
promising technologies. That is why in the American Recovery and Reinvestlnent Act as well as 
in the Fiscal Year (FY) 201 0 and FY 2011 budgets, the Administration has dedicated significant 

resources to spur the development of clean energy and the creation of new jobs. 

The Department of Energy's (DOE) Title XVII Loan Guarantee Program is an important tool for 
promoting innovation in the energy sector across a broad portfolio of clean and efficient energy 
technologies. The President's FY 2011 Budget proposed providing $500 million in new budget 
authority to support approximately $3 to $5 billion in energy efficiency and renewable energy 

projects in addition to providing $36 billion in loan guarantee authority for nuclear power 
facilities in the Title XVII Program. To help achieve the Administration,s clean energy 

objectives in the current fiscal year we request that the Congress provide a portion of this 
additional loan guarantee authority as part of the supplemental appropriations bill currently under 
consideration or as part of another appropriate legislative vehicle. Providing this authority now 
would accelerate our efforts to leverage private sector investment in clean energy projects and is 
integral to the President's efforts to move the Nation toward a clean energy econo1ny that will 
reduce America's dependency on foreign energy sources and spur the creation of new jobs. 

Specifically, the Administration urges the Congress to provide $90 million in budget authority in 
the supplemental to support additional loan guarantees for renewable energy projects and 
efficient end-use energy technology projects. These funds will be available to support the credit 



subsidy costs for a wide range of innovative solar, wind, geothermal, and other renewable energy 
projects, as well as projects that improve how we use energy. 

The President is also committed to restarting our domestic nuclear industry. Earlier this year, 
DOE made a conditional commitment to finance construction of what will be the first nuclear 
reactor to break ground in the United States in decades. To help advance new nuclear reactors, 
the Administration also urges the Congress to provide an equal amount of budgetary resources -
$90 million under CBO scoring conventions - to support additional loan guarantee authority for 
advanced nuclear power facilities. Together with existing authority, the additional authority 
provided by this request would enable up to three nuclear power plant projects that are currently 
under review to move forward to a conditional commibnent in 201 0. A separate request will be 
transmitted in the near future to the Congress to reduce the FY 2011 Budget by the amounts in 
this supplemental request. 

To protect taxpayer interests as well as improve the efficiency of program implementation, the 
Administration also proposes making several amendments to the Title X~II Loan Guarantee 
Program and Advanced Technology Vehicle Manufacturing statutes. These changes include 
allowing project credit subsidy costs for modifications to Title XVII loan guarantees to be paid 
from a combination ofbolTower payments and appropriated funds; expanding the Section 1705 
program to include efficient end use energy technology projects; allowing the Loan Guarantee 
Program to provide guarantees to projects at multiple sites; allowing project sponsors to be 
eligible for multiple loan guarantees for eligible projects under the Section 1705 program; and 
permitting DOE to require borrowers to pay directly or to charge fees to reimburse DOE for 
expenses incurred for third-party consultants and advisors to the Advanced Technology Vehicle 
Manufacturing pro gram. 

Thank you for your strop.g leadership and for your consideration of these proposals. The 
Administration looks forward to working with the Congress on these proposals. 

Identical letter sent to The Honorable Harry Reid 



DOE Loan Programs Office 

California Projects Involving DOl 

Project Name Milestone/Schedule DOl Information Needed Comments 

CA Valley Solar Ranch Draft EA/ April 15 Expecting Draft Submitted Biological Assessment 

(Sun power) Final EA & FONSI/June 30, 2011 Biological Opinion form on Dec. 1. Informed by FWS it will 
FWS by April15 take 135 days to receive draft BO 

Abengoa Mojave Draft EA/ April1 SH PO Section 106 DOE is Lead Agency for NEPA. 

(Abengoa) Final EA&FONSI/June 8, 2011 concurrence by June 8 BLM is Lead Agency for NHPA 
Section 106 & Tribal consultation 

Blythe Solar DOE ROD/May-June, 2011 None BLM is Lead Agency. DOE 

(Solar Millennium) adopted BLM's FEIS on 12-10-
,_, 

2010 

Imperial Valley Solar Ctr DOE FONSI/July 30, 2011 Final EA/April18 BLM is Lead Agency. DOE to 

-South FWS BO/May 18 adopt EA and issue FONSI 

(CSOLAR Development) SHPO MOA/June 22 
FONSI-DR/June 23 

NTP/August 15 

Imperial Valley Solar Ctr DOE FONSI/July 7, 2011 Final EA/April11 BLM is L~ad Agency. DOE to 
-West BO/May 18 adopt EA and issue FONSI 
(CSOLAR Development) SHPO MOA/June 1 

FONSI-DR/June 2 

NTP I August 15 

Genesis Solar DOE ROD/ April 2011 None BLM Lead Agency for EIS. DOE to 
(NexEra Energy) adopt and issue ROD 

Desert Sunlight DOE adopt BLM FEIS/June 15 SHPO MOA/April15 BLM Lead Agency for EIS. DOE to 
(First Solar) DOE ROD/September 1, 2011 BLM FE IS/ April15 adopt and issue ROD 

FWS BO/May 5 

BLM ROD/May 31 

Rice FEIS/early April 2011 BLM comments on · BLM comments on DE IS may be 
(Solar Reserve) ROD/May 15 DE IS? gate for FE IS. FWS was assuming 

FWS BO/mid-late May a June 2 ROD, so FWS BO may be 
gate for ROD 

Topaz DEIS/March 25 FWS BO/ April 25 ESA consultation initiated Feb 17 
(First Solar) FE IS/ August 9 

ROD/September 8, 2011 

Ocotillo Wind Farm DOE ROD/Sept. 30, 2011 BLM Draft EIS/ April? BLM ROD not expected until I 

(Pattern Energy) FEIS/7 October 20117 (some sources say 

ROD/October 20117 Dec. 2011) Therefore DOE 
timeline for ROD and 
commencement of construction 

cannot be met to qualify for 1705 

credit subsidy 

1 



Bottle Rock Geothermal DOE FONSI/ August 15, 2011 BLM EA&FONSI by BLM is Lead Agency. Issued EA & 
(Bottle Rock Power) August 15, 2011 FONSI but project using different 

technology and needs new EA 

Rare Earth Magnet FERC EA/May3 ? DOE Lead Agency for Mtn. Pass 
(Molycorp) FERC Certificate/July 11 Mine and rare earth materials 

processing EA. BLM cooperating 
DOE EA&FONSI/Sept 2011 (too agency with FERC on connected 
early to s~t more detailed action (8.6 mile pipeline) EA 
schedule) 

Rentech Rialto Biodiesel Draft EA/June 15 FWS Biological Opinion DOE due diligence just begun 
(Rentech) Final EA&FONSI August 12, 2011 by August 12, 2011 

2 
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Energy.gov/Recovery Table 
Data is as of 6/1/2010 9:45:52 PM 



48,647 

9,625 

46,818 

47,020 

9,625 

45,077 

3,057 

462 

7,687 



ETEC Recovery Act Project 

INL D&DReeovery Act 'PrOTect 

INL TRU Waste Recovery Act Project 

INL Buried Waste Reccwery Act Project 

LANL Non-Defense Recovery Act PrOJect 
Moab Recovery Act"'P"rOj;ct __ , 

NTS Recovery Act Project 

Oak Ridge Defense Y-12 D&D Recovery Act Project 

ORP Recovery Act Project 

Hanford River Corridor D&D Recovery Act Project 

Paducah Recovery Act Project 

Portsmouth R~AC't"PrOject 
Hanford Central Plateau D&D Recovery Act Project 

Hanford Central Plateau Soil and Groundwater Recovery 
Act Project I 
~~~--" ~-- ---------; 
Hanford River Corridor Soil and Groundwater Recovery 
Act Project 

t PrOiect 

~ -
SRS D&D~P & R Areas Recovery Ac 

SRS D&D M & 'D"A'reas Recovery Ac 

SRS D&D, Soil & Groundwater Activ ties Site-wide 
Recovery Act Project 

SRS TRU & Solid Waste Recovery A ct ~ect "~-
SPRU Recovery Act Project 

Title X Uraniumffhorium Reimbursem 

W est Valley Recovery Act Project 

WIPP Recovery Act Project -

Oak Ridge UE D&D Funded RecQV;ry 

Mound Operable Unit 1 Recovery Ac 

Oak Ridge Non~~e Recovery A 

SLAG Recovery Act Project 

LANL Defense D&D Recovery Act Pr, 

-

i.ANL Defense Soil and Groundw~ Recovery Act 
Project 

- ----- ---- --
--------- ___ ,.._ ·--

----- ---

--
----

---
-------
-------

54,1-751 

217,875 

130,000 

120,000 

14,775 

108,3501 

44,3251 
280,000 

132,6101 

----' 145,5001 

. 235]"631 

2411160 

72,4321 

- _{ 
552,794 

14,925 

234,609 

54,16!f 
197_/775 

120,000 ---
106,000 

44 3001 
2 

116.504r 

- 145.sool - --·-

701,009 

235,503j 
---i 

241 1160 

72,4321 

379,2"741 -
21,056 

62,875 

41 ,202 

81 ,310 

62,640 

40,175 

5,103 

35,654 

21,795 

100,258 

22,507 

39,718 

85,962 

98,887 

24,871 

38,430 

206,748 

58,214 

97,210 

15,198 

110,663 

8,812 

108,372 

293,972 ---
16,202 

45,629 

22,889 

58,394 172,3441 

82,2071 
~-- -.-------------

19,7001 
33,352 

7,925 ' 
64,2001 

13 2,8001 

_..1, 

21,036 

8,975 ----~- - ... ---
9,821 

--~··--'--··-· --
5,351 

-~----- --
13,609 

45,522 



LGPO 

Program Direction - EM - Defense Environmental 
anagement 

Direction - EM - Non-Defense Environme 

--- --- ---- --- - -
25,63 16,834 

2,415 1,483 867 

1,950 287 52 



Nanoscale Science Research Centers 
LTQht'Solli~';Ymproveme~- -

Advanced Computer Architectures 

Leadership Computing Upgrade 

ARM Climate Research Facility Initiative 

Bioenergy Research Center Capital ~qu!f>T.:i!! _ _ __ ·- ~ 
Integrated Assessment Research 

Joint Genome ~te 
Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory 

Knowledgebase R&D 

NOvAMIE 

Superconducting Radio Frequency R&D 

Fermilab GPP augmentation 

Advanced Plasma Acceleration Facility MIE 

Research and Infrastructure augmentati~t universities 
in the HEP program 

Advanced technology R&D augmentation 

Long Baseline Neutrino Experiment 

Advance funding of 12 GeV CEBAF Upgrade 

Fundamental NeuTro""'n Physics Beamline MIE at SNS fliTI 1 

funding (ORNL) 

PHENIX Silicon Vertex MIE full funding (RHIC at BNL) 

·PHENIX Forward Vertex Detector MIE full funding (RHIC I 
atBNL) =$ 
~d AlP funding at NP usertaCii'it'ie"S - --

Enhanced utilization of Isotope fac. i. litie~ .-..... ...... .. - -
T JNAF Infrastructure Investments 

---------------------

Nuclear Data Program Initiative 

Lattice Quantum ChromoDynamics Computing 

Nuclear Science ""'\i\iorl(fo rce 

R&D on Alternative Isotope Production Techniques 

DIII~D Facility Upgrades 

Alcator C-Mod Facility Upgrades (MIT) 

N"S'Tx Facility Upgrades -

Enhanced operation of Major Fusion Facilities 

PPPL GPP 

_c_: ____ : ______ _ 

13,122 

60,000 

3, 188t 
55,000 
52,672 . 

25,000 

33,718 

60:1 
2501 

2,0001 

~9~ 
19,440! 

- 4,@ 
11,7301 

4 9601 
7,034 

4:9ool 
5,000 

14,978 

250 

2,000i 

___ ... ---------·--------

5,007 

3,671 

2,104 

997 

13,497 

38 

19,865 

21,428 

5,976 

2,894 

9,438 

26,819 

1,759 

12,622 

3,894 

6,147 

7,570 

326 

3,475 

2,916 

18,054 

600 

99 

329 

3,196 

10,000 

2,741 

228 

. 3,199 

2,220 

4,617 

3,208 

33 

2,132 

4,364 

318 



High Energy Density Laboratory Plasma, Matter in 
Extreme Conditions (MEC) Instrument Project 

Authorized/ Appropriation ($K): Funds made available to DOE in the Recovery Act. 

Awarded/ Obligation ($K): Funding commitments from DOE that will likely result in payments. 

Spent/ Gross Outlay ($K): Amount of awarded/obligated funds that have been paid. 

- ----

Page 1 
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rce Assessment 



ETEC Recovery Act Project i ~.675J 51,6751 43,080 

Harif0rdc ent rai'Piite8U'i5&D -Recovery Act ProJect ~ · 625,115 , 625,1 151 290,436 
I I 

HaiiiOrd GeiitrBi PiiitO"au Soil and Grou-ndwater ~ - -- -
272,4141 113,465 272,4141 

Recovery Act Project 
I 

I 

Hanford River Corridor D&D -Recm7ery Act P roject- ~ - · 
- - -·- -- - 344,5541-

- ~ ~ -
344,5541 

-
202,172 

____._.__..._,_,---._..... -...... .... - ........._ - , 
76,754 ' 

-
Hanford River Corridor Soil and Groundwater Recovery j 76,754 31 ,218 

Act Project ~ I 

Hanford TRU Waste Reco;ery ACIP~~ct ~~--- • • .•. .• _ 

~ -. -
315.6631 153,128 315,663 

INL Buried Waste Recovery Act Project 123,000 63,451 

INL D&D Recovery Act Project - - =.'.. .,....,.~-~ - - - -

- - .. __ ... - -
207,875 111 ,365 

137,000 861886 
--- - - ~ - -~--

LANL Defense D&D Recovery Act Project 1 4l,1UU j 26,364 

CAN'C5em()"'ii'"8nd GroundwaterRecovery Act 
~ 

150,1001 
~ 

150,100. 91 ,595 

Project I 

~-DefeiiS"e "'ReCOVe7YA'c1PTcleCt 
- -- - - . 14,775: 

- - - -
141775 13,666 

----- -- - - -
Liquid Waste Tank lnfrastructur:_ 20010001 200,000 98,251 

-- - - ---
108,350l 

- -- - _ .... _.-_,..._ --- --- .. _ - - - --
Moab Recovery Act Project 108,350 601356 

Mound Operabie""'niTRecovery Act P roject -- - - - -
17,9001 

-- - -
17,900 16,781 

------ ----1 - -. - - - - -
44,325 • 44,325 32,692 
--' 

ORP Recovery Act Project I 
326,035 326,0351 167,027 

~........,._ . ...._ - ---_..... T -- ... - - .- ~- .. -- - ---- --..... ~ 

38,182 Oak Ridge Defense ORNL D&D Recovery Act Project 132,610, 132,6101 

I 

Oak Ridge Defense TRU Waste Recovery Act Project I 145,500 ' 145,500 ' 64,285 
\ 

I 

28o:Oooj --286,oo o[ 
·- -•- - - - - - 148,258 

- -- - - -· .. ---
Oak Ridge Non-Defense Recovery Act Project ~ 78,800; 78,800 , 15,843 

Oak Ridge UE D&D Funded Recov-;y Act Project -- - -- --- ~ - - ~- 118,2001 
- - -- ----. ------- ... 

32,895 

Paducah Recovery A~'ct-~ - - - - --- - 80,4001 
- --

40,548 
___ __,- -- -- --- --~ --~ --- - ----

Portsmouth Recovery Act Project . -- -- ---- - 119,800• 119,800 831799 

Program Direction - EM - D~se Er ivfronmental • - - - - 24.905! 
- - . -

24,8501 16,639 

Management 
- ~ I" -

Program Dire ctfo"'ii ~EM - Non-:oefense E nvi ronmental 
... ---- -· -- -- - -- - ..... .. _ _.. -

1,369 2,415! 2,4151 

Management 
i I 

6ool 
I 

Progtam DirectiOn·- Ef.f. Ufanium Enrichineni D&D j ~ 

600 ' 213 

Fund I 
S'i:A'C'Recovery Act PrOTec t ----== --~-:J 

- -
14,3001 

-
14,3oo] 7,584 

-- - -
58,575 58,575l 27,864 

- -
231550 

- --
SRS D&D M & D Areas Recovery Act Project I 23,5501 13,157 



FE 

!Advanced N~tworking Initiative ~ - · I __ 

186,760 

145,843 



Bioenergy Research Center Capital Equipment 

ComPutational Partnerships (SciDAC-e)-

0111-D Facility Upgrades 

Energy frontier Research Centers 

Ener:Q'yS ciences Fellowships and Early Career 
Research Program 

~ced AlP funding at NP user facilities 

Enhanced operation of Major Fusion Facilities 

Enhanced utilization of Isotope facilitie~ 

Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory 

Fermilab GPP augme~tlOn 

~ 

Fundamental Neutron Physics Beam line MIE at SNS 
full funding (ORNL) -

2 5,000 

90]721 90,572 

- - --- _l 
19,973 19,9731 

11-,000t -- - - 11,ooot 

Infrastructure Improvements for General Plasma i 3,888 -- 3,888~-
~-~~~rF~cil~-- ______ ....,.. __ _c.,_-~j -t 
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I funding (RHIC at BNL) 

Authorized/ Appropriation ($K): Funds made available to DOE in the Recovery Act. 

Awarded/ Obligation ($K): Funding commitments from DOE that will likely result in payments. 

Spent/ Gross Outlay ($K): Amount of awarded/obligated funds that have been paid. 
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