A Snaphot of Selected U.S. Energy Options Today:
Climate Change and Energy Security
Impacts and Tradeoffs in 2025
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For specific details on the assumptions underlying the options on this chart,
go to http://www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Discussion and Assumptions for U.S. Energy Options

This chart illustrates the climate and security impacts of selected energy options in the United States in 2025. There are
cyclical debates in the U.S. about how to meet future energy needs. We are currently in a period of elevated concern
due to a combination of high and unstable oil prices, uncertain supply, geopolitical dynamics, and the growing threat
of climate change. Sufficient, reliable and affordable energy is considered the basis of any traditional definition of
energy security—but sustainability, geopolitical, and social acceptability issues have become increasingly important in
recent dialogues. A country’s energy system is not secure, after all, if it consumes water supplies unsustainably, fuels
political instability internationally, or results in strong local opposition. This chart allows for comparative analysis of
different energy options meant to address energy security and climate change challenges.

Explanation of Chart

The size of each bubble represents one view of how much energy the
option could deliver (or offset) in 2025 given a modest policy driver.
These values are incremental to the amounts forecasted under existing
business as usual scenarios (see figure). Sizes are based on a
combination of existing forecasts in the literature and our largely
qualitative view of how a moderate policy push would impact
penetration of different options. Bubble size is measured as the amount
of primary coal (power) or oil (transport) that would be offset by
implementing each option. We chose coal and oil as the points of 2005 2025
comparison for power and transport, respectively, because they are the Year

current most likely options on the margin. Because energy is measured

at the same upstream (primary) point of conversion, bubble sizes for each option can be directly compared. This is
important given that coal and gas are becoming more substitutable for petroleum. Table 1 lists our assumptions for
each option.
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The vertical axis illustrates climate characteristics, taking into account lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions for each
option. The horizontal axis is a measure of the energy security characteristics of each option. While the vertical
position of each bubble is relatively objective, horizontal placements are more subjective and open to discussion.
Bubble location is the authors’ assessment of the energy security and climate attributes for each option. We do not
claim these placements as the only answer.

The chart is divided into four quadrants. Options in the top right quadrant have both positive climate and energy
security characteristics. Increasing vehicle corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards, for example, directly
offsets the need to import petroleum while also reducing CO, emissions. Options that fall in the bottom right quadrant
have positive energy security but negative climate traits. Using coal-to-liquids (CTL) technology, for example, may
allow reduced oil imports, but the additional CO, emissions resulting from the conversion of coal to liquid fuel are
nearly double those from standard petroleum use (without carbon dioxide capture and sequestration, or CCS).

Options in the top left quadrant have positive climate but negative energy security characteristics. For example,
expanding imports of liquefied natural gas (LNG) may expose the country to greater risks of potential imported fuel
supply disruption, but this fuel is less carbon-intensive than the forecasted power sector mix in 2025. Finally, options
in the bottom left quadrant, such as expanded reliance on imported oil or an effective “freeze” in actual vehicle fleet
mileage, have both negative energy security and climate implications.
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Increases or decreases in CO, from the business as usual (BAU) status quo were estimated for each option and
included in Table 1. For the power sector, the BAU is the mix of energy sources forecasted by U.S. DOE EIA® to
provide this power (coal, nuclear, natural gas, etc.) in 2025. For the transport sector, the BAU is the forecasted mix of
energy sources in this sector (mostly petroleum) in 2025.

The chart represents one of many possible energy snapshots of the future and is meant to encourage discussion. It is
not an energy forecast and does not include feedback effects.? Assumptions used in sizing and locating each bubble are
described on the following pages.

L EIA Annual Energy Outlook 2007.

2 |t should be noted that scaling up each of these technologies to levels much greater than currently deployed may have
environmental and other impacts to land, water, and other resources that have yet to be fully considered. WRI begins to look at
some of these issues in a new report, Scaling Up: Global Technology Deployment to Stabilize Emissions.

Revised: 7/2/2007 - 3-



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

(ABiau3 sjgemauay uo XoonQ uIor) ‘5202 Aq 'S'N
ay1 ul Audedes Jamod Jo MO 8172 apiAoid pjnod puim 1eyl sarewinsa
(3402V) ABi1au3 ajgemausay U0 [ID2UNOD URILIBWY 3Y] ‘1SeNU0I U]

"MO| AJ[eansifealun swaas siy)
ybnoyife ‘oLreuads adsualajal syl ul Gzoz Ag Aoedes pO 8T 10 [e10]

‘swiey

© SJSedal0} V|3 '900¢ Ul MO 9°TT J0 Aydedeo wiey puim spodal 300 puim wouy Ayoeded S 0G [euonippy 0.L- T PUIM
‘ased
2o1d Mmo| 8y} Ul Jo1 G/ pue ‘ased ymmolb ybiy ayi ul Jo1 2°G ‘0€02 ‘sjue|d 8joA2-pauIquiod [euonippe
1o} ased 9ouaIsyal ay) ul suodw DN 18U JO JO) ' SISed8I0) VI 10 MO 81 Buliany ‘9N pauodwi Jo (193}
"G00z uI (Jo1) 188} 210N3 UoI||L1 9°0 Ye suodwi 18u suodal V|3 210N uol||li +°T) INDOE O [euonippy ge- L€ ON1 pauodu|
"Aduaiolya aimded
%06 pue Areuad ABIaua 940z SBWNSSY
‘Aioeded po 0T Alybnoua QD9 Buisn 3ing aq 01 pasodoud
ale YoIym JOo g€ ‘92IAIaS 01Ul Wwod 0] pajoadxa ale (MO 96) siueld “(syuejd 09-GT)
Ano1109|8 paseq [e02 BGT ‘Siedh QT 1Xau 8y} 190 rey) suodal 113N abelois 7 aimdes uoqied yum syueld S0}
‘uone|nfal uogted ou BulNsse ‘oleuads ased (0D91) 91942-paulquiod uonealiseh yum (D291)
doUaIB4al AU} Ul 0£0Z Aq DI Wol J1amod Jo MO /9 SISedalo} VI3 pajesfajul jo MO ST [euolppy ot~ TT [e0D ues|D
'S1010B31 MBU ZE 1Se9| 1e 10} ‘Sieak om] 1Xau ayl JaA0 suonedijdde
Zz Bunoadxa sI (OYN) uoissiwwod Alorenbay JesjonN "S'N dy.L
"ased ymmolib ybiy ayr ui Auoedes mau
10 MO /2 pue ‘ased aaud ybiy ayr ur Aloeded mau Jo MO 72 ‘9sed
ddUaI8aI Y} Ul G20z Aq suonippe pauue|dun MO 6 SISeI310} VI3 ‘(sweld 0T-9)
"'G00Z Ul M\O 00T Inoge jo Aloeded Jesjonu suodal |3 Anoeded reajonu Jo AM\O 0Z [euonippy 08- €1 JesjonN

$1SB28104/S31PNIS 18Y10

G20z ul (Nv4g) fensn se ssauisng

01 pasedwo) ‘suondwnssy [YM

(LAnw)
200

101095 Jamod 211199|3

(r3)
ABiaug

uondO yoe3 wouj pPaploAY 10 papinoidd ABaau3 [eluswiaidu] Jo Junowy ayl bulAjaspun suondwnssy T s|gel

"uostiedwod Jo syuiod [euonippe se papiAoid 0S|e aJe S1SeJ210) pue Salpnis patejay "uondo yoea Bunusws|dwi Ag 195140 84 pINod 1eyl £
u (10199s 11odsuedy) J10 10 (10193 Jamod) [eod Arewinid ay) a1ewWISS am ‘Jayloue auo sulebe suondo asedwod o] “Jamod Jeajonu Joy S1IPald Xel J0 plepuels
oljojuiod ajgemauai e ax1| s1ebuel 214193ds 10 ‘WalsAs apely pue ded sef asnoyuaalb e se yons ‘Sainsesaw peoiq apnjoul pINod SIsAlId Gz0g Ul JaALIp Adijod
3leJapow e Japun uondo yaea Joj JuswAodap fenusiod syl JO Sa1RWINSS 1B dALLIR 0] suoluldo 1adxa pue ‘s1sedalo) ‘suodal Jo abuel apim e pakanins |4/

suondwnssy juswAo|dag

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

‘MO 9T

Aj@rewixoidde jo Aloedes [e1o1 e yum ‘suonelado Jiayl 1oj ABojouyoal
uonsnquwod Dd [eanualadns-enn asn 0} y pue Od [eanoladns asn
0] pa1oadxa ale T siue|d mau asay) JO "BUIUO aW 0D 0] paldadxa ale

‘(sued

sjue|d paseq [e02 MU GGT ‘siedk QT Ixau ayj Ul yey) sHodas TL3IN Mau 0g-ST) (AHH) Aduaidiys %S [eoD
"OleUdDS dIuUBIdal AUl Ul 0£0Z A MO 6/ Pue ‘0202 Buinaiyoe siue|d (Dd) [eod pazuaaind [eonuosadns
sjue(d (Dd) 202 pazuaAnd [ean1d1adns Mau Jo MO GE SISeI210} VI3 [eonuosadns-eln Jo MO GT [eUONIPpY | G2+ 80 -en|n
"0202Z 01 SAd 10} ares yimolub [enuue
%G e Bulurene Jo [eob e sasodoid (dewpeoy Ad) 134N Aq Apnis v
"(s1 Auoeded juannd ay)
JO 1SOW 3y} J8YM) S10]23S JBY10 [[e Ul %4 TT pue 10193s Jamod 21119919
3l Ul 945EZ SI SAd Je[0s 10} ares yimolb [enuuy "A11911199]9 10 YMO ‘G202
00T€ Buonpoid MO €£5°'T Alybnou re Aioeded Gzog S1seda.o) i3 yBNoIY1 94GZ JO arel yImo.b fenuue
"AI1011199)9 JO ue sawnsse yoiym ‘sorejjonoioyd SoIe}j0n010yd
UMD 00.'2 Buonpoid MO TZ'0 Alybnou e Ayoeded 500z sHodal vi3 JIejos wouy Auoeded p\O 9T [euonippy GT- €0 Iejos
"0202 Ul %0¢ Inoge Aq asn
ABi1aua [euoneu 1nd pinod Awouods ayl 1noybnoayy Aouaiols Abisua
Buisealoul reyy parewnsa Apnis 300 e leyl suodal osje 3330V
"0202 Ul %¢e€ Aq
Aouaioiya ABiaus ybnouayy asn ABiaua [euoneu Buliamol Jo renuajod ‘ash sefb [einyeu Buip|ing jo
[e101 e 1s866ns Aay] “Jeak 1ad opz T J0 abelane ue 1e paraiyoe aq AduB10118 3y} Ul 052 pue asn AloLID9|D
PIN02 Yyaiym ‘A11911193]3 10} 94172 SeM SaIpNIs a)els JO Jaquinu e ssoloe 1o Aouald1lle ay) Ul 8sealoul 045 Aouaioy3
[enualod a|geAsiyoe uelpaW ay} yeyy serewnss 3330V Aq Apnis v leuonippe ue woly mgd 8'T Jo sbuines | OTT- 8'1T Buipiing

$1SB28104/S31PNIS 1BY10

Gzoz ul (Nv4g) [ensn se ssauisng

01 pasedwo) ‘suondwnssy [YM

e)e)

(r3)
ABiaug

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

‘ebq z'T 10 ‘£3 9T°0 INOQe Jo 3dualalIp e ‘ased aoud ybiy ul

‘wnajonad uey
BAISUBIUI UOgIed 310U 94GZ SaWNSSY

‘(11L9) .spinbij-01-seB,

mgQd GT°0 ‘0€0Z Ul 8SeD 8dUaI88l 8Y) Ul uononpo.d ou pawnsse V|3 wouj (1efg §'T) p/qw T°0 [euonippy G+ Z0 119

"paJiarsanbas suoissIwd

ssa20.d JO 940/ pue wnajonad uey)

BAISUSIUI UOQIBD 3I0W 94G8 SaWNSSY

e oz 10 ‘r3 2°Z noqe

Jo douaIBYIP €SI siyL ~ased aaud ybiy ur mad §'€ ‘002 Ul ased "(71192) .spinbi|-03-[e02, SYele)
99uaJajal 8y} Joj (SO ou) 7LD [euoniped Jo Nigd 6°0 PAWINSSE |3 woJj (jefig TT) p/qu G20 [euonppyY |  Ge+ ST UM 110

‘wnajonad uey)

BAISUSIUI UOQJeD 8I0W 94G8 SBWNSSY

efg 0z 4o ‘£33 L'z INOge JOo SdUSIBYIP € SI SiyL "ased adud ybiy "(7112) .spinbi|-03-[e0,
urmgQO §'€ ‘0€0z Ul 9sed 9duaIa)al a8yl Joj Mg 6°0 PaWNSSe V|3 woJj (e TT) p/qw G20 [euonppy S8+ ST 110

"ased ymmolb oiwouods ybiy sy ul (£3 ge) mgd Z'SE ‘oueuads ‘spodwil ul asealoul
aoualalal ayr ul (03 Z'0g) mgd 9'8¢ e suodwi [enuue 1Sedal0} %8 ue AjybnoJ ‘spoduwi |10 [euonippe suodw|
A8yl "G00z Ul swodwi 1o apnud Jo (r3 €2) MO T'¢e sHodal |3 jo (1efg GT) p/qui O'T [euonIppY G+ 02 IO papuedx3

"jInsaJ pjnom sbuines siyl ‘OdiN

8'TZ J0 peaisul 9dIN 0 sabelane

193]} AQT eyl }l "'Gg0g ul uol|jln g’ 1e

(LINA) pajanes Sajiw 3|21YaA SISeI810)

'8¢0¢ V|3 "OLeuads 82usla)al 8yl ul GZog ul

Aq 1e6g 61/G 40 [€10) BANEINWND B BAES ||IM )| Ty} parewnss 9002 8'TZ 01 G00Z Ul 9'6T WOl asealoul [|Im

Ul paRIWgnSs ||iq Jejiwis e Jo siosuods ayL €10z Ul buluuibaq Jeak SAQ 10} OdIN Y} ey SISeda.o} V|3

18d 9%t Alybnol Jo 34vD ul aseasoul ue Joj ysnd pinom (71-qQ) eweqo ‘Sq| 00S'g Japun syanuy ybi| pue sred

loreuss Aq paonponul (£9/°S) 10V wiojey Awouod3 jand ay L 1ebuassed apnjoul sspa1yaA Ainp b1

"/ 20z ul auljoseb jo [ebq Gg 1o p/qu £°Z SABS piNom

SIyl Jeyj serewl}ss SISUSIDS Paulsduod Jo uolun syl '6T0C Ul OdIN "(Repo1 9dIN 0Z In0ge SNSIBA) S3|2IYaA

Ge 196 01 syonn W61 pue sred mau alinbal pjnom (vD-Q) uisisule- Anp b1 10} DA OE JO Awouoda

loreuas Aq paonpoaul (2G¢°S) 10y Awouod3 [an4 us ] ul U] 8yl |any panaiyoe abeiaAe ue ul synsal jey)
(V13) ainseaw Je(iwis 10 34y Ul 9sealoul ue (obelane 199
9d 0z AluBnos st 198 AQT1 33 1o} Awouo2a [an) panalyoe sbesane wouj (jefia) suojeb uoljjig 87 Jo (p/qw) AQ1 9dIN 0€)
3y} ybnouyyfe ‘sied mau 1o} OdIN §°2¢ ¥e 18s sI Apuaiind 34v0 Aep Jad sjaireq uoljiw T°¢ Jo sbuires 0TV- €9 34vD asiey

$1SB28104/S31PNIS 1BY10

Gzoz ul (Nvg) [ensn se ssaulsng

01 pasedwo) ‘suondwnssy [YM

e)e)

10199S nodsuel|

(r3)
ABiaug

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

‘0€0Z Ul p/qu £°0 asealoul
pinoo uonanpoud |10 apnio dnsawop ‘pardadxa ueyy Ajpidel aiow

1220 Ansnpul [10 8y} Ul saoueape ABojouydsl Ji eyl Sisedalo) |3 " SHwil|
‘rebg ¢ Ajlybnou -JJO,, paiapisuod Ajsnoinaid saainos uononpold
10 p/quwi Z°0 PI9IA pInoMm Salels 8 Jamo| 3y} 4O J|3ys [eluauiuo? sefl [einjeu pue |10 21SSWOP WO} [10 Jnsawog
121N0 3y} Woly suonauisal Buljjup Buinowal rey) sisedalo) |3 uonanpoud (jebq g) p/qu £°0 [euonippy G> 90 papuedx3
"'SaAIUdUI QD Yum 0z0z Aq ajdnipenb
pIN02 uononpold |10 YOF 0D eyl sisesalo) sisAjeue 113IN/30A V ‘JugInwIS e se
‘sjareq apIXolIp uogJed Buisn sa2INos dnsawop
uolj|ig 0TZ S! “S'N 8yl ul O3 Jo sadAl |e 1o} [enusiod [e10] Jeyl pue woJ} uonanpold AI1aA0231 |10 padueyua, SO yum
‘7002 Ul 403 02 Aq paonpoud sem [efig € 1noge yey) sodal 304 wolj (refg 8) p/qw G0 reUONPPY |  Se- 0T 403 °00
‘wnajonad reuonipes; ueyl
"020z Aq (1ebg 09 031 GT) p/qw 7 03 T Woj uoponpoid SAISUBIUI UOQgJed 310W 950G SBWNSSY
SpUES |10 8Sealoul |[IM BpeURD Tey] 1S8I310} SIZUdMIBIN POOAA
'G20z Aq (rebq o5 01 "Blonzausp
/T) p/gqw €€ 0] T'T WO} 0JIX3N pUe epeURD WOoJ) |I0 [RUORUSAUOIUN pue epeue) Ajrewnd wol) syodwi |10 suodw|
JO suodwi [enuue asealdul [[IM “S’N 8yl Teyl S1Sedslo) |3 Aneay wouj (jefq 8) p/qw G 0 [euonippy GE+ 01T 10 AneaH
‘wnajoJiad 01 pasedwod
'Ge0¢ %08 AQ SUOISSIWS 0D SaINpal
Aq [oueys 21s0|n||99 Jo (jebq £9 01 ¥€) p/qul T H-2'Z 8onpoid pjnod [ouBY1S 2IS0|N||92 Tey] SaWNSSY
'S'N 8y Tey) sarewnsa Adljod AB1su3 uo uoISSILWOD [euoiieN ay L
‘'saold ABisua 'sooud |10 Jaybiy
ybiy pue s1sod Hunesado pue [euded Jamo| Jo OLRUSIS B Japun pue [ouBy1S 2ISO|N||39 10} SIS0I ISMO| joueylg
GZ0zZ ul paonpoud joueyia 21So|n||99 Jo [ebqg G Alybnol sisesalo) v|3 sawnssy '(jebq g) p/qw £°0 [euonippy 0z- 0 21S0|N|I8D
"(900Z Arenuer ‘aoual0S) wnajosnad 0] paredwod %ET AQ SUOISSIWD
OHO S2INpal [ouBY1S UI0I 1Byl SpUlj [e 19 ||a4ied X3l Aq Apnis v -Kususp
'0€0¢ Aq 1efiq 09 pue 020z Aq Jeak 1ad [ebq OE Jo prepuels | £Bious Jamo| %0E € Sey pue ‘wnajonad
S|an} a|gemaual e 189S PINOM YdIym ‘900g el ul 10y Aundas 01 paredwo9 %GT AQ SUOISSIWS 20D
s|anjoig sy} paonpoaul (vi-a) udiieH pue (Ni-) Jebinq sioreuss S20Npal [OURY1S UI0D Jey) SaWNssy
") TOZ Ul ,S|an} sAlfeulale pue ajgemausl, Jo ebq
GE lo} pajea ysng juapisald ‘Ssalppy uolun ayl Jo arels /00z Siy Ul ‘rebq
'2102Z Ad s|any sjqemauai o [efiq G/ sayepuew §00¢ PVd3 02 01 p|aiA puedxa ued uI0d 10§ pasn
'Gg0g ul [ebq gT 1noge Ss)seoaslo) pug| [leuonippe pue ABojouydal Janaq
pue ‘[efiq ¥ Inoge re Gooz Ul uondwnsuod joueys spodal I3 sawinssy "(jebq g) p/qw §°0 [euonippy 0T- L0 joueylg ulod

$1SB28104/S31PNIS 1BY10

Gzoz ul (Nv4g) [ensn se ssauisng

01 pasedwo) ‘suondwnssy [YM

e)e)

(r3)
ABiaug

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

"(WI3) G20z ul pawnsuod 3 Jad 20D LNIN S9 Jo abelaae ue 1Wa |[IM 10103s Lodsuen) ay |

"1eak Jad [ebq £°GT 01 1uaeAInba sI p/qu suQ
‘03 T 011uaeAInba Alybnod si joueyis Jo [eHq G'ZT
‘|]aareq Jad CN 276 Jo 1u8u0d ABiaua ue sey (jasalp pue auljoseh Jojow Ajuewid) 10108s Lodsuely ay) ul pawnsuod |an4

:suondo 10198s 1iodsuel] 10) suondwnsse [eIaUSD

"(V13) G20z ul paanpoid ymo Jad 20D Jo Ssuo] daw QS Jo abelane ue 1w [|IM J0103S Jamod J1109[2 3yl e
“reak 1ad (C0DLININ) 20D 10 SU0) aLdwW uol|jiw 9°G 1noge sywa jue|d OO MO TY ©
‘sjue|d a]9A2
-pauIquiod seb [einjeu 10} % T9 pue ‘[eod paziiaAind [eanlosadns vilNn 10} %Gy ‘20 pazuaaind [eandgNs 10} % T 40 GZOZ Ul Sloioe) Aouaiolyg e
"PUIM 10} 950€ ‘Seb [einyeu pue [B09 10} 94G/ ‘1eajonu 10} 94G8 JO sloloe) Aloede) e
W Jad cN €2 Alerewixoidde Jo Jusuod ABiaus ue sey 10103s Jamod 211198]8 ay] Ul paWNsSuU0d [0 e
:suondo 10108s Jamod J0J suondwnsse [elauas

‘pauoduwi s1 yaiym Jo juaaiad g9 1noge ‘(jebqg gTg) Aep Jad s1onpoud wnajonad pue apnuo Jo sjaiieq uoljjiw Tz Alybnois sswnsuod Apualind 's'N ayl -

ue|d Jamod abiue| [ea1dA1 € Jo 1eyl 01 JuUseAinba Alybnol ‘Alloedes Buelsuab o11129|8 JO spem uoljjig auo s (WMD) nemebib v -
209D JO suo} oudw uoljiw ur uondo Adijod yoes woly (+) sasealoul Jo (-) suonanpal parewnss ayl ase (LININ) 0D -
‘paWINSU0 Usaq aArY pjnom Jeyl wnajonad Jo Junowe ayl 01 JusfeAinba ale suondo uodsuel ayj Jo) sanjen ABisug -
‘(sg|nol 8TOT sfenba anolexs 1o 3 1) A011193|8 JO JUNOWe JuajeAinba
ue ajeltauab o) sjueld Jamod [e02 AQ pawNsSU0I Usa(q asIMIBYI0 aAey PiNOM Teym 01 JusjeAlinba ale suondo 10109s Jamod ay) Jo) sanjea (r3) ABieug -

:S9I10N

‘(RemAue sind20 ey uonelauab yead

-}JO Wol} 881}, 8q PINOM 950G Bulurewsal

‘0S0¢Z ul ualjjiw 0L pue G¢oc a1 pue) uoneiado jue|d Jamod uonippe

Ul SA3Hd uoljjiw Gz Jo sioedwi [enuslod sy ssasse [4d3 Aq Apnis v salinbal Jamod papasu ay} JO %05

‘0502 Aq Xo01s 3ja1yan Ainp-1ybi| ay Jo areys Teyl SaWNsSsy "GzZ0gZ Ul S3[2IYaA uol|jiw

19)JeW 940G B 8A3IYde pue 800Z Ul paanposiul SAJH 'G20z Aq peol 9 1noge sp|alA arel yimoib enuue o401
3} U0 SATHd uol||iw 08 1sedalo} A3y} ‘ased ybiy syl uj "sjuressuod ‘6002 Ul peos 8yl uo SAJHd 000°0€ (SA3HJ)
uogJed pue ‘AQiinodas ABiaua ajowoid 0] saldljod ‘saaud 10 ybiy ‘s1S09 SETRIIVEY
ul suononpal ‘ABojouyaal ul sasueApe YIMm paurelqo ag pjnod SAJHd "S9|2IYSA UOI||IW 9 211093
Aq uonensuad 19xew Jo [aA8] ybiy e reyl sarewnss 134N Aq Apnis v Aq1asyo |10 (jebq ) p/qw €0 reuonippy GT- G0 pugAH ui-bnid

‘palinbal si |an}

‘Aepo) wouy pabueyoun urewas Aouaidiyo Jo (jebg 02) p/qw £°T reuonippy (9dn

ay) pue pajaAel] S3[IW-3]2IYaA 3yl Fey) sswnsse ajqgng siy.L 0Z~) S[aA3] S00Z Wolj Aouaiolya 9|9IYyaA

"OdIN 8'TZ 01 9'6T WoJj asealoul 01 Aoualoiya ajoIyaA abeiane pue ul sasealoul ou ul Buninsal ‘paidope
‘G202 01 G00Z WOl %SG 8sealoul 0} SAQT AQ [aAe) sisedalo) V|3 SI 34D Buiuaxeam Aojjod e sewnssy | 02T+ 9'¢C 9dIN U8z0iH

$1SB28104/S31PNIS 1BY10

Gzoz ul (Nv4g) [ensn se ssauisng

01 pasedwo) ‘suondwnssy [YM

(LAnw)
200

(r3)
ABiaug

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

‘Ajeuad ABlsua ‘aAISualuI

ABlaua Ajanne|al ‘suoibal awes ay) Wwodj S Yaiym Jo yonw ‘seb [einjeu uo aoueljas sasealoul :aAlebaN suodwl 1o S1IasyQ :9AIISO0d 119
'salIs abelols 1e suonenbal A1ojes pue ainjoniselul Lodsuell 0D Mau J0) pasu ‘urenadun si SO Jo Alljiqeldadde [elo0s (suladuod

Aljiceurelsns pue arewl|d Juealubis ‘anisuadxa :aAeBaN 1UBIDIUNS SI 20D "SUOeU 3|grISUN Wo4) suodwli (10 S1I8SHO :2ANISOd | SOD Yyuim 11D
SVERTGE]

Aljigeurelsns pue arewl|d Juealubis ‘aalsuadxa :aAireBaN 1UBIDIYNS SI 20D "SUOBU 3|geISun WoJ) syodwli (10 S18SHO :2ANISod 11D

"alnin} aAlsualul-wnajonad-ssa| e 0] uonisuel) a|gelAaul sauodisod ‘suoleu Jaylo 0] Jajsuen suodw|

yiieam ‘wa)sAs [eqo|b urepaoun uo adueijal Sasealou| :aAlebap 's|any aAlreulale 01 paredwod ajqeploye AjsAieal NS :BANISOd | IO papuedxy

(obelane 109|)

‘uonoell feonjod paxi :aAebaN "s|gepioye | AQT OdIN 0F)

‘Janoulny 193y Inoybnoay: pjing sioedwi dAIRINWND ‘SUOeU 3|geISUN 0] J3jSuell Yleam pue wodj spodwl 10 S1I9SsHO :9ANISod J4vD asiey

10108S uodsuel |

[e0D

"‘9ousadxa [eall01sIy wolj "S N 3yl ul uondadaiad paysiulel yeymawos Bunnjjod pue anisuadxa Ajaaine|al :aaneba ‘eisy [eanuoladng

pue adoin3 ul pasn Ajluowwod aiow Bulwodsaq pue ‘ualdiya AjpAne|al S [eanuaiadns-enn (a|geljal pue 1uaIdIYNS SI [e0D :9AINISOd eIIN
"S3aIPISgNS Xe] uo saljal Apualing (9602 Alybnou jo 101oe] Alloeded) aqe|rene shempe

10U uoneiauab 1amod :annebaN -Aljigerdadde [e1oos jeuoneu ybiy ‘Alddns AB1aus salISISAIP (UBS|D (SISOI [aN) JUBISUOD :9ANISOd Ad Iejos

‘uoddns Aduaioiy3

[eonijod paxiw ‘spuoduwi |10 19S10 10U Saop :aAnebap a|qeidadde Aje1oos pue ‘a|qeureisns ‘a|geploye ‘a|geljal ‘JusIdns :8AISOd Buipjing
"1IpaJd xey uononpoud uo spuadap Apuannd ((AGININ) uonisoddo [eao] swos :(950€ Alybnod Jo J010e) Alloeded) sjgejiene shkeme

10U uoneiauab Jamod :annebaN “Aljigerdadde [e1oos jeuoneu ybiy ‘A|lddns ABlaua saljISIaAIp UBS|D (SIS0 [aN) JUBISUOD :BANISOd PUIAA

"STealyl
AInoas [enualod ale siayue) pue sfeulwlal Modwi ‘anisuadxa AjpAane|al {Aurenssun [eqolb 0] ainsodxa sasealoul :aAnebaN "aqo|b
3yl punoJe weals-uo Buiwod salddns mau uedyiubis ‘pjing o1 ¥2inb sjue|d ajoA2-paulquiod Buluing uea|d AjpAne|aYy :aANISOd

ONT pauoduw

‘Buiuiw yum parerdosse swajqo.d [ejuswuoiinue ‘saus abelols 1e S2D

suone|nbai Alages pue ainonaselul Lodsuel) 20D Mau J0j paau ‘urenaoun si Alljiqeldadsde [e1oos pue aAisuadxa s SO Yyum D9 yum (0291)

:anirefapN ‘sulaouod uonnjjod euaid SaWwo09Isn0 Ajabie| DD9| "padud Ajjualind se s|gepioye pue s|gel|al ‘JusIdIYNs si [e0) :8ANSOd [eoD ues|D
‘uonesajijoid reajonu ‘18huel 1s110.119) [enualod siauleq esodsip aisem (Aljigeidadoe

[e190S MO| ‘aAaisuadxa :aanebaN ‘Ajddns |any salisiaalp [Aljigelreae ybiy 20D Ajeloadsa ‘suoissiwa dre mo| AIaA :9AISOd JeaonpN

uoIssnosiq

101095 Jamod 211199|3

uondo yoe3 Jo suonealdw| A1anass Abusu3 'z a|jqeL

'S1Jauaq A1unaas ABiaus Jaybiy
AlaAnejal aney snyi pue ‘1o ubialoy Jo suodwi 185140 10198s 1odsuey ayp ul suondo 1ol "si019e) Ajjeanijodoab pue ‘aoueldadde Ajjeldos ‘Alljiqeurelsns
‘Aujigepioe ‘Aujigerfal ‘Aousiongns Jo sjuswiala sapnjoul yaiym ‘A1unaas ABIsus Jo uoniulap papuedxs Ue UO paseq Passasse sem uolndo yoe3

Juswssassy A11unoas Abiau3g

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

‘paseq-[eod
Ajabue| si pub J1 1jauaq arew|d sl SARY UeI {RI2ISWW0 194 10U pue anlsuadxa sallaneg :aAnebaN "uoneiauab yead-yo ul ABisua

1S0| 8sIMIaY10 ainided ued (Xiw uogJed mo| sey pub JI SARUIS)E UOQIeI-MO| 8 Ued ([N} ajgqepioye ‘suodwl 10 S1I9SYO :9AIISOd SAJHd
"21n1n} aAIsuaul-wnajonad-ssa| e 0] uonisuel] ajgennaul sauodisod ‘uononpoud |10 Jnsawop puedxs

0] Paau Sasealoul ‘suoljeu Jaylo 0} Jajsuel] Yieam pue suodwi |10 Sasealdu| :aAfeBaN "siayewred o)sawop JoAe) Ay :9ANISOd 9dIN uazoi4

uononpolid

'SS929® 0] aAIsuadxa AjaAne|al [10 ansawoq

pue pajwi| are sadinosal Buiurews. ‘Aljigeldasde [e1oos Mo :aAebhaN “lajsuel] Yijeam saonpal ‘spodwl |10 S1I9sYO :9AIISOd papuedx3

uonensanbas

‘Alfeuonippe 1noge uladuod ‘papasu ainjonselul wodsuen ¢0) ‘uonedldde ul panwi Apualing :aanebaN uogque)d

20D Bunnjjod-asimiaylo Jo asn poob axew ued ‘uononpoid (10 anSBWOoP A[PXI|UN-3SIMIBYI0 SMO|e ‘suodull |10 SI9SHO :BANISod | yim 303 20D

'sanssI Alljiqeurelsns snoLas ‘aaisuaiul Abiaua suodw|

‘anisuadxa Apualind :aanebaN 'a|geljal ‘uaions ‘epeue) wolj panodul JI suoieu ajgeisun woly spoduwl 10 S1I9SYO :9AIISOd 10 AneaH

‘le1oJawiwod 194 10N :aAlebapN “sjuswalinbais Abiaus joueyl3

Areljixne pue ‘asn Jarem pue Jaziius} ‘uononpolid pooy Bunoedwi inoyum suoibas Auew ul umolb aq ued ‘suoduwl |10 SIBSHO :BANSOd a1s0|n||180

'ssa20.1d anisuaiul ABJaua (asn Jayem pue 1azi|1ia)
pasealoul ‘Aljige|reae pue| pajwi ‘AILiNdas pooy pasealdaq :aAnebap “Alddns ABiaua saljisiaAlp ‘suodwli 10 S18SHO :8ANISOd

uoIssnasiq

joueylg uiod

-10-

Revised: 7/2/2007



% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

References

ACEEE (2004) The Technical, Economic and Achievable Potential for Energy-Efficiency in the U.S. - A
Meta-Analysis of Recent Studies. Steven Nadel, Anna Shipley and R. Neal Elliott. American Council for
an Energy-Efficient Economy. Washington, DC. http://www.aceee.org/conf/04ss/rnemeta.pdf

ACORE (2007) The outlook on Renewable Energy in America Volume II: Joint Summary Report.
American Council on Renewable Energy. http://www.acore.org/pdfs/ACORE _Joint_Outlook_Report.pdf

AWEA (2005) Wind Power Outlook 2005. American Wind Energy Association. Washington, DC.
http://www.awea.org/pubs/documents/Outlook%202005.pdf

EIA (2007) Annual Energy Outlook 2007. Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of
Energy. Washington, DC. February 2007. www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/

EPRI (2006) Environmental Benefits of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles. Presented by Charles Clark at
the ZEVTecnology Seminar, September 2006. Electric Power Research Institute.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/symposium/presentations/clark.pdf

Farrell A.E. et al. (2006) “Ethanol Can Contribute to Energy and Environmental Goals.” Science. January
2006. http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/reprint/311/5760/506.pdf

IEA (2006) World Energy Outlook 2006. International Energy Agency, Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development. Paris, France.

NCEP (2004) Ending The Energy Stalemate: A Bipartisan Strategy to Meet America’s Energy
Challenges. The National Commission on Energy Policy. December 2004.
http://www.energycommission.org/site/page.php?report=13

NETL (2007) Tracking New Coal Fired Power Plants: Coal's Resurgence in Electric Power Generation.
National Renewable Energy Laboratory, U.S. Department of Energy.
http://www.netl.doe.gov/coal/refshelf/ncp.pdf

NETL (2004) CO, EOR Technology. National Renewable Energy Laboratory, U.S. Department of
Energy. December 2004.
http://www.fe.doe.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/eor co02/CO2brochure2004.pdf

NRC (2007) Personal Communication with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff. March 27, 2007.

NREL (2001) Solar-Electric Power: The U.S. Photovoltaic Industry Roadmap. PV Roadmap Workshop.
Department of Energy. May 2001.

NREL (2006) A Preliminary Assessment of Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles on Wind Energy Markets,
W. Short and P. Denholm, National Renewable Energy Laboratory.
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy060sti/39729.pdf

UCS (2007). Statement Of The Union Of Concerned Scientists Before The Senate Committee On
Commerce, Science, And Transportation. Presented By Dr. David J. Friedman. Oversight Hearing on the
Corporate Average Fuel Economy Program. March 6, 2007.
http://commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfim?FuseAction=Hearings.Testimony&Hearing_1D=1827& Wit
ness_1D=2024

U.S DOE, EERE (2007) Wind Powering America- Installed US Wind Capacity. U.S Department of
Energy, Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
http://www.eere.energy.gov/windandhydro/windpoweringamerica/wind_installed capacity.asp

Wood MacKenzie (2007). The Cost of Playing in the Oil Sands. Upstream Insight, Canada Qil Sands.
January 2007.

Revised: 7/2/2007 -11-


http://www.aceee.org/conf/04ss/rnemeta.pdf
http://www.acore.org/pdfs/ACORE_Joint_Outlook_Report.pdf
http://www.awea.org/pubs/documents/Outlook%202005.pdf
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/symposium/presentations/clark.pdf
http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/reprint/311/5760/506.pdf
http://www.energycommission.org/site/page.php?report=13
http://www.netl.doe.gov/coal/refshelf/ncp.pdf
http://www.fe.doe.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/eor_co2/CO2brochure2004.pdf
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy06osti/39729.pdf
http://commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Hearings.Testimony&Hearing_ID=1827&Witness_ID=2024
http://commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Hearings.Testimony&Hearing_ID=1827&Witness_ID=2024
http://www.eere.energy.gov/windandhydro/windpoweringamerica/wind_installed_capacity.asp

A Snapshot of U.S. Energy Options Today:
Climate Change and Energy Security
Impacts and Tradeoffs in 2025

Background Information on the
Energy and Technology Choices

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions.

o WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE


http://www.wri.org/usenergyoptions

% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

Cellulosic Ethanol

Cellulosic ethanol is produced by breaking down complex
sugars in plant material into simple sugars using an
enzymatic process, and then fermenting the simple sugars to
create ethanol. The end-product is identical to grain-based
ethanol and can be used as an alternative fuel for
transportation. Since cellulose is a primary building block of
green plants, a wide variety of grasses and trees can be used
as feedstock. Common candidates include fast growing trees
and grasses such as switchgrass, corn stover, and grain straw.
Cellulosic ethanol is an attractive carbon mitigation and
energy security option because resource inputs and local
environmental impacts are low compared to grain-based
ethanol. There are several demonstration plants around the
world, but no commercial plants operate yet.

From a climate perspective, cellulosic ethanol holds great
potential to reduce emissions from transportation fuels. The
U.S. Department of Energy believes that cellulosic ethanol
can reduce lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions by roughly 80
percent compared to traditional gasoline. This is because the ~ Source: Union of Concerned Scientists
portion of the plant that can not be fermented—the lignin fibers—can be burned to generate the heat
and power needed during the conversion process, displacing the carbon-intensive coal and natural
gas that is used for processing grain ethanol. Grain ethanol’s dependence on those fossil fuels
results in a modest 10-20 percent reduction in GHG emissions compared to gasoline. Carbon
capture could be employed during ethanol production to further reduce GHG emissions.

Cellulosic ethanol holds many of the same energy security benefits as grain ethanol-reducing
dependence on foreign oil, diversifying energy supply, and decreasing the environmental impacts
associated with the production and use of fossil fuels. However, much less land may be needed for
cellulosic ethanol then grain ethanol, as cellulosic crops have the potential to yield about twice the
energy per acre. From an energy-balance standpoint, as mentioned above, fewer fossil fuels are
required to produce cellulosic ethanol than grain-based ethanol. Further, the diversity of crops that
can be used greatly expands the potential to produce cellulosic ethanol across the U.S.

Despite great potential and many advocates, little cellulosic ethanol production capacity exists
today. The primary challenges to widespread use of cellulosic ethanol are the high costs and
complexity of the enzymatic process, and the high capital costs associated with financing new and
untested technologies. While there have been significant advances in enzyme development in recent
years, overall costs are still roughly twice that of producing grain ethanol. The Energy Policy Act of
2005 provides a number of incentives for cellulosic ethanol production, and requires the production
of 250 million gallons by 2013. Concerns about grain ethanol’s impacts on food security, local
environmental quality and relatively minor GHG improvements should generate ongoing support
for cellulosic ethanol.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

Corn Ethanol

U.S. investment in corn ethanol has surged over the past
few years due to high oil prices and growing concerns
over rising petroleum import dependency. Grain ethanol
is produced from the distillation of crops such as corn,
barley and sugarcane that contain starches or sugars. It is
typically blended into gasoline as E10 (10 percent
ethanol) to improve octane levels and reduce vehicle
pollutants. The world currently produces enough ethanol
to displace roughly 2 percent of total gasoline
consumption. Brazil is the world’s largest exporter of
ethanol, and its sugarcane industry supplies 40 percent of
their transportation fuel.

Source: U.S. DOE

While ethanol has been around since the 1800s, it gained popularity in the 1970’s during the OPEC
oil disruptions. Ethanol has enjoyed renewed popularity as a replacement for both lead and methyl
tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE)—Iess-than-ideal gasoline additives meant to improve combustion. The
recent spike in oil prices, and resulting sense of energy insecurity, has created further momentum
for ethanol use. Over one-third of the gasoline pumped in the U.S. now contains at least some
ethanol, although it offsets only a few percent of the total gasoline used. The other common ethanol
blend, E85 (85 percent ethanol), requires special engine modification and can only be used in
flexible fuel vehicles (FFV).

Corn ethanol has some lifecycle greenhouse gas benefits compared to regular gasoline. The general
consensus among researchers is that corn ethanol provides a lifecycle 10-20 percent reduction in
greenhouse gases compared to traditional gasoline, although outlying estimates also exist. The
fermentation process requires significant energy input, often in the form of coal or natural gas.
Finally, growing the crops that can be converted to ethanol often carries a significant local
environmental penalty in terms of water, fertilizer, and pesticide use.

Ethanol production has grown by roughly 30 percent annually in the U.S. recently. Federal
subsidies since 1978 have allowed production costs to remain competitive with gasoline, with the
current tax credit at 51 cents per gallon. In 2005, 4 billion gallons of ethanol were produced in the
U.S. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires almost doubling that production to 7.5 billion gallons
a year by 2012, and numerous energy legislation proposals in Congress have called for up to 60
billion gallons of “renewable fuels” by 2030.

A major barrier to expansion of grain ethanol in the U.S. is the amount of corn required. Already,
10-20 percent of the nation’s corn harvest goes to ethanol production. If more corn is used for
ethanol, we will likely see higher prices for commodity crops, higher prices for livestock and other
processed goods that rely on commaodity crop inputs, fewer commaodity crop exports, and more land
dedicated to cultivation. Although recent advances have made ethanol production more efficient
than in years past, other major cost-reducing breakthroughs are not expected. Another barrier to
greater use of grain ethanol is that while there are more than 4 million FFVs on the road, most E-85
stations are in the Midwest, and developing a nationwide infrastructure of service stations will be
necessary for large-scale penetration.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

Expanding Domestic Oil and Natural Gas Production

Domestic U.S. oil production peaked in
1970 and has declined steadily since.
Currently, the U.S. is able to meet one-third
of its petroleum demand with domestic
resources, and imports the remaining two-
thirds. Domestic crude oil reserves are
estimated at around 22 billion barrels,
mostly found in Texas, the Gulf of Mexico,
Alaska, and California. For comparison,
global reserves are estimated at 1.1 to 1.3
trillion barrels.

U.S. natural gas production is also near its
peak, but domestic production continues to
meet over 80 percent of demand. The remaining imports come by pipeline from Canada and
Mexico, and as liquefied natural gas at 4 major import terminals. While global natural gas reserves
are thought to be over 170 trillion cubic meters (TCM), domestic reserves amount to only 5.6 TCM.

Source: NETL

Both oil and natural gas contribute to climate change by forming carbon dioxide during combustion.
Natural gas emits only about half, and oil about two-thirds, the carbon dioxide per unit of energy as
coal. The greenhouse gas profiles of imported oil and gas resources compared to their domestic
counterparts are roughly similar. In some cases, imports may result in slightly higher emissions
since they are often transported a greater distance. In other cases, however, carbon-intensive
infrastructure may be needed to deliver domestic oil and gas to U.S. markets. Oil from the Trans-
Alaska pipeline, for example, almost certainly has higher lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions than
oil from Canada or even Nigeria.

Other environmental concerns related to oil and natural gas production and transport include: spills,
leaks, explosions, and damage to natural habitats. While improved exploration and drilling practices
have dramatically reduced local environmental impacts, oil and gas production in pristine areas
remains an invasive activity. Refineries that convert crude oil into valuable petroleum products have
more concentrated environmental and safety impacts.

Exploiting domestic sources of oil and natural gas helps reduce the amount of oil that the U.S. must
import. However, the amount of domestically available oil is limited and the public often opposes
drilling in sensitive areas. Furthermore, domestic oil and gas is usually more expensive than
imports. When oil and natural gas prices are high, pressure increases to open exploration and
drilling in lands previously considered off-limits, such as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and
many offshore areas. For example, offshore drilling along in the eastern Gulf of Mexico and along
the east and west coasts has been prohibited since 1980. Late in 2006, however, Congress voted to
open 8.3 million acres to drilling in the Gulf of Mexico that had been previously protected under the
ban.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

Liquefied Natural Gas

Natural gas accounts for over one-fifth of
global energy use. Where pipelines are
unfeasible, natural gas can be transported
economically by lowering its temperature
and increasing pressure until it becomes a
condensed liquid. A global market for
liquefied natural gas (LNG) has existed since
the 1970s. Strong growth in LNG markets is
expected to continue as both new producers
and consumers emerge, and terminal
infrastructure costs continue to decline.

Natural gas offers distinct greenhouse gas
benefits compared to coal and oil, although
some of that benefit is lost due to the energy
penalty of converting the gas to liquid form Source: Wave Dispersion Technologies, Inc
and vise-versa. A carbon value of perhaps

$20 to $40 per ton of CO, would provide powerful incentives to switch from coal to natural gas in
electricity generation. Natural gas also has significant criteria pollution (oxides of sulfur and
nitrogen, particulates, and carbon monoxide, for example) benefits compared to other fossil fuels.

Considerable uncertainty surrounds the future of liquefied natural gas in the United States. Natural
gas production in the U.S. peaked in the early 1970s. While prices remained low for much of the
1980s and 1990s, recent price instability reflects supply uncertainty. Key variables surrounding
future markets for LNG in the U.S. include:

o Climate change and environmental policies that will impact relative pricing of fuels
e LNG demand in key Asian and European markets

¢ Investment constraints in building new LNG liquefaction terminals in key gas producing
countries such as Qatar, Nigeria, Russia, Iran, Algeria, Trinidad and Tobago, and others

e Public response to the siting and safe operation of LNG import terminals

¢ Developments of alternative technology, including “clean” coal, renewable, nuclear power,
and gas-to-liquid (GTL) fuels

Global LNG trade is now expanding rapidly, and the U.S. appears set for rapid demand growth as
well. The U.S. Energy Information Administration forecasts that U.S. LNG imports are projected to
increase nearly 8-fold by 2030. While global markets are expected to increase in flexibility, there
are very real concerns about energy security and relying on a small group of producers to provide
the fuel.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

CO,-Enhanced Oil Recovery

Only a small percentage of the
petroleum in most oil fields can be
recovered economically. One option
to increase oil recovery is to pump
CO; into the reservoir to improve the
flow of remaining oil through the
pore space. After the 0il-CO,

back to the reservoir. A side-effect of -,
enhanced oil recovery is that a ' ; e soar, I SOUrCE:
portion of the CO, that was used to i SchiumSS.
force oil out of the formation is
sequestered in the reservoir’s pore o : . :
space. CO,-EOR is currently used to optimize oil production, but can also be adjusted to boost the
amount of carbon dioxide that stays sequestered in the reservoir.

CO; has been used in the Permian Basin of Texas for three decades to enhance oil recovery. Most of
the CO- is supplied from natural sources in Colorado and New Mexico via pipeline, so there are
currently few climate benefits in the process. But an experienced industry has developed and is
capable of using anthropogenic CO, (captured from fossil fuel burning power plants and industrial
processes) for the same purpose. A large-scale coal gasification plant in North Dakota is currently
capturing its CO, and piping it to Weyburn, Canada where it is used for enhanced oil recovery.
Other large anthropogenic CO,-EOR projects are under development.

Currently, CO,-EOR is used to produce about 250,000 barrels per day of oil in the U.S. that might
otherwise not exist. A recent study by Advanced Resources International states that an additional 4
to 47 billion barrels of domestic resources could be economically recovered using CO,-EOR. The
study notes that at least 8 billion tons of CO, could be sequestered in the U.S. by using EOR. The
carbon abatement cost of CO,-EOR varies according to field and the price of oil; in some cases in
can have negative costs according to Battelle Memorial Institute.

Currently, regulations exist to govern CO,-EOR activities in order to prevent ground water
contamination. However, there are no regulations to govern CO,-EOR activities operating with the
purpose of permanently sequestering CO,_ If and when the U.S. enacts a climate policy that requires
CO, mitigation, new standards will need to evolve that allow measuring and crediting of CO, that is
sequestered in oil fields. There are questions of “additionality” that must be addressed: some argue
that the net climate impact of sequestering CO, in an EOR operation is marginal because of the
extra oil that is produced and then combusted. Others argue that the oil would still be produced
elsewhere. Other complex regulatory issues such as plant siting, injection criteria, remediation
options, and liability concerns must be addressed before CO,-EOR sequestration is widely deployed
as a carbon mitigation technology.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

Pulverized Coal Power

Pulverized coal power plants first
appeared in the 1920s and serve as the
backbone of the power sector in the U.S.
They currently supply over half of U.S.
electricity. While vastly improved over
the past 80 years, pulverized coal remains
a relatively simple technology, converting
a little more than one-third of the fuel’s
energy potential into useful electricity.

Pulverized coal power generation starts by
crushing coal into a fine powder that is
fed into a boiler where it is burned to
create heat. The heat produces steam that
is used to spin one or more turbines to
generate electricity. Subcritical plants
make up the bulk of the U.S. pulverized coal system, with efficiencies for new plants usually around
37 percent. Supercritical plants use higher pressure and temperatures to boost efficiency to 40
percent or more. Ultra-supercritical, using still higher pressures, achieves 42-45 percent efficiency.
Europe and Asia lead in the deployment of the most advanced pulverized coal systems, although
they are gaining renewed attention in North America as well. Carbon dioxide can be captured from
the exhaust plume of pulverized coal plants and then sequestered in geological formations, but this
process is relatively expensive, especially for retrofit applications.

Pulverized coal power plants have gained renewed interest this decade due to surging natural gas
prices. The levelized cost of electricity generated at most pulverized coal plants in the U.S. is
currently less than that of natural gas combined-cycle plants. While the capital costs of gas-fired
combined-cycle units are only half that of pulverized coal, the fuel costs are much higher and often
unstable. Utilities pay special attention to predictability of prices and currently shy away from high
and unstable natural gas prices. Moreover, as domestic production of natural gas is limited, further
additions to gas-fired power generation would require more imported liquefied natural gas, and
exacerbate energy security concerns.

Pulverized coal units have significant environmental concerns. Emissions of oxides of sulfur and
nitrogen contribute to acid rain and ozone formation, and are dangerous to human and ecosystem
health. Most plants have scrubbers to remove a portion of these gases from the exhaust plume,
although power plant efficiency declines as a result. Other emissions include particulates, heavy
metals such as mercury and arsenic, and carbon dioxide. Coal is the most carbon intensive fuel and
contributes to global warming more intensely than any other source of energy. Given the enormous
number of pulverized coal plants being added in China and India each year, we will likely need to
find a way to retrofit existing plants to capture CO2 emissions. This is feasible, but will be
expensive unless dramatic advances in technology are achieved.

Using domestic coal offers the impression that countries can insulate themselves from global energy
insecurities, but the subsequent increase of greenhouse gas emissions can create an altogether
different type of security problem.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
- 7A -




% WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

Background Information for Climate Change and
Energy Security Impacts and Tradeoffs

Coal-to-Liquids

Coal-to-liquids (CTL) is a suite of technologies
that convert coal to a liquid fuel such as
synthetic diesel. Coal is a widely available,
abundant, and relatively inexpensive form of
energy. However, coal production constraints,
infrastructure and externalized costs, and high
greenhouse gas emissions may limit CTL’s
contribution to the U.S. goal of energy security.

CTL technologies were developed in the 1900’s
spurred by the necessity of domestic fuel
production for Germany during WWII and for
South Africa during its international isolation in
the Apartheid era. Proponents argue that low-
cost coal can make CTL products commercially
viable when oil prices are high. During the high
oil prices of the 1970’s numerous additional
techniques and processes were developed to Source: Sasol CTL plant in South Africa, Cleaner Coal
more efficiently turn coal into liquid fuel. Technology Program. London, UK

Currently, only South Africa, with plenty of coal

but little oil and gas, uses CTL to meet a share of its transportation fuel needs. More importantly,
CTL offers countries like the U.S. and China the perceived opportunity to insulate themselves from
unstable international oil markets.

The major drawback of CTL technology, besides high cost, is the increased carbon dioxide
emissions and high water requirements. Lifecycle CTL greenhouse gas emissions are nearly double
those of conventional oil. Shifting any sizable portion of fuel usage to CTL necessitates a carbon
mitigation strategy to ensure that climate objectives are met. Carbon capture and sequestration
(CCS) can be used during CTL production, but would only offset a portion of the increased carbon
emissions. Final greenhouse gas emissions using CTL with CCS would still be equal to or higher
than using standard petroleum, while costs would rise significantly.

Some believe that CTL is economically viable when crude oil prices reach $35 per barrel or more,
although this has not been demonstrated in transparent, commercial settings. Capturing a portion of
the process-related CTL carbon dioxide and sequestering it underground would further increase
costs. China is currently constructing several large CTL facilities and experimenting with a largely
untested version of the technology (direct liquefaction). It is now widely acknowledged that China
will have difficulty deploying CTL on a massive scale unless the issue of water usage is resolved
(each gallon of CTL product requires 10 gallons of process water). In its “high scenario,” the
Energy Information Administration forecasts that 1 percent of U.S. oil needs will be met with CTL
fuels in 2025. If oil prices increase dramatically or major breakthroughs in CTL technologies occur,
CTL’s potential to contribute could increase significantly.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Gas-to-Liquids

Gas-to-liquid, or GTL conversion, refers to
technologies that create diesel fuel from a methane-
rich feedstock such as natural gas. While offering
certain environmental benefits, GTL production is
limited by high investment costs and the uncertainty
of natural gas prices.

Diversification of supply is a major tenet of the US
energy security strategy. A significant share of
natural gas is located outside of the Middle East,
making GTL an attractive diversification alternative
to oil. However, because 45 percent of the natural gas
input is used in the conversion process from gas to
liquid, the economics of GTL usually only make
sense for inexpensive “stranded gas.” Stranded gas Aerial phota of the GIL plant ar Esevavas, Nigevia
refers to gas that is uneconomic to develop due to FPhoto cowntesy of Sasol Chevwon
transport distances or lack of infrastructure. The bulk

of the stranded gas resources are also in politically less stable regions, and therefore use of these
resources would do little to assuage U.S. energy security concerns.

Even stranded gas costs may not remain low enough to make GTL economically attractive. As the
cost of LNG liquefaction terminals continue to decline and demand increases, the opportunity costs
of stranded gas will rise. Currently, stranded gas prices remain low enough to make GTL projects
possible. Global natural gas production is expected to peak about 15 years after oil does, so there
will likely be a period of greater GTL technology deployment, some of which we are beginning to
see now in places like Qatar and Malaysia.

A major environmental benefit of GTL fuel is that it is virtually sulfur-free, and has significantly
lower emissions of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxide and particulate matter then
conventional petroleum products. However, GTL fuel lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions are
approximately 25 percent higher than conventional oil. Carbon capture and sequestration (CCS)
could be used during the conversion process to capture enough emissions to make GTL emissions
less than those of conventional oil, but costs would further increase.

In general, converting natural gas to liquid petroleum products is becoming more competitive with
conventional oil production as the conversion process improves and the benefits of clean synthetic
diesel are priced into markets. But competition between liquefying natural gas for the power and
industrial sectors, and converting it to a petroleum product for the transport sector will remain a key
investment decision. For these reasons, the Energy Information Administration forecasts a relatively
minor 0.2 million barrels per day of production increase in its “high scenario” for 2030.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Wind Power

Humans have used wind as a source of energy for thousands of
years. Early windmills ground grain and pumped water. In the
late 1800’s, inventers designed windmills to produce electricity.
However, their use declined during the Great Depression when
rural electrification programs extended inexpensive grid
electricity to rural areas. Today, wind power is again growing
rapidly.

Wind is an abundant source of energy in the U.S. and can
contribute to energy security by providing a low-cost, renewable = ' e
supply. Good wind resources exist in almost every state and are ”
theoretically capable of providing more than the total current o |
electricity consumption of the U.S. Wind is the least expensive

renewable energy source today and future technology - - — W
developments are expected to lower costs further.

Investment in wind power has fluctuated over the past three decades according to changes in fossil
fuel prices and government subsidies. When oil prices skyrocketed in the 1970’s, investment in
developing wind technology increased. Later, when prices fell, investment and development of
wind energy slowed. In 2006, the United States total wind power capacity stood at just over 11
gigawatts. While this represent only 0.5 percent of our electricity consumption, the total installed
capacity since 1999 has grown 5-fold.

Investment in wind energy is increasing rapidly for a number of reasons. First, federal and state tax
credits subsidize wind power production by 1.9 cents per kilowatt-hour. State programs requiring
utilities to allow for net metering or to buy back renewable energy production from individuals has
also spurred investment. State renewable portfolio standards that require a certain percentage of the
electricity to come from renewable resources have also increased investment in wind energy.
Demand for wind power has also increased due to public concern over global warming and some
utilities allow consumers to choose to purchase renewable energy such as wind by paying a small
additional monthly fee. Technology advancements which have lowered the overall cost of wind
power and decreased maintenance and increased reliability, has also spurred investment.

The main benefit of wind power is that it does not produce nitrogen and sulfur oxides, particulates,
and mercury—the pollutants responsible for acid rain and smog, amongst other environmental
harms. It is also a carbon free energy source and therefore can help users meet carbon mitigation
goals. Wind power also offers a boost to rural economies, where most wind resources are located.
Finally, wind power has predictable fuel costs (zero) over the life of the project, something that
many gas-fired combined-cycle operators wish for.

Because wind is not always available, it is not a good baseload power option. However, even
without improvements to the power grid to allow transmission from windy regions to large power
loads, wind can supply a much larger percentage of our electricity needs than it does today.
Countries such as Denmark have shown it is possible to supply one-fifth of their electricity from
wind without sacrificing reliability. The American Wind Energy Association estimates that up to 6
percent of the nation’s electricity could be supplied by wind power by 2020. The U.S. Department
of Energy, however, forecasts that wind will still only provide 1 percent of U.S electricity in 2025.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Building Efficiency

Residential and commercial buildings consume over one-
third of all energy and two-thirds of all electricity
consumption in the U.S. Building techniques and
materials exist that can dramatically reduce building
energy consumption. (See Center for Health and Healing
at right with a 61 percent projected energy savings). For
example, simply orienting windows to capture the sun’s
warmth during the winter and the use of appropriate
overhangs to keep out the hot summer sun can reduce
heating and cooling costs by half or more.

Unfortunately, most buildings do not take advantage of
the significant energy savings available. Because Source: Natural Resources Defense Council
buildings have life spans of 50 to 100 years or more, their poor efficiency has a long-lasting effect
on energy needs.

While some states such as California have mandated efficiency standards for new buildings, there is
no federal program that mandates efficient building practices for the private sector. In contrast,
almost all of Europe has minimum building efficiency standards. There are, however, federal
regulations which require federal buildings to comply with efficiency standards.

The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system is the most widely used
energy efficient building standard. Buildings are awarded points based on areas such as water
efficiency, energy efficiency, renewable materials, and indoor environmental air quality. Buildings
which are LEED certified, then, offer more than energy efficiency, they also conserve water and
other natural resources and provide a healthy space for occupants.

Building efficiency reduces the pollutants and greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere from
electricity generation and other fossil fuel use. A study done in 2004* found that the costs of
constructing energy efficient buildings were the same or only 2 percent more expensive to construct
then their “business as usual” counterparts. This marginal increase in cost was recovered by the
builders through faster sales and premiums. The owners of the buildings save many times over the
increased costs through lower energy bills. Still, construction of energy efficient buildings is
hindered by lack of regulations, inexperience of developers, and the fact that developers have to pay
the up front cost, while it is the buyers who realize the significant savings. To address this issue, the
federal and some state and local governments offer tax credits and other incentives to help offset
increased capital costs.

The Energy Information Administration estimates that building energy usage could decline by 20
percent by 2025 if energy efficiency measures are adopted. Out of a toolbox of technologies that
can make the U.S. more energy secure and reduce carbon emissions, building efficiency alone has
the potential to save owners billions of dollars in energy costs each year.

! Davis Langdon Adamson, “Costing Green: A Comprehensive Cost Database and Budgeting Methodology”

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Nuclear Energy

Nuclear energy is the largest emission-free
source of power generation in the U.S. It
provides one-fifth of our electricity. There
are 103 commercial nuclear reactors currently
in operation in the U.S. The last commercial
plant was commissioned in the 1970s after

. which the nuclear industry experienced major
setbacks due to financial, regulatory and
safety issues. More recent advances in nuclear
technology, along with concerns over global
warming, have set the stage for a possible
revival of nuclear power.

Nuclear power was once famously described
as “too cheap to meter”. After a partial
meltdown at Three Mile Island in 1979 and
complete meltdown and release of radioactive
material at Chernobyl in 1986, nuclear power suffered a major setback. New safety measures and
designs were enacted. Costs rose considerably, making nuclear power now “too expensive to
justify” in most countries. South Korea, Japan, and a handful of other countries continued to
construct nuclear power plants, but at a much slower pace.

. d'.'l‘—i-l'-I..

Today, proponents of nuclear power believe that technological risks have been largely addressed.
And while it can be argued that the actual risks of nuclear power are far lower than the perceived
risks, and that coal-fired power plants have killed a far greater number of people than nuclear
energy, most communities do not want nuclear plants nearby. No country has solved the issue of
long-term waste disposal, and new fears have emerged in the post-9/11 world that nuclear plants
will become targets for terrorists.

Besides public opposition, the revival of nuclear power depends on its cost competitiveness with
other energy options. The levelized cost of nuclear power today is difficult to estimate since few
plants are being built, but a recent study by MIT put it at 6.7 cents per kilowatt-hour, considerably
higher then pulverized coal or natural gas plants. Still, nuclear power offers powerful carbon
benefits and could become competitive with other options with a carbon value of $30 to $50 per ton
of CO; avoided.

Improved nuclear power technology is under development with U.S. government funding. The
Energy Policy Act of 2005 contains incentives to support existing plants and promote R&D for new
nuclear plants. But public concerns over plant siting, safe operation and waste disposal are
probably the biggest barriers that the nuclear industry faces before this source of carbon free
electricity sees a true revival.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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IGCC with Carbon Capture and Sequestration

Integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC)
power plants use coal to produce electricity in a
fundamentally different process than pulverized
coal plants. The process starts by heating coal
under pressure to create a methane-rich gas,
which, after cleaning, can be used in a combined-
cycle unit (gas and steam turbines) for efficient
electricity generation. While there are several
operational IGCC plants in the U.S., the
technology is not yet considered commercial due
to its higher costs and questionable reliability.
These hurdles, some argue, could be overcome
with more field experience. Importantly, IGCC .
plants offer significant reductions in criteria Source: NETL, Wabash River IGCC plant
pollutants and the ability to capture carbon

emissions more efficiently than at pulverized coal plants.

Without carbon capture and storage (CCS), IGCC plants are likely to offer, at best, a small
reduction in carbon dioxide emissions compared to traditional pulverized coal. With CCS, IGCC
plants could capture 85-95 percent of their emissions, which could then be injected into deep
underground formations. A recent publication by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
estimates that a carbon dioxide value of $50-75 per ton is required to overcome the added cost of
IGCC with carbon capture. This corresponds to an increase in electricity prices of approximately 2-
3 cents per kilowatt-hour. To test the technical and economic viability of combining IGCC with
CCS, at least two initiatives, FutureGen and Zerogen, are underway, respectively, in the U.S and
Australia. Slated for completion in 2012, these initiatives offer major learning opportunities.

U.S. utilities currently face difficult investment choices. Knowing that carbon constraints are no
longer a question of “if” but of “when”, most forward-looking utilities seek to mitigate carbon
liability risks in their investments decisions. Some would like to build IGCC plants now because of
their environmental benefits and ability to capture carbon more easily, either immediately or at a
later stage. But in most cases, a back-up gasifying unit is required for reliable operation of IGCC
plants today. This spare gasifier raises capital costs and, combined with other uncertainties, makes
investing in IGCC hard to justify in some jurisdictions. Clearly, providing greater certainty on the
scale and timing of the looming climate policy would help utilities plan and invest more effectively.
Without improved certainty, U.S. electric power security is threatened.

Other challenges besides high cost must be overcome before IGCC with CCS is to deploy more
widely. Currently no regulatory framework exists to govern how CCS projects are done. How
projects are sited, what monitoring must be done to ensure that carbon dioxide remains in specified
reservoirs, how accounting is done to properly credit parties fairly, and how to design a financial
responsibility system to deal with long-term liability remain unanswered questions. Ultimately,
public acceptability of CCS also remains an issue.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE)

One proven way to improve energy
efficiency in the U.S. transportation
sector is the Corporate Average Fuel
Economy (CAFE) program. The
program was established by the Energy

Adjusted Fuel Economy by Model Year
(Three Year Moving Average)

Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, Adjusted MPG
and was one of the main forces behind a 30
35 percent increase in new vehicle (cars ]
and light trucks) fuel economy between 25 -
1978 and 1985.? Without these ] Cars
improvements, the U.S. would be 20 - i
consuming an additional estimated 2.8 ] —
million barrels per day of gasoline, or %
about 25 percent of current demand. ] Trucks
While the CAFE program is not without 10 A e
controversy, it clearly achieved its goal 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
of saving petroleum even in times of Model Year

Source: EPA

low gasoline prices. Since 1985,
however, standards have not increased
and there has been a slow, but steady decline in average vehicle efficiency.

The debate over raising CAFE requirements is a classic public policy issue that has been controlled
by political interests. Done correctly, the economic costs of producing more efficient vehicles is
quite manageable, despite the rhetoric voiced by U.S. manufacturers. In fact, a strong case has been
made that Detroit’s current financial problems are due to the fact that they were protected for too
long through successful lobbying against higher CAFE requirements. There are some safety and
consumer choice concerns that accompany an increase in CAFE requirements, but these are
relatively minor given the overall national public interest of energy security and climate change.

Envelope-pushing revisions to the standards could again have a meaningful impact on U.S. liquid
fuel consumption, although the effect would not be immediate. Replicating the success of the CAFE
program from 1975, car mileage would need to increase from 27.5 mpg today to about 42 mpg in
2025. Light truck mileage would rise from 20.7 mpg today to 32 mpg by 2025. These new standards
could save the country about 3 million barrels per day and reduce oil consumption by nearly one-
quarter. Benefits from this policy action are the most cost-effective step the U.S. could take to
improve energy security, stop the financing of radical terrorists, slash greenhouse gas emissions,
and help make U.S. vehicle manufacturers more competitive.

? Based on adjusted EPA sales-weighted data, and reduced by EPA to reflect the fact that cars or light trucks typically
obtain only 85% of their tested fuel economy on the road. The fuel economy of cars alone increased more, but the shift
to light trucks reduced the overall impact.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Plug-In Hybrid Electric Vehicles

A plug-in hybrid electric vehicle (PHEV) can operate
on electric power for short trips without needing the
liquid-fuel combustion engine. It thus offsets the need
for liquid fuel by relying partially on the electricity
grid. While liquid-fuel savings can be significant, the
climate benefits of PHEVs depend on the local grid
characteristics (coal/gas/nuclear/ renewables mix),
when charging occurs, and the driving/recharging
profile. As of 2007, no commercially-produced
PHEVs were available to the general public.

Plug-in hybrids differ from traditional hybrids by
having additional battery capacity and the ability to be recharged from an external electrical outlet.
Depending on the size of the battery pack and other factors that typically affect fuel efficiency,
PHEVs have an electric-only range of anywhere from 10 to 60 miles. The internal combustion
engine is not needed for moderate speeds within this range, but is available for longer trips or if
additional power is needed. Battery types include nickel-metal hydride (NiMH), currently used in
all conventional hybrids, and lithium-ion (Li-ion). Li-ion batteries are smaller and lighter than
NiMH, though they cost more and are not as safe or durable. When operating on liquid-fuels,
PHEVs carry a weight penalty due to the relatively large batteries they carry.

The fuel and climate benefits of PHEVs are largely dependent on the amount of time the vehicle is
using electricity instead of liquid fuel, which is further dependent on the electric-only range of the
vehicle, trip duration, and recharging method. Climate benefits are additionally determined by the
fuels used to produce the electricity, and whether excess capacity in the grid can be used. Due to
this wide range of factors, estimates of the potential for plug-in hybrids to reduce CO, emissions
compared to standard petroleum vehicles range from 10 to 60 percent. If users do not charge their
cars during off-peak times, the climate benefits of PHEVs are reduced.

Operating costs in the electric-only mode are estimated to be roughly equivalent to around $1 per
gallon of gasoline, much lower than liquid fuel vehicles. However, PHEVs have higher upfront
costs (largely for the battery) of roughly $7,000-10,000 compared to traditional vehicles. Additional
R&D is needed to develop long-lasting, efficient batteries.

PHEVs offer significant energy security benefits, as they offset oil consumption with mostly
domestic sources of energy whenever battery power is used. Additionally, PHEVs can reduce air
emissions in urban areas as they do not emit pollutants during the electric-only mode. Conversely,
they can lead to increased mercury, sulfur, and other pollutants from coal-fired plants supplying
additional electricity.

PHEVs are still an emerging technology today, primarily due to their high upfront costs and limited
electric-only range. With advances in technology that increase this range and reduce battery costs,
plug-in hybrid vehicles are likely to become more common.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Heavy Oil and Tar Sands

Unconventional oil—which includes tar sands, heavy
oil, bitumen, or shale oil—refers to any type of crude-
like resource that does not flow easily and is hence
difficult to produce. Remarkable quantities of heavy oil
and tar sands are concentrated in Canada and Venezuela.
The Oil and Gas Journal reclassified 174 billion barrels
of Canadian oil sands to “established reserves” in 2002,
catapulting the country to second behind Saudi Arabia
in terms of total petroleum reserves. Venezuela’s “extra
heavy oil” could follow a similar reclassification soon,
potentially adding another 235 billion barrels to its

reserves, and making it the world’s largest reserve
holder. These two countries will likely play an
important role in supplementing the eventual decline in conventional oil output. There are profound
technical, economic, and environmental challenges to overcome, however, before these oil
resources can play a more significant role in the global energy supply.

Source: David Dodge, The Pembina Institute

Canadian tar sands are currently produced by surface mining and in situ extraction, in roughly equal
amounts. The former method, relying on massive earth-moving equipment and processing facilities,
has limited future capacity since 80 percent of the oil sand resources lie deep underground and are
not accessible to open pit mining. The latter method currently relies on energy-intensive steam
injection and large volumes of natural gas. However, conventional natural gas production may have
peaked in Canada, leaving policymakers scrambling to figure out how future needs will be met.
Nuclear power plants could substitute for natural gas to produce the steam needed, but the oil sands
still require natural gas during the refining process to upgrade the petroleum product to a marketable
commaodity. New technologies are under development to make the deeper-lying resources
economically and physically accessible. The International Energy Agency expects that Canadian oil
sands output will rise from 1 million barrels per day (mb/d) now to 5 mb/d in 2030.

Venezuela has equally massive reserves of heavy oil in the Orinoco Belt. Approximately one-
quarter of Venezuelan’s current crude output of 4 million barrels a day comes from heavy sources.
This percentage is expected to rise as conventional resources decline and heavy oil recovery
technologies improve. Currently, only a small percentage (5-10%) of original oil in place can be
recovered economically. The World Energy Council believes Venezuelan heavy oil output will
grow to 5.5 mb/d by 2030.

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with heavy oil production vary depending on location, oil
quality (need for upgrading), and extraction method. Lifecycle emissions vary from roughly 15
percent above conventional oil use levels to over 50 percent or more. Carbon dioxide capture and
sequestration could be applied to offset a portion of the extra greenhouse gas emissions from some
heavy oil production, but it would add to costs. The local and regional environmental impacts of
heavy oil and tar sands production can include: significant water consumption, massive earth
moving and ecosystem disturbance, increased criteria and other air pollution, and release of heavy
metals and toxic materials. New technologies have the potential to lower these environmental
impacts, although they will likely remain substantially higher than conventional crude production.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Oil Imports

Petroleum has a wide variety of uses, from fuel for
cars to wax for candles. The majority, however, is
converted to motor gasoline and diesel fuel for use in
cars, trucks, planes, ships, rail, and other forms of
transportation. The U.S. currently accounts for one-
quarter of the world’s oil use, despite holding less
than 2% of total global reserves. This discrepancy
causes us to import the majority of our oil. In 2005,
the U.S. imported over 13 million barrels per day
(mb/d) of crude oil and petroleum products, roughly
two-thirds of our oil needs. Almost 60% of this oil
came from just five countries: Canada (2.2 mb/d), Mexico (1.7 mb/d), Saudi Arabia (1.5 mb/d),
Venezuela (1.5 mb/d), and Nigeria (1.2 mb/d). According to The Oil & Gas Journal, over half of
total global reserves are located in the Middle East.

Source: Saudi Aramco

The Arab oil embargo of 1973 led by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC)
caused a major energy crisis in the U.S., triggering fuel shortages, long lines at the pump, and
greatly inflated prices. Combined with other factors, these events led to an economy-wide recession,
high unemployment, and widespread inflation. Reducing dependence on foreign nations for our
energy supply quickly became a national priority. The enactment of fuel efficiency standards for
cars and trucks (CAFE), establishment of the strategic petroleum reserve, a 55 mile-per hour federal
speed limit, and expansion of daylight savings time all originated out of concerns to limit our
dependence on foreign oil. New sources of energy were sought by expanding domestic exploration
and production, and pursuing alternative fuels. Demand side management and end-use efficiency
policies received enormous attention at the federal and state level. Energy security became an
integral component to foreign policy, particularly in dealing with the Middle East. While powerfully
effective during the initial years, support for these policies melted away as energy prices declined
during the 1980s and 1990s. Today, we import more than twice as much oil as we did in the mid-
1970s, and roughly 40% of our oil imports originate in OPEC countries.

Oil use has a number of environmental concerns. When fuels derived from oil are combusted, air
pollutants such as CO, NOy, and NMVOCs as well as CO; are emitted to the atmosphere. Cars and
trucks now have sophisticated pollution control equipment such as catalytic converts to reduce
emissions of local air pollutants. However, no cost-effective equipment can trap and reduce CO,
emissions from vehicle tailpipes. Emissions from the transport sector, primarily from petroleum
fuels, account for roughly one-third of all greenhouse gas emissions in the United States.

High oil prices, the possibility of peak oil, and our reliance on unstable nations are again inciting
calls for the U.S. to move towards ‘energy independence.’” Today, there are a flurry of bills in
Congress promoting energy security through initiatives promoting domestic oil production,
alternatives such as coal-to-liquids, biofuels such as ethanol and biodiesel, and increased energy
efficiency through CAFE or similar measures. However, our growing energy needs, the relative
affordability of oil compared to alternatives, and a lack of access to remaining petroleum resources
will likely cause the U.S. to continue relying on oil imports substantially in the near term.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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Solar Photovoltaics

Solar photovoltaics (PV) convert solar energy
directly into electricity using a semiconducting
material. Conventional crystalline silicon-based
solar PV cells comprise the majority of this market
today, though recent shortages of silicon have
increased investments in alternative types of PVs
such as thin film cells. Thin film technology is
cheaper than silicon-based PV, but is currently less
efficient.

W

Solar cells can be used in small products such as
calculators and watches, or grouped into solar
panels, which in turn can be assembled into arrays
to meet greater energy needs (see figure). Larger
applications include remote stand-alone systems,
grid-connected systems for buildings, and large- Source: NREL

scale power plants. The modular flexibility, ease of

installation, low maintenance, and minimal environmental impacts make PVs attractive long-term
prospects for mass production and application in many parts of the world. Solar PVs produce
energy without emitting air pollution or greenhouse gases; thus, they are an important option to
meet rising electricity demand in a carbon-constrained world. There are some environmental and
human health concerns associated with chemicals, such as cadmium and arsenic, used in the
manufacturing process. However, these hazards can be minimized with proper handling and safety
precautions.

According to the Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA), global PV market growth has
averaged 25 percent annually over the last 10 years, with worldwide growth rates for the last 5 years
well over 35 percent. Despite this rapid growth, PVs still account for a small percentage of global
electricity generation. Deployed PV systems around the globe totaled approximately 5,000
megawatts of capacity in 2005. One of the primary reasons for limited diffusion of PVs is high
costs, particularly for grid-connected systems. Capital costs have declined significantly since the
1970s from $30-35 per watt to $4-5 per watt today. Nevertheless, PVs are not yet competitive with
grid connected systems. The intermittent nature of this power is an additional hurdle; off-grid
systems require back-up power or battery storage, increasing overall costs.

The main challenge facing the solar industry today is to improve the efficiency of PV systems while
making costs comparable to other electricity generating technologies. Solar PVs are gradually
becoming popular, particularly for small off-grid applications. Japan and Germany are leading the
way with robust national incentive policies, despite inferior sunlight availability. In the United
States incentives are being provided by states to buy down the costs of PV installation. California’s
Million Solar Roofs Program, with a goal to create 3,000 megawatts of new solar installations by
2017, is a significant step in promoting the abundant resource. With technological innovation,
coherent policies and further cost reductions, solar photovoltaics will play an increasingly important
role in meeting our energy needs.

For more information, go to www.wri.org/usenergyoptions
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