
FINAL REPORT TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CONTRACT DE-AC02-78EV10131 

The New E n g l a n d  E n e r g y  C o n g r e s s  P r o j e c t .  
June 1978 - July 1980 

T u f t s  U n i v e r s i t p  , 
,-, Medford, Mass. 0 2 1 5 5  



DISCLAIMER 

This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an 
agency of the United States Government. Neither the United States 
Government nor any agency Thereof, nor any of their employees, 
makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal 
liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or 
usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process 
disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately 
owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, 
process, or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or 
otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, 
recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or any 
agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein 
do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States 
Government or any agency thereof. 



DISCLAIMER 

Portions of this document may be illegible in 
electronic image products. Images are produced 
from the best available original document. 



ABSTRACT 

From May 1978 u n t i l  A p r i l  1979, one hundred and twenty New Englanders  
volunteered  f o r  one of s i x  committees t o  d e v i s e  and c o n s i d e r  energy p o l i c y  
recommendations f o r  t h e  r e g i o n ' s  twenty-f ive Member, s i x  s t a t e  Congress iona l  
de l ega t ion .  Sponsored by t h e  New England Congress iona l  Caucus and T u f t s  
Un ive r s i t y ,  t h e  New England Energy Congress was funded by g r a n t s  from t h e  
Economic Development Adminis t ra t ion ,  U.S. Department of Commerce and t h e  
o f f i c e  of Environment, U.S. Department of  Energy. The r e s u l t s  of  t h e  work of t h e  
120 d e l e g a t e s  and n ine  s t a f f  was a 500 page r e p o r t ,  B l u e p r i n t  f o r  Energy Action,  
con ta in ing  over  150 p o l i c y  recommendations t o  t h e  Congress,  Execut ive  agenc ie s ,  
s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e s  and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  The New England Congress iona l  Caucus 
responded i n  June 1979 wi th  an Energy Package, i nc lud ing  twenty (and u l t i m a t e l y  
twenty-f ive)  l e g i s l a t i v e  b i l l s  and s e v e r a l  l e t t e r s  t o  f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s ,  based 
on t h e  recommendations of  t h e  Energy Congress.  

Following t h e  r e l e a s e  of t h e  r e p o r t  i n  June 1979, 55 d e l e g a t e s  cont inued  
t h e i r  e f f o r t s  a s  members of  t h e  ~ m ~ l e m e n t a t i o n  Group of  t h e  Energy Congress.  
I n  J u l y  1980, t h i s  group r e l e a s e d  a volume of  S t r a t e g y  Papers  des igned  t o  
a s s i s t  i n  t h e  implementation of  Energy Congress recommendations. A s  a r e s u l t .  
o f  t h i s  work, a broad a r r a y  of  energy a c t i v i t i e s  were i n i t i a t e d  i n  New England 
and i n  Washington. By January 1981, 20 of  t h e  25 b i l l s  i n  t h e  Caucus package 
had been passed  i n  whole o r  i n  p a r t .  

Th i s  f i n a l  r e p o r t  d i s c u s s e s  t h e  Energy Congress '  a c t i v i t i e s ,  consensus dec i s ion -  
making p roces s  and i t s  f i n d i n g s .  The r e p o r t  reviews t h e  r e s u l t s  of a thorough 
eva lua t ion  conducted through t h e  mai l  and by phone of  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  o u t s i d e  
obse rve r s  and from C a p i t o l  H i l l .  The c l e a r  conc lus ion  i s  t h a t  t h e  Energy 'Congress  
made a unique and s i y r l i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  towards enab l ing  New Englanders ,  bo th  
i n  t h e  reg ion  and i n  Washington, t o  s e t  energy g o a l s  and p r i o r i t i e s  and t o  
begin s e r i o u s  e f f o r t s  t o  reduce t h e  r e g i o n ' s  p r e c a r i o u s  dependence on o i l  impor ts .  
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I n t r o d u c t i o n  

From 14ay 1.978 u n t i l  A p r i l  1979 ,  one  hundred t w e n t y  New E n g l a n d e r s  v o l u n t e e r e d  

f o r  one of s i x  commi t tees  t o  d e v i s e  and c o n s i d e r  e n e r g y  p o l i c y  recommendat ions  

f o r  t h e  r e g i o n ' s  t w e n t y - f i v e  member, s i x - s t a t e  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  . d e l e g a t i o n .  

Sponsored by t h e  New England C o n g r e s s i o n a l  Caucus and T u f t s  U n i v e r s i t y ,  t h e  

~ e w ' ~ n ~ l a n d  Energy Congress  was funded by g r a n t s  f rom t h e  Economic Development 

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  U.S. Department, o f  Commerce and t h e  O f f i c e  o f  Envi ronment ,  

U.S. Department o f  Energy. The f i n a l  p r o d u c t  o f  t h e  1 2 0  " d e l e g a t e s "  and 

n i n e  s t a f f  was a 500 pa,ge r e p o r t ,  B l u e p r i n t  f o r  Energy A c t i o n ,  c o n t a i n i n g  

o v e r  150  p o l i c y  recommendations t o  t h e  Congress ,  E x e c u t i v e  - a g e n c i e s ,  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t u r e s , '  and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  The New England C o n g r e s s i o n a l  Caucus responded  in 

June  1979 w i t h  a n  Energy Package,  i n c l u d i n g  twenty  l e g i s l a t i v e  b i l l s  and s e v e r a l  

l e t t e r s  t o  f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s ,  based  on  t h e  recommendations o f  t h e  Energy  Congress .  

The s i z e ,  d u r a t i o n ,  b r e a d t h  o f  i s s u e s  c o v e r e d ,  s p o n s o r s h i p  by members 

o f  Congress ,  and consensus  dec i s ion-making  p r o c e s s  o f  t h e  New England Energy 

Congress  make i t  u n i q u e  among e x p e r i m e n t s  i n  p o l i c y  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  by c i t i z e n  

a d v i s o r y  groups .  Many o b s e r v e r s ,  p a r t i c p a n t s  and n o n p a r t i c i p a n t s  a l i k e ,  

judged ~11e  E1lerg.y Congress  t o  be  a s u c c e s s f u l  d e i n o n s t r a t i o n  o f  sound e n e r g y  

p o l i c y  formulat i -on and a n  e f f e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  i n s t r u m e n t  f o r  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  

a c t i o n  i n  an  i s s u e  a r e a  plagued n a t i o n a l l y  by c o n f l i c t ,  s t a l e m a t e ,  and a c r i s i s  

a tmosphere .  O t h e r s ,  b o t h  i n s i d e  and o u t s i d e  t h e  Energy C-ongress, n o t i n g  t h a t  

. i r s  recommendations f a i l e d  t o  a d d r e s s  some v e r y  fundamenta l  l e g i s l a t i v e  

i s s u e s  t h e n  b e f o r e  Congress ,  judged i t  i r r e l e v a n t  and w i t h o u t  i m p a c t  o n  s t a t e ,  

r e g i o n a l ,  and n a t i o n a l  dec i s ion-making  d e t e r m i n i n g  e n e r g y  p o l i c y .  

What d i d  t h e  New England Energy Congress  a c c o m p l i s h ?  What was t h e  q u a l i t y  

o f  t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t ' s  recommendations and f i n d i n g s ?  What i m p a c t s ,  i n t e n d e d  

a n d  u n i n t e n d e d ,  d i d  i t  have on Congress  and o t h e r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  e n e r g y  p o l i c y  

f o r m u l a t i o n ?  S i n c e  an a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e s e  ' impact  q u e s t i o n s  r e v e a l s  some 

q u a l i f i e d  s u c c e s s e s ,  a n o t h e r  set o f . q u e s t i o n s  a r i s e s .  These  c o n c e r n  t h e  

u n d e r l y i n g  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  s u c c e s s e s  as w e l l  as t h e  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  c h a r a c t e r -  



i s t i c s  of obvious f a i l u r e s .  

The second s e t  of  q u e s t i o n s  examines t h e  p o l i t i . c a l  c o n t e x t  and t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  

a t t r i b u t e s  of t h e  p roces s  which c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  e f f e c t i v e  ( o r  i n e f f e c t i v e )  

f u n c t i o n i n g  of t h e  d e l e g a t e  body. Th i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  c e n t e r s  upon t h e  p e c u l i a r  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t h e  p o l i c y  c o n f l i c t  under  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  and t h e  s t r u c t u r a l ,  

p rocedura l ,  s t a f f i n g  and l e a d e r s h i p  a t t r i b u t e s  of  t h e  committees which d e l i b e r a t e d  

f o r  t e n  months. The e x i s t e n c e  of s i x  working committees w i t h  s i m i l a r  mandates,  

composi t ion,  and s t a f f  r e s o u r c e s  i n v i t e s  comparat ive a n a l y s i s  f o r  i s o l a t i o n  of  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which may e x p l a i n  t h e  g r e a t e s t  v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  performance 

among them. 

To provide some. gu idance  f o r  government a g e n c i e s  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  r e l e v a n c e  

of  t h i s  form o f . c i t i z e n  group involvement i n  p o l i c y  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  

by cons ide rab l e  c o n f l i c t ,  a n o t h e r  a n a l y s i s  i s  i n  o r d e r :  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  

o t h e r  s i m i l a r l y  s t r u c t u r e d  e f f o r t s  a c r o s s  t h e  coun t ry .  I h i l e  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  

and a n a l y s i s  e f f o r t  r e q u i r e s  e l a b o r a t i o n  beyond t h e  scope  of  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  

a  summary d i s c u s s i o n w i l l  p o s i t i o n  t h e  Energy Congress i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of  o t h e r  

consensus d e l i b e r a t i o n s  under taken  i n  , recent  y e a r s .  
. . 

. . .. .. 
. . 

. . . -.-. 

I. Methodology 

To examine ' t h e  q u a l i t y  and impact  of  t h e  Energy C o n g ~ e s s ,  and t o  a s s e s s  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  of v a r i o u s  s t r u c t u r a l  and p r o c e s s  v a r . i a b l e s  t o  - 
t h e  f ina l .  r e p o r t ' s  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses ,  a  number of  p r imary  and secondary  

s o u r c e s  a r e  u t i l i z e d .  Among them a r e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  mai led  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  

Energy Congress d e l e g a t e s ;  i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  Congressmen and /o r  t h e i r  s t a f f ;  

academic papers  . . w r i t t e n  by g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s ,  based on i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  de le -  

g a t e s  and a n a l y s i s  of  w r i t t e n  documents; p e r s o n a l ' s t a t e m e n t s ,  mee t ing  minutes ,  

p r e l i m i n a r y  d r a f t s  and t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t s  of each  committee; tes t i rnon$ from 

puh1.j c hea ' r j  nga; and newspaper a r t i c l e s .  



An analysis 6f the New England Congress begins with a narrative enumera- 

ting the dimensions 6fi the energy problems faced, the formulation of the - .  

Energy Congress concept, the selection process, and the initial structuring 

and deliberations of the six empaneled committees. The evolution of com- 

mittee guidelines, rules, schedules and decision-making patterns deserves 

mention. The process for agreeing to policy recommendations, circulating 

them among interested publics and approving final recommendations is an 

important one to document. 

The implementation actions which followed the formal printing and 

release of Blueprint for Energy' Action are important indicators of the 

project's overall impact. The evaluation proceeds to examine the significance 

of the accomplishments; the project's influenceon regional decision-makers; 

the perceptions of representatives and fair-mindedness by participants; and . 
their views on attitudinal changes; successes, failures, and suggestions 

for process improvements. This paper concludes with a summary of the 

salient factors of success, the identification of failures, suggestions 

for process improvements, and a comment on this project's relevance to 

future public policy debates. 

11. The New England Energy Situation: The Problems of Supply and Price 

In 1977, New England's energy predicament appeared quite serious: 80% 

of the region's total energy needs were met by oil, versus a 47% national 

average. Almost 80% of the.  rrgginn ' s  oi.1. was imported, versus a national 

average of 39%. Altogether, 40% of the regionts energy was suRpiied by QPEe 

oil, compared to a 13% national average. And finally, energy costs were 26% 

higher per unit of fuel than the national average. 

A lack of indigenous fossil fuels is responsible for many of the region's 

energy disadvantages. New England is located at the end of domestic oil . 

and gas pipelines and remote from the nation's coal mines. Federal price 

regulations on gas have severely restricted the availability of the nation's 

cheapest conventional space heating fuel. Economic, health and environmental 

difficulties had practically ended coal burning in the region. Since coal 



provided 50% of e l e c t r i c  u t i l i t y  f u e l  n a t i o n a l l y ,  New England paid d e a r l y  f o r  

i t s  60% r e l i a n c e  on o i l  f o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  gene ra t i on .  While n u c l e a r  power 

supp l i ed  one t h i r d  df  t h e  r e g i o n ' s  e l e c t r i c i t y  (compared t o  12% f o r  t h e  count ry  

a s  a  whole),  r e v i s e d  demand f o r e c a s t s ,  e s c a l a t i n g  c o s t s ,  r e g u l a t o r y  d e l a y s ,  

environmental ,  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  concerns and p o l i t i c a l  con t rove r sy  had a l l  

con t r ibu t ed  t o  a  s lower t han  p r e d i c t e d  growth i n  n u c l e a r  g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  energy sou rces  which t h e  r eg ion  does  en joy  i n  r e l a t i v e  abundance - 

wood, h y d r o e l e c t r i c ,  s o l a r ,  s o l i d  was te ,  and wind - had not  b e n e f i t t e d  from 

t h e  massive governmental f i n a n c i a l  i n c e n t i v e s  which had been extended t o  

f o s s i l  f u e l s  and n u c l e a r  power. 

The Arab o i l  embargo of 1973-'74 marked t h e  end of  t h e  e r a  of  cheap f o r e i g n  

o i l .  The i n t e r m i t t e n t  supply  d i s r u p t i o n s  and t r i p l i n g  of  o i l  p r i c e s  t h a t  

fol lowed had h i t  New England e s p e c i a l l y  hard,. Many looked t o  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  e l e c t e d  

o f f i c i a l s  f o r  r e l i e f - f r o m  a n  i n c r e a s i n g l y  u n s t a b l e  and un tenab le  s i t u a t i o n .  

Despi te  P e s i d e n t  C a r t e r ' s  p ledge  t o  make t h e  fo rmula t ion  of a  cohe ren t  

energy po l i cy  t h e  "moral e q u i v a l e n t  o f  war" i n  A p r i l  1977, t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  

lobbying and Congress 's  response  l acked  t h e  f e r v o r  and cohe ren t  v i s i o n  

r equ i r ed  f o r  major l e g i s l a t i v e  change. Proposa ls  f o r  d e r e g u l a t i n g  g a s ,  de- 

c o n t r o l l i n g  o i l  and l aunch ing  an ambi t ious  conse rva t ion  and s o l a r  program foundered 

t h a t  summer and f a l l .    he n a t i o n ' s  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  seemed s t a l e m a t e d ,  unable  

o r  unwi l l i ng  t o  f o r g e  a  n a t i o n a l  p o l i c y  i n  t h e  mids t  of  competing r eg ion1  

i n t e r e s t s ,  f u e l  sou rce  advoca t e s ,  and heavy lobbying by t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  major 

energy i n d u s t r i e s .  

111. Evolu t ion  of  t h e  New England Energy Congress 

The f i r s t  sugges t ion  f o r  b r i n g i n g  t o g e t h e r  New Englanders  from a  v a r i e t y  o t  - 

backgrounds t o  fo rmula t e  energy  p o l i c y  recommendations f o r  t h e  Congress iona l  de le -  

g a t i o n  su r f aced  du r ing  t h e  summer of 1977. An ad hoc meet ing on energy  i s s u e s  

was sponsored by Rep. Paul  Tsongas (D-Mass.), Energy Task Force co-chairman of  

t h e  New England Congress iona l  Caucus. Attended by a  d i v e r s e  group of  Congress iona l  

s t a f f  and s t a t e ,  academic and p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  t h i s  meet ing r e s u l t e d  

i n  a  d e c i s i o n  t o  have t h e  New England Caucus o rgan ize  a  New England Energy P o l i c y  

Conference. It was t h i s  d e c i s i o n  and t h e  e f f o r t s  of  t h e  New England Caucus t h a t  

u l t i m a t e l y  l e d  t o  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of t h e  Energy Congress. 

Es t ab l i shed  i n  1973 t o  p rov ide  p o l i c y  a n a l y s i s  and r e s e a r c h  on i s s u e s  - of 

r eg iona l  i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  New England Congress iona l  Caucus i s  composed of  a l l  twenty- . 



. . 

f i v e  Congressional  members from t h e  s i x - s t a t e  region.  The b i p a r t i s a n  Caucus 

employs a fu l l - t ime  s t a f f  of t h r e e ,  and p rov ides  a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  

covering i s s u e s  w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n t  and long-term consequences f o r  New England: 

economic development, energy,  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a r e  t h r e e  c e n t r a l  concerns.  

Examples of Caucus s t u d i e s  i nc lude  Defense Department expend i tu re s  i n  t h e  

reg ion;  d r ink ing  water  supply and q u a l i t y  i s s u e s ;  o i l  and g a s  supply;  c o a l  

conversion p o t e n t i a l  among r e g i o n a l  u t i l i t i e s ;  Nor theas t  Cor r ido r  r a i l  prob- 

lems; e t c .  Congressional  members r o t a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  c h a i r i n g  t a s k  

f o r c e s  c r e a t e d  t o  provide  guidance and review f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t  a r e a s  

undertaken by t h e  Caucus. Represen ta t ives  Edward Boland (D-Mass.) and S i l v i o  

Conte (R-Mass.) have co-chaired t h e  Congressional  Caucus s i n c e  1978. 

A t  t h e  meet ing i n  t h e  summer of  1977, D r .  Arpad Von Lazar ,  p r o f e s s o r  a t '  

t h e  F l e t che r  School of Law and Diplomacy, T u f t s  Un ive r s i t y ,  sugges ted  t h a t  - 
t h e  r eg ion  b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  New England's energy e x p e r t s  i n  Blue Ribbon Task .Forces  

t o  cons ider  and recommend n a t i o n a l  energy p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s  t o  t h e  Caucus. 

Von Lazar f i r s t  envis ioned  a one-day conference  o r  workshop a s  a forum f o r ,  

formula t ing  a consensus on energy p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s .  I n  d i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h  

Represen ta t ive  Tsongas and o t h e r s  p r e s e n t ,  t h e  concept  en l a rged  t o  i n c l u d e  

t h e  formation of s e v e r a l  f u n c t i o n a l  groups d e l i b e r a t i n g  f o r  6-8 months 

developing conc re t e  recommendations f o r  p r e s e n t a t i o n s  a t  a conference  f o r  

t h e  p u b l i c  and Congressional  members. The group asked Caucus Execut ive  

D i r e c t o r  Robert P r a t t  t o  empanel a New England Energy Conference Advisory 

Committee t o  p l a n  t h e  formation of a 1978 New England Energy P o l i c y  Conference. 

I n  January 1978, t h e  Advisory Committee had i t s  f i r s t  meeting. Lazar ,  a long  w i t h  

a banker,  an independent o i l  company p r e s i d e n t ,  a co i i su l t ing  f i r m  execu t ive ,  

and t h e  d i r e c t o r s . o f  t h e  t h r e e  r e g i o n a l  energy o r g a n i z a t i o n s  w i t h  p u b l i c  

mandates comprised t h e  committee. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  Lazar ,  Robert  M i t c h e l l ,  

~ c t i n ~  Regional  Represen ta t ive  of  t h e  Department of  ~ n e r g y  ' s Region One, 

Robert Keat ing,  Energy Program D i r e c t o r  of t h e  New England Regional  Commission, 

and D r .  Seymour Blum, D i r e c t o r  of Energy and Resources P lanning ,  Mi t re  Corpora- 

t i o n  were e s p e c i a l l y  a c t i v e  c o n t r i b u t o r s  t o  t h e  p lanning  process .  The e a r l y  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of t h e s e  key p u b l i c  r e g i o n a l  energy o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  t h e  p lanning  

process  pre-empted p o t e n t i a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  d i s p u t e s  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t .  



Rob P r a t t  d r a f t e d  a  memorandum f o r  t h e  i n i t i a l  January 1 2 t h  meet ing of 

t h e  Energy Advisory Committee. The memo h i g h l i g h t e d  t h e  r e g i o n ' s  supply 

v u l n e r a b i l i t y  and p r i c e  d isadvantages .  It suggested a  b a s i c  concept  o f  es-  

t a b l i s h i n g  f i v e  o r  s i x  balanced panels  " to  meet and produce a  f i n d i n g s  and 

recomrnendations".policy paper i n  t h e i r  i s s u e  a r e a s  two months i n  advance of  
1 

a formal pub l i c  conference t o  be scheduled i n  December 1978. The primary 

o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  Conference was " t h a t  a  consensus w i l l  emerge on a New England 

Energy pdl icy .  " 

The committee met,  endorsed t h e  gene ra l  s ense  of t h e  P r a t t  memo, decided 

t o  submit proposa ls  f o r  funding t o  t h e  Economic Development Adminis t ra t ion  

w i t h i n  t h e  Department of Commerce, and t o  t h e  Department of Energy. T u f t s  

Un ive r s i t y  o f f e r e d  t o  co-sponsor t h e  p r o j e c t  and h o s t  i t s  s t a f f  i n  New England. 

The committee spen t  cons ide rab le  t ime de termining  a  f a i r  s e l e c t i o n  p roces s  f o r  

d e l e g a t e s  t o  t h e  ~ o n f e k e n c e .  To r ep resen t  a d d i t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  on t h e  Advisory 

Committee, consumer, l a b o r ,  environmental ,  low-income, and Congressional  s t a f f  

members were i n ~ i t e d  t o . j o i n .  The Committee a l s o  recommended t h a t  two r e p o r t s  

be produced by t h e  Energy Congress. The f i r s t ,  a  p re l imina ry  r e p o r t ,  would 
. , . . .  . .. 

be  s u b j e c t  t o  p u b l i c  review. The second, 'B luep r in t  ' f d r  'Energy Action,  -- _-. - - - .  

would be publ i shed  a t  t h e  conclus ion  of t h e  p r o j e c t .  . . .. - --- .- . 

A t  i t s  January meeting, t h e  Advisory Committee h i r e d  H. Ba i l ey  .Spencer, an aide CO 

Representa t ive  Robert Drinan (D-Mass), a s  Coordinator  of t h e  Energy Conference. 

Spencer worked c I o s e l y  wi th  P r a t t  and t h e  Advisory Committee i n  s t r u c t u r i n g  

t h e  d e l e g a t e  s e l e c t i o n  process  and t h e  mandates f o r  t h e  t a s k  f o r c e s .  The planning 

group agreed i n  March t o  s i x  committees: Supply, Demand, Conserva t ion ,  Economic 

Development through A l t e r n a t i v e  Energy Sources,  Regulatory and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  

Processes ,  and Economics and Financing.  The name New England Energy Congress 

was s e l e c t e d  t o  h i g h l i g h t  i t s  po l i cy  making mandate and i t s  l i n k  t o  t h e  Con- 

g r e s s i o n a l  de l ega t ion .  Committee g u i d e l i n e s  were d r a f t e d  t o  focus t h e  e f f o r t s  of  

t h e  p rospec t ive  "delegates" .  Among t h e s e  were: s i n g l i n g  o u t  a r e a s  of agreement; 

making f a c t u a l  f i n d i n g s  a s  we l l  a s  recommendations; r e l y i n g  on e x i s t i n g  ana lyses  

r a t h e r  than  o r i g i n a l  r e sea rch ;  p u t t i n g  emphasis on i d e n t i f y i n g  sho r t - t e rm 

governmental a c t i o n s  which could be taken t o  remedy agreed upon problems a t  
2  I.. 

t h e  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l  l e v e l s .  Two t ime f rames  were s e l e c t e d :  s h o r t -  

term (1978-1985); and mid-term (1985-2000). The committees '  p r o j e c t i o n s  would 
V .  

be confined t o  t h e s e  planning per iods .  Consensus was t o  be  t h e  decision-making 

process  adopted f o r  each committee. 



A. The S e l e c t i o n  Process  
. . 

Upon pre l iminary  approva l  f o r  funding from t h e  Economic Development 

Adminis t ra t ion  (Commerce) and t h e  O f f i c e  of  Environment (DOE) i n  March, t h e  

Committee i s sued  a  news r e l e a s e  announcing t h e  p r o j e c t  and s o l i c i t i n g  app l i ca -  

. t i o n s  f o r  d e l e g a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a s  v o l u n t e e r s  on one of t h e  s i x  committees.  

Working through newspaper s t o r i e s  and ma i l i ngs  from i n t e r e s t  group and t r a d e  

a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  thousands of  New Englanders  w i th  an  i n t e r e s t  i n  energy rece ived  
i 

i n v i t a t i o n s  t o  apply  through March and A p r i l ,  1978. The Committee met f r e q u e n t l y  

i n  A p r i l  t o  s c r e e n  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and s o l i c i t  o t h e r s  from c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  no t  

responding t o  i n i t i a l  ma i l i ngs .  Geographical and cons t i t uency  ba l ance  were 

preeminent . o b j e c t i v e s  i n  t h e  . s e l e c t i o n  p roces s .  RacJal. and sexua l  d i v e r s i t y  

was a  second p r i o r i t y  i n  s c r een ing  a p p l i c a n t s .  

The l e t t e r  t o  p r o s p e c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  summarized t h e  purposes  and 

work e x p e c t a t i o n s  of t h e  p r o j e c t :  

With t h e  goa l  o f  developing an energy a c t i o n  p l a n  f o r  t h e  r e g i o n ,  
t h e  New England Energy Congress w i l l  b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  d e l e g a t e s  

' 

r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  s i x  New England s t a t e s  and t h e  v a r i o u s  c o n s t i -  
tuency groups involved i n  t h e  energy d e b a t e  ( i . e . ,  p r c v a t e  
i n d u s t r y ,  l a b o r ,  consumer groups,  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  community, low 
income o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  u t i l i t i e s ,  e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s ,  sma l l  
bus ines se s ,  e t c . ) .  Working t o  ach i eve  consensus ,  t h e  s i x  
c o q i t t e e s  of t h e  Energy Congress w i l l  frame a  "New England 
B luep r in t  f o r  Energy Act ion.  I' 

P r o s p e c t i v e d e l e g a t e s s h o u l d  n o t e  t h a t  a major commitment of  t ime 
w i l l  be  neces sa ry .  A minimum of one weekend a  month should be 
expected.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t r a v e l  t o  and from t h e  meet ings w i l l  be  
necessary .  A l i m i t e d  budget t o  cover  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  expenses  
i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  w i th  p r i o r i t y  given t o  d e l e g a t e s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  
non-prof i t  groups and smal l  bus ines se s .  

Response t o  the  t n v i t a t i o n s  from t h e  r eg ion  was uneven among t h e  con- 

s t i t u e n c i e s .  Env i ronmen ta l i s t s  and u t i l i t i e s  met among themselves  t o  s e l e c t  
. . .  

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  f o r  t h e  Energy Congress.  The f i n a n c i a l  community, l a b o r  

un ions ,  and low-income groups evidenced on ly  minimal i n t e r e s t .  Various adv i so ry  

committee members, P r a t t ,  and Spencer,  c a l l e d  prominent people  who worked i n  

t h e s e  a r e a s  and s o l i c i t e d  t h e i r  h e l p  i n  gene ra t i ng  more a p p l i c a t i o n s .  By May, 

over  500 people  a p p l i e d  t o  be de l ega t e s .  Every cons t i t uency  had made a  

s u f f i c i e n t  number of a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  provtde t h e  ba l ance  sought  by t h e  Advisory 

Committee. The f i n a l  s e l e c t i o n  r e f l e c t s  t h e  fo l lowing  geograph ica l  and con- 

s t i t u e n c y  group ba lance : .  . .. 



Table 1 

GEOGRAPHICAL AND CONSTITUENCY GROUP BALANCE 

State 

Connecticut 2 7 

Massachusetts 47 

New Hampshire 11 

Rhode Island 12 

Vermont . , . l o  - 

Constituency Group 

Consumers 11 

Educators 9 

Environment 11 

Finance 7 
- 

Government 16 

Ind. & Mfg. 11 

120 Labor 6 

Low-Income 12 

R & D 11 

Small Business 9 

Unaffiliated 4 . . 

Utilities 13 



. . 

Among the 120 delegates numbered twenty women and five blacks. 

A questionnai;e mailed to all delegates following the completion of the 

Final Report queried delegate motivations for applying to the Energy Congress. , 

Among the 69 respondents' to the- questionnaire, three reasons for applying stood 

out. In order of importance mentioned they are: 

1. To have an impact on regiona'l decision-making on energy issues; 

2.. to assure my organization or trade association would be represented; and 

3. to learn more about energy issues. 

To meet others in the energy field, to provide a forum for my ideas or business, . . 

and curiosity were other reasons given by some de1egat.e~. This response 

suggests that the Energy congress affiliation to the Congressional - delegation 
. - 

attracted.considerable interest among people who wished to influence their 

national -legislators. . . 

B. The First Three'Months: Structuring the Process 

The initial meetings of each committee in late ' ~ a ~  served to introduce. 

delegates to each other, elect chairpersons, and establish ground rules, 

schedules and issues to pursue. After much discussion among Advisory Committee 

members, agreement was reached not to elaborate on the jurisdictional mandates 

delivered to the six committees. The task of fine-tuning the committee 

mandates and structuring the work assignments was left to the delegates. 

For most committees these tasks required at least one additional meeting 

to complete. For two committees, agreeing to the ground rules took a third 

and fourth meeting. All of the committees eventually formed subcommittees to 

perform f act-f inding tasks and suggest recommendations. A few disbanded their 
- 

subcommittees upon completion of their assignments-and formed new ones. 

Several committees later formed joint subcommittees with members of other 

full committees who were pursuing overlapping issues. 

For the May and June meeting of committees, Bailey Spencer and his two 

administrative staff attended and took minutes. The six committee staff 

researchers were not hired and working until July. The backgrounds of the 

research people varied: two,were social science Ph.D.'s in their early thirties; 



two had bache lo r ' s  degrees  i n ' t h e  s o c i a l  s c i ences ,  and had worked r e c e n t l y  i n  

p u b l i c  po l i cy  s e t t i n g s  address ing  energy i s s u e s  and were i n  t h e i r  early-to-mid 

twent ies ;  one was a graduate  s tuden t  i n  t h e  T u f t s  F l e t c h e r  School of Law and 
... 

Diplomacy; and t h e  s i x t h ,  i n  h i s  f i f t i e s ,  had a  t e c h n i c a l  background, hydro- 
.* .. . 

e l e c t r i c  power p o l i c y  a n a l y s i s  exper ience ,  and pwo mas te r ' s  degrees.  

The s t a f f  r e s e a r c h e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  included both  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and 

p o l i c y  r e sea rch  and a n a l y s i s  t a sks .  Minute-taking, meeting a r r ang ing ,  mai l ing ,  

p r i n t i n g  and o t h e r  communications chores  were among t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  chores;  

i s s u e  h r i e f s ,  l e g i s l a t i v e  a n a l y s i s ,  committee r e p o r t  e d i t i n g  and o c c a s i o n a f ~  

o r i g i n a l  r e sea rch  w e r e  among t h e p o l i c y  t a s k s  assumed by s t a f f .  Along wi th  

Spencer, t h e  committee s t a f f  were r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  sha r ing  work and d e l i v e r i n g  

updates  t o  committees cons ider ing  over lapping  o r  i d e n t i c a l  i s s u e s .  

Add i t i ona l ly  t h e  low-income d e l e g a t e s  had submit ted a  p roposa l ,  supported . . 

by t h e  Advisory Committee, t o  t h e  Economic Development Adminstrat ion f o r  s t a f f  

suppor t  of t h e i r  . i n t e r e s t s .  The d e l e g a t e s  argued t h a t  t h e i r  l a c k  of e x p e r t i s e  

i n  energy, t h e i r  o rgan iza t ions '  ' shor tage  of funds,  and t h e i r  own sho r t age  of 

t i m e  s eve re ly  l i m i t e d  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Energy Congress. They argued 

t h a t  a  s e p a r a t e  s t a f f  c a p a b i l i t y  was neces sa ry  t o  p l ace  low-income concerns on 

an  equal  f o o t i n g  w i t h  t h o s e  of o t h e r  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s .  The p roposa l  was funded 

111 J u l y  and two s t a f f  pcople were hired i n  A i ig~~s t .  One was a  r e c e n t  c o l l e g e  

graduate  w i th  an  a c t i v i s t  background; t h e  o t h e r  was an economist and lawyer 

i n  h i s  m i d - t h i r t i e s  who had worked p r e v i o u s l y  f o r  low-income advocacy organi- 

za t ions .  The l a t t e r  worked ha l f - t ime f o r  t h e  twelve low-income d e l e g a t e s ,  who 

c a l l e d  themselves t h e  low-income caucus. Rather  than  fo l low t h e  p rog res s  of 

any one committee, t h e  low-income caucus s t a f f  provided r e s e a r c h  and a n a l y s i s  

f o r  i s s u e s  cons idered  by t h e  low-income caucus t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  l e g i s l a t i v e  

concerlls f o r  t h e  ' ~ i n e t ~ - s i x t h  Congress. The. decon t ro l  of o i l  p r i c e s ,  emergency 

energy a s s i s t a n c e ,  wea the r i za t ion ,  and t h e  need f o r  f u t u r e  e l e c t r i c a l  gene ra t ion  

were among t h e  i s s u e s  r e c e i v i n g  a t t e n t i o n  from t h e  s t a f f .  .Every  one -o f  t h e  s i x  

committees cons idered  a t  l e a s t  one of t h e s e  i s s u e s .  The low-income caucus s t a f f  

worked on a  s epa ra t e ,  f l o o r  i n  t h e  same b u i l d i n g  a s  t h e  Energy Congress s t a f f .  

By t h e  end of J u l y ,  s t a f f  were h i r e d ,  most committees had agreed  upon t h e i r  



leadership, ground rules, and task schedules, and subcommittee work had commenced. 

The work of accepting data, confirming facts, and debating recommendations had 

not yetbegun. Despite the difficulty of scheduling meetings in the summer 

months amidst vacations, most subcommittees met at least monthly. 

C. The Second Three Months: Producing the Preliminary Report for Public Review 

Th@ committees faced a November 1 deadline for preliminary agreements to 

a description of the regional energy situation bounded by their jurisdictions 

and to recommendations for action addressed to federal, state and local govern- 

ments. In early September the elected chairpeople of each committee met with 

Spencer antl the Advisory Committee to agree on common terms for expressing 

the quantitative anlaysis and to evolve a common format for writing committee 

reports. The meeting included committee progress reports and a discussion of 

means for minimizing committee duplicatinns and facil'itating communications,---- - ' 

concerning issues of joint interest. Several of those in attendance suggested 

that a coherent report required the completion of work by the Supply and Demand 

Committees before the commencement of serious discussions in the other four 

subcommittees. Some delegates argued that these two committees had to provide 

quantitative "boundaries" within which the other committees would work to make 

th.ei .r  rrenmmendatians. . The group finally agreed that frequent progress reports 

by each committee to the others could enablethe work of all committees to proceed 

concurrently. The "boundaries" argument was dismissed on the grounds that 

(a) most of the preliminary supply and demand projections and assumptions had 

been determined already during the summer; and (b) the recommendations from 

other committees should not be highly sensj:tive to those projections anyway. 
- 

Rather they should be viewed as road maps to an optimal and realizable future 

each r.&mmittee imagined for itself-informed, of course, by the work and 

conclusions of the other committees. Agreeing to the essential facts of the 

current regional situation and to the critical factors underlying those facts 

would require considerable time and discussion, the delegates and Advisory 

Committee concluded. 

In September,'the Demand Committee tentatively agreed to project a growth . 



rate of approximately 1.5% per year. The Supply Committee re£ined the estimate 

to include a band of 1.5 to 3.5% in annual growth, and agreed to an optimal 

electricity growth rate of 2.2%. In October, the Supply Committee agreed to 

the contributions each fuel source would make to the overall consumption 

totals for 1985 and 2000 (Table 2). The Demand Committee made growth projections . 

for the four major consumption sectors-commercial, residential, industrial and 

transportation. Other co~~ui~ittees identified the major problems in their areas 

and suggested recommendations. For some of the committees, agreement on both . 

problem jdentification and the solutions was elusive. During early November 

the 300-page preliminary ~ e ~ o r t  for Public Review was edited, printed and 

distributed to almost 3000individuals and organizations in the region. 

The number of reports and recommendations in the Preliminary Report varied 

considerably from committee to committee. The Supply Committee posted over . . - 
seventy recommendationsand issued a dozen reports; the Energy Economics and 

Financing Committee had not agreed to any recommendations nor drafted any 

reports meeting full committee approval. Most of the other committees issued 
. - .-. - 

. - - - .- . -  - - -  . .. . . - 
-. . . - 

Table 2 . . 

New England Energy ~ i x  ' 

1372 76 21)Of) 

Year . . 

Projectinn calculated for the single year 2000. 
Growth rates are represented as a straight line between point estimales for 1976-2000. 



5-7 reports and.offered 10-20 recommendations. The recommendations ranged from 

very broad-"subsidize state of the art alternatives as necessary to expedite 
_ .  ' . . .  

a market development"-to very specific -"provide'h federii loan gukiantees . . - for 

commercial scale high-BTU coal gasification and liquification plants and encourage' 

the rapid development of environmental standards for such ~iants." 

D. The Public Reacts: Months 7 and 8 

On December 1 and 2, 1978 the Energy Congress hosted a public meeting for 

all the delegates, the Congressional delegation and their staff, and interested - -- 
observers. Several panels of regional experts addressed various aspects of the 

. - 
report. One hundred delegates, five members of Congress, a governor, several 

state legislators and ten Congressional staff were among those who attended. Stuart 

Eisenstadt, President ~arter's.Specia1 Assi.stant for pornestic Affairs addressed the 

delegates and announced an Administration- decision to.rol1 back an oil import tariff. 
;?7 - -- .-- . ," . . . .- - - -  ,. . . . . - -  -- -, -- .- . ____ _ _  _ . .- -. 

Representative Anthony ~offett (D-Connecticut) pr.aised the report generally, 

but criticized an Energy Congress recommendation to lift 'price controls on oil. .' 

Since the question of price decontrol was at that juncture the most controversial 

energy legislation facing the Congress, the Energy Congress recommendation 

(made by the Supply Committee) endorsing oil, decontrol in exchange for expanded 

fuel assistance for low-income people generated the most attention and controversy. 

Many of the low-incomeand consumer delegates met during the convenrfon ro plan 

a strategy encouraging the Supply Committee to reconsider its position on 

decontrol. The full Energy Congress would not be voting on every committee's . - 

recommendations until its final meeting in late February. 

From December 5 to December 15 the Energy Congress held public hearings- 

in each of the six New England states. Committee chair and vice=chairpeople 

served on panels hosting the hearings in the their own state. After people 

testified, the delegates on the panel asked clarifying or follow-up questions 

of the speakers. The-staff recorded the public comments. Over one hundred 

seventy people spoke at the hearings, mailed written testimony, or both. 

Seventy-two of these gave no affiliation when they testified. Another twenty 

were government employees; fourteen represented environmental or anti-nuclear 



organiza t ions ;  n i n e  worked f o r  low-income o rgan iza t ions ;  e i g h t  r ep re sen ted  

u t i l i t i e s ;  e i g h t  spoke f o r  consumers; eng inee r ing  s o c i e t i e s ,  R&D f i rms ,  . . ,: 

smal l  bus ines ses ,  i n d u s t r i a l  and'manufacturing~firms,.and.universities each 
. -. . 

had approximately s i x  speakers .  

The i s s u e s  r e c e i v i n g  g r e a t e s t  a t t e n t i o n  were o i l  d e c o n t r o l ,  p r o j e c t e d  

e l e c t r i c a l  growth r a t e s  and planned g e n e r a t i n g  s t a t i o n s ,  and low-income 

wea the r i za t ion  and emergency a s s i s t a n c e  programs. The o i l  d e c o n t r o l  and 

n u c l e a r ' i s s u e s  drew most of t h e  cont roversy .  The Supply committee 's  

a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  t h r e e  new nuc lea r  p l a n t s  would be needed g iven  t h e  agreed  

upon growth p r o j e c t i o n s  drew f i r e  from bo th  s i d e s .  The a n t i - n u c l e a r  advoca tes  
I 

wanted none; t h e  pro-nuclear  spokesmen wanted a t  l e a s t  s i x  of t h e  e i g h t  

planned f o r  by New England u t i l i t i e s .  

The same groups a t t a c k e d  t h e  p r o j e c t e d  growth r a t e  a s  e i t h e r  t o o  h igh  : . 

or  t oo  low. Consumer and low-Eicome advocates  a t t a c k e d  t h e  o i l  d e c o n t r o l  

recommendations; most o t h e r s  endorsed i t .  The s i g n i f i c a n t  recommendations 

t h a t  very  l i t t l e  a d d i t i o n a l  new c o a l  and a  g r e a t  d e a l  more n a t u r a l  g a s  e n t e r  

t h e  ' region did n o t  meet w i th  o b j e c t i o n s  among most of . those  commenting on 

t h e  r epo r t .  

E. Concluding t h e  Energy Congress: Debate and S y n t h e s i s  

I n  January and February t h e  cnmmittees cont inued  t o  meet, i n c o r p o r a t i n g  

the  pub l i c  i npu t ,  r e f i n i n g  recommendations, ,completing r e s e a r c h ,  and i n t e g r a t i n g  

and syn thes i z ing  t h e i r  f i n d i n g s  wi th  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of o t h e r  committees.  Three 

j o i n t  committees were formed t o  g e n e r a t e  recommendations f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  

energy sources ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  and r e s i d e n t i a l  conse rva t ion .  

The Supply-Committee recons idered  t h e i r  e a r l i e r  suppor t  f o r  d e c o n t r o l  

of crude o i l  p r i c e s .  The committee voted 19-1 f o r  a somewhat s o f t e r  v e r s i o n  

of t h e  same recommendation. Demonstrating r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  one low-income 

d e l e g a t e ' s  o b j e c t i o n s ,  t h e  committee r e d r a f t e d  and agreed  t o  another .  recommenda- 

tion which madc s u p p o r t  f o r  phased deconrrnl of o i l  p r i c e s  c o n t i n g e n t  upon a- 

v a r i e t y  of p re -ex i s t i ng  cond i t i ons ,  i nc lud ing  an  expanded low-income a s s i s t a n c e  

program, evidence of  compet i t ion  i n  t h e  r e f i n i n g  i n d u s t r y ,  and stand-by p r i c e  

c o n t r o l s  f o r  a n  emergency.. 



On February 29, 1979, a p l ena ry  s e s s i o n  f o r  a l l  d e l e g a t e s  was he ld  

t o  review, deba t e  and approve, by m a j o r i t y  v o t e ,  t h e  r e p o r t s  of each  committee. . 

Open deba te  fol lowed committee r e p o r t s  and f u r t h e r  r e f inemen t s  r e s u l t e d .  

FLnally committee r e p o r t s  were vo ted  upon i n  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  and each  was 

approved overwhelmingly. The v o t e  t o t a l s  a r e  noted below. 
. . 

Table  3 

Vote T o t a l s  of  Committee Repor t s  

S1.ippl.y A l t e r n  Demand Conser R & I E & F R e s  Pkg - - 
Y  N  Y N Y  N Y  N Y N Y N Y  N  

February 24 44 12, 48 4 49 3 51  1 43 6 50 2 46 1 
Phone p o l l  34 2 35 3 35 2 37 1 35 2 35 2 35 3 

TOTAL 7 8 1 4  84 7 . 8 4  5 88  2 7 8 8  8 5 4  81 4 

Execut ive  summaries of each  commit tee 's  f i n a l  r e p o r t  were d r a f t e d  i n  

March. Following up a ma i l i ng  of  t h e s e  summaries t o  every d e l e g a t e  i n  Apr i l ,  

the '  s t a f f  conducted a te lephone  p o l l .  The v o t e  was a g a i n  overwhelming approva l ,  

a s  t h e  fo l lowing  t a b l e  i l l u s t r a t e s .  

Table  4 

Vote T o t a l s  of Execut ive  Summaries 

Congress . 

Wide -- Supp ly .  A l t e r n  Demand Conser R 6 I E & F 
Y  N  Y  N N Y  N Y  N Y N  Y N  

Phon@ P o l l  90. 6 84 11 92 3 94 2 94 1 94 1 95 1 
T o t a l  

I n  A p r i l  and May t h e  s t a f f  p repared  t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t  f o r  p r i n t i n g .  

The New England.Congressiona1 Caucus s t a f f  used t h e  f i n a l  reco~nmendat ions t o  

assemble a package o f  twenty l e g i s l a t i v e  b i i l s  and a number of 1eLLers to . 

execu t ive  agenc i e s  u rg ing  adnpt:i.on of  measures recommended by t h e  Energy 

Congress. Most o f  t h e  twenty b i l l s  f i l e d  by Congress iona l  members p r o v i d e d .  

i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  renewables  and conse rva t ion  and funding f o r  low-income programs. 

One r e s o l u t i o n  exp re s s ing  suppor t  f o r  purchase  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  Mexican o i l  and 

gas  and a b i l l  t o  s e t - s a f e t y  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and o p e r a t i o n  

of  gas  f a c i l i t i e s  comprised t h e  a c t i o n s  concern ing  conven t iona l  f u e l s  addressed  

by t h e  New England delega.t.ion. . F i f t e e n  t o  twenty members co-sponsored each  of t h e . b i l l s  

pu t  t o g e t h e r  f o r  th.e Energy Congress package. . . . 



A t  seven s imul taneous  press '  conferences  i n  Washington and i n  t h e  s i x  

New England s t a t e s , , t h e  Congress iona l  d e l e g a t i o n  and t h e  Energy Congress 
. . 

d e l e g a t e s  r e l e a s e d  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  energy package and f i n a l  B l u e p r i n t  f o r  . .. 

Energy Ac t ion  i n  June  1979. The l e g i s l a t i o n ,  B l u e p r i A  f i n d i n g s  and 
. - 

recommendations were page one news i n  many newspapers a c r o s s  t h e  s i x  s t a t e s .  

Media coverage cont inued  w i t h  l o c a l  i n t e r v i e w s  of Energy Congress d e l e g a t e s  

f o r  weeks. Three thousand c o p i e s  of B l u e p r i n t  - and 300 Execu t ive  Summaries were 

p r i n t e d ; . o v e r  two thpusand r e q u e s t s  were r e c e i v e d  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s t  s e v e r a l  months 

fo l lowing  p u b l i c a t i o n .  Hundreds of cop ie s  were s e n t  t o  f e d e r a l  agenc ie s ,  s t a t e  an$ 

l o c a l  governments; f o r  each  of whom recommendations were d i r e c t e d .  . . I 

F. Phases T W ~  and Three  of  t h e  Energy Congress: 1979-1982 . . .  
. . 

The Divi 'sion of ~ n v i r d n m e n t ,  Department of Energy accep ted  a propo'sal  

by t h e  s t a f f  and Advisory '~ommi' t tee  t o  £find a second y e a r  of t h e  Energy -- . 

Congress from September-1979 t o  Ju-ly 1980. I n  Phase Two, f i v e  committees  were 

e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  f i n e - t u n e  and e l a b o r a t e  recommendations made i n  t h e  B l u e p r i n t  

A f i f t y - f i v e  member Implementat ion Task Force  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  one o r  more of 

t h e s e  committees: Wood, S o l i d  Waste and P e a t ;  E l e c t r i c  1 s s u e s ;  Conserva t ion ,  

S o l a r  and Low-Income; O i l  and Transpor t a t ion ;  and Gas, Coal and Synfue ls .  I n  

a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  committee work producing e i g h t e e n  p o l i c y  p a p e r s  f o r  Congress and 

t h e  s t a t e s  i n  t h e s e  a r e a s ,  t h e  Energy Congress pyb l i shed  t h e  Energy Forum, a q u a r t e r l y .  . 

p u b l i c a t i o n  h i g h l i g h t i n g  ene rgy  succes s  s t o r i e s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n  and upda t ing  Con- 

g r e s s i o n a l  and . . s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  a c t i v i t y .  Ten thousand New Englanders  r e c e i v e  

t h e  Energy Forum, The work of t h e  I ~ i ~ p l e m e n t a t i o n  Task Force  i s  capsu led  i n  a 

Summary of S t r a t e g y  Pape r s  (Appendix 1 ) .  

To ove r see  and c o o r d i n a t e  t h e  cont inued  implementa t ion  - of  t h e  B l u e p r i n t  

and i t s  successor  S t r a t e g y  Pape r s ,  t h e  Energy congres s  moved i t s  c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  

t o  Washington, D.C., i n  J u l y  1980. The Div i s ion  of Environment approved 

Phase Three implementat ion work f o r  two y e a r s ,  ending  i n  J u l y  1982. , With 

t h r e e  s t a f f  i n  Washington and one ha l f - t ime person  i n  Boston., t h e  Energy 

Congress convenes q u a r t e r l y  d e l e g a t e  s e s s i o n s ,  sponso r s  workshops, c o n t i n u e s  

t o  p u b l i s h  Energy Forum and p rov ides  r e s e a r c h  and a n a l y s i s  h e l p  t o  t h e  
. . 

. . Congress iona l  Caucus -and' o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n .  * ' . . . . . 

* The cont inuing  work f o r  Phase Three i s  n o t  be ing  conducted under Con t r ac t  DE-AC02- 
78EV10131. . - 



I V .  Evaluat ing Phase One of  t h e  New England Energy 'Congress  

By t h e  f a l l  o f '  1980, twenty'  of twenty-f ive b i l l s  e v e n t u a l l y  inc luded  i n  

t h e  Congressional  package had been passed i n  whole o r  i n  p a r t .  Not a l l  of t h e s e  

b i l l s  were in t roduced  as a d i r e c t  &onsequence of  t h e  ~ A e r ~ ~  Congress, b u t  many 

were. F o r , t h e  remainder,  t h e  Energy Congress B l u e p r i n t  r e p o r t  s t i m u l a t e d  a 

b u r s t  of new l e g i s l a t i v e  co-sponsors and focused a d d i t i o n a l  Congress iona l  

a t t e n t i o n  o n . t h e  measures. The succes s  of t h e  b i l l s  which passed cannot  b e  

a t t r i b u t e d  s o l e l y  t o  t h e  work of t h e  Energy Congress. C l e a r l y  o t h e r  r e p o r t s ,  

i nc lud ing  Energy Future  (Harvard Business ~ c h o b l ) ,  ~ n e r ~ y :  The Next Twenty 
. . .. . - ~. <. . .. - . .  . . 

"Years (Ford Foundat ion) ,  and o t h e r  n a t i o n a l  s t u d i e s  ' con t r ibu ted  t o  t h e  i u t e l l e c t u a l  

and p o l i t i c a l  unders tanding  of  energy i s s u e s  which evolved from 1978 t o  1980. 

Events i n  t h e  Middle Eas t ,  o i l  p r i c e  i n c r e a s e s  and Three Mile  I s l a n d  a l s o  con- 

t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  pol i t ; .caI  environment i n  which. t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n i t i a t i v e s  were 

considered. 

Determining what e f f e c t  t h e  Energy Congress had on t h e s e  enactments  i s  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  do; a s  many o t h e r  f a c t o r s  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  cau ld ron  from which 

t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  emerged. Assessing t h e  impacts  t h e  Energy Congress had on r e g i o n a l  . 

decision-makers i s  no l e s s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure. Somewhat e a s i e r  t o  a s s e s s  a r e  

t h e  opin ions  of Energy Congress d e l e g a t e s  concerning t h e  v a l u e  of t h e i r  experience.  

The fo l lowing  s e c t i o n s  of t h i s  paper  rev iew t h e  impacts  of t h e  Energy 

Congress i n  t h e s e  a r e a s ,  beginning wi th  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  themselves.  The q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  

mailed t o  a l l  120 deEegates  i n  J u l y  1979 and v a r i o u s  w r i t t e n  documents and r e p o r t s  

provide  a r ea sonab le  foundat ion  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase ' s  succes ses  

and f a i l u r e s  on a comparat ive b a s i s  from one committee t o  t h e  next .  The d a t a  
- 

provided o f f e r s  some evidence f o r  what a s p e c t s  of t h e  Energy 'congress  p roces s  

worked w e l l  and why. S i m i l a r l y  i t  sugges t s  what d i d  n o t  work w e l l  and why i t  

d i d  not .  This  a n a l y s i s  precedes  an examinat ion of t h e  Energy Congress a s  seen  

by i n t e r e s t e d  obse rve r s  who d i d  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  a s  d e l e g a t e s  and viewed t h e  

p r o j e c t  over  the-  two y e a r s  s i n c e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of  t h e ' B l u e p r i n t ' f o r  Energy Action. 

A. 'The Delega tes  Assess Thei r  Experience : Committee P e r s p e c t i v e s  

Responses from t h e  s ix ty -n ine  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  r e t u r n e d  i n  J u l y  and 
\ 

August 1979 provides  a weal th  of d a t a  f o r  a n a l y s i s .  The for ty-one  q u e s t i o n s  

probed d e l e g a t e  assessments  of i n d i v i d u a l  g o a l s ,  accomplishments, committee 

processes ,  p roducts ,  arid o v e r a l l  accomplishments o f . t h e  Energy Congress - .  . . 



.. . . . . . 
between May of 1978 and p u b l i c a t i o n  o f ' B l u e p r i n t  I n  June  of 1979. 

Although t h e  responses on t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  a r e  imprec ise  t o o l s  f o r  

gauging imprec ise  measures, they  g e n e r a l l y  c o r r o b o r a t e  evidence d iscovered  i n  

- i n t e rv i ews ,  minutes ,  and o t h e r  w r i t t e n  documents produced by t h e  committees. 

The ques t ionna i r e s  a r e  u s e f u l  a d d i t i o n a l l y  because s o  many d e l e g a t e s  r e tu rned  

them: over  50% from f i v e  of s i x  committees and i n  exces s  of 75% of t h o s e  

s t i l l  a c t i v e  on the i r commi t t ee  a t  t h e  conclus ion  o f  t h e  p ro j ec t . "  

Analysis  beg ins  wi th  d e l e g a t e  pe rcep t ions  of t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  meet ings 

the5 r  committees held.  The  ques t ionna i r e s  r e v e a l  cons ide rab le  v a r i a t i o n  i n  

d e l e g a t e  p,ercept ions of how w e l l  t h e  d i v i s i o n  of l a b o r ,  schedules ,  dec is ion-  

making, and o t h e r  formal r u l e s  were handled w i t h i n  each committee. The 

ques t ionna i r e  asked d e l e g a t e s  t o  r a t e  t h e i r  own. committee 's  performance only. 

The importance of committee.mandate t o  l a t e r  committee succes s  i n  producing 

h igh  q u a l i t y  recommendations and f i n a l  r e p o r t s  i s  a s t r o n g  l i nkage  t h a t  t h e  

ques t ionna i r e  r e v e a l s .  Answering "Was t h e  formal  mandate t o  your committee 
' 

c l e a r  and w e l l  a r t i c u l a t e d ? " ,  87% of t h e  d e l e g a t e s  from t h e  Supply Committee 

s a i d  "yes, " bu t  on ly  25% of t h e  Energy Economics and Financing Committee 

answered a f f i r m a t i v e l y .  The Supply Committee genera ted  more r e p o r t s  and 

recommendations than  any o t h e r  committee. The Energy Economics and Finance . 

Committee generated t h e  fewest .  (See Table 5 . )  The o t h e r ' f o u r  committees a l s o  

l i n e  up s i l a i l a r l y  i n  r a n k k g  on both t h e  mandate c l a r i t y  and o v e r a l l  perform- 

ance measures. It i s  not  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e  "Regulatory and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  

Processes"  Committee and t h e  "Energy Economics and Financing" Committee would 

hnvc t h e  most t r o u b l e  c l a r i fy ing ,  t h e i r  j i i r i s d i c t i o n s  and t a s k s .  The i r  i s s u e s  

c u t  a c r o s s  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  of t h e  o t h e r  f o u r  committees. The i r  scope w a s  
- 

ha rde r  t o  d e f i n e .  Agreeing upon t h e  i s s u e  boundar ies  of t h e s e  two committees 

and s t r u c t u r i n g  t h e  sequence of t a s k s  t o  fo l low and subcommittees t o  c a r r y  

o u t  t h o s e  t a s k s  took three- four  months f o r  t h e s e  two committees and demoral ized 

many de l ega te s .  

*The o r i g i n a l  rion.-response b i a s  was minimized by te lephoning  a l l .  d e l e g a t e s  two ' . 

weeks a f t e r  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were mailed o u t ;  When comparing r e sponses  by , . - 
. cons t i t uency ;  7  of 12 had m a j o r i t y  responses ,  and 1 0  of 12  r ece ived  40% of 

b e t t e r  responses.  



To probe f u r t h e r  how w e l l  t h e  committees organized t h e i r  work, ga thered  

d a t a ,  and made d e c i s i o n s ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r k  posed s e v e r a l  q u e s t i o n s  t o  

de l ega te s .  ~d t h e  ques t ion  "Do you f e e l  your committee e s t a b l i s h e d  a worth- 
. . 

while ,  l o g i c a l ,  t imely  and f e a s i b l e  sequence of t a s k s  f o r  t h e  t ime c o n s t r a i , n t s  

and resource  l i m i t a t i o n s  under which i t  labored?",  t h e  Supply and Demand 

committees answered overwhelmingly "yes." (See Table 6.)  Only t h r e e  of n i n e  

of t h e  Regulatery and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  I s s u e s  Committee members s o  responded, 

and j u s t  f i v e  of 12  Conservat ion Committee members. While t h e  responses  t o  

t h i s  ques t ion  do n o t  a r r a y  t h e  committees i n  t h e  same way a s  does  t h e  mandate 

c l a r i t y  ques t ions ,  t h e  two committees r a t e d  h i g h e s t  on s e v e r a l  performance measures 

and t h e  mandate c l a r i t y  ques t ion  a r e  h i g h e s t  on t h i s  measure too;  two of t h e  

bottom t h r e e  committees on performance m e a s u r e i a n d  mandate c l a r i t y  r a t e  them- 

s e l v e s  among t h e  lowest  t h r e e  on t h e  t a s k  o r g a n i z a t i o n  question;-:=.- --:- --:--- 
- .  

Most of t h e  committees de lega ted  t h e  , i n i t i a l  f a c t - f i n d i n g  and r e p o r t -  

w r i t i n g  t a s k s  t o  subcommittees of 5-6 members each. I n  s o  doing,  committees. 

hoped t o ' e s t a b l i s h  t r u s t  among people  wi th  d i v e r s e  backgrounds and viewpoints .  

Meeting i n  smal l ,  in formal  groups t o  a g r e e  on f a c t s  r a t h e r  t h a n  deba te  recommenda- 

t i o n s  proved t o  be  a  worthwhile s t r a t e g y  f o r  t h e  committees which could  a g r e e  

upon t h e i r  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  t a s k s ,  and r e l a t e d  ground r u l e s .  To t h e  q u e s t i o n  
I t  How important  w a s  t h e  i n i t i a l  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  work done by each subcommittee 

i n  your committee's succes s  of l a c k  of success?",  t h r e e  of   he committees 

i n d i c a t e d  i t  w a s  "important" and t h r e e  were non-committal. (See Table  7 . )  

The t h r e e  who cons idered  subcommittee work important  were t h e  t h r e e  most 

product ivc  committees, as determined hy the. n~lmber of committee r e p o r t s ,  number 

o f  recommendations, and d e l e g a t e  evaluat?ons.  

Only t h e  Supply Committee members s t r o n g l y  defended t h e  f a c t - f i n d i n g  

process  completed by t h e i r  subcommittees. Eleven of t h e  f i f t e e n  Supply Conunittee 

respondents  answered "no" t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "Do you t h i n k  t h e  Committee's o v e r a l l  

work would have been b e t t e r  se rved  by some o t h e r  f a c t - f i n d i n g  p roces s?"  No 

o t h e r  committee had more than  h a l f  respond "no" and t h r e e  committees -- Demand, 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  and Conservation ;- had one- th i rd  o r  fewer respond "no. " .  The - 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  suggested were more t e c h n i c a l  s t a f f  h i r i n g ,  seminars  w i t h  well-  

known expe r t s ,  and t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t e c h n i c a l  pape r s ' by  q u a l i f i e d  c o n s u l t a n t s .  

This  response a n d  i n t e rv i ews  with s e l e c t e d  d e l e g a t e s  and s t a f f  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  .: ?., 

s e v e r a l  committees might .have  been b e t t e r  s e r v e d ' w i t h  more t e c h n i c a l  e x p e r t i s e .  
. . 
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TABLE '5 

Was the  formal mandate t o  your Committee c l e a r  and w e l l  a r t i c u l a t e d ?  

Supply Demand A 1  t ern .  Conser .' Reg & I n s t .  Econ. & Fin.  
Ranking: --, .- 1 2  3 4 " 5  6.---. . e.r ;J e-;-t a g' &. y& 2 8 7- 

- __II_-.> 
67 ' 38 ' -  ' t.. 33, ' 30 25.  . .  

-.J - . , /I - .  
d>.f (Percentage Responding "Yes") 

*. / '  . ... .- . .*  ' . . - , - - . . . . . 

-?: -/:-9' - . 
. . - .  . Committee Products  .-.. - .. 

Ranking : . 2 .  1 3 4 5  6  
Number of Recom- 

inenda t i o n 5  i.1. : 60 8 1 2 8 2  5 12 12 

Ranking : 1 1 2  1 3 
Number of 

4 

Reports  19 19  7  1 9  . 5 . .  .. - -  . - 2. 

TABLE 6  

Do you f e e l  your Committee e s t a b l i s h e d  a worthwhile,  l o g i c a l ,  t ime ly  and 
f e a s i b l e  sequence of t a s k s  f o r  t h e  t ime c o n s t r a i n t s  and r e s o u r c e  l i m i t a -  
t i o n s  under which i t  labored?  

Supply Demand . Al te rn .  . Conser. Reg. & I n s t .  
. . . . . . . . . . 

Econ. & Fin. 
Ranking : 1 2 4 5 6 3 
% Y e s  80 6 7 5 4  4 2  30 62.5 

(Percentage Responding "Yes") 

TABLE 7 

Do you th ink  t h e  Committee's o v e r a l l  work would have been b e t t e r  served by 
some o t h e r . f a c t - f i n d i n g  p roces s  ( e .g . ,  i n v i t e d  e x p e r t s  h o s t i n g  seminars )?  

Ranking: 
% No 

Supply Demand Al te rn .  Conser . Reg. & I n s t .  Econ. & Fin. 
1 ' 5  4 6  2  ' 5 

-7 5  25 3 0 0 5 0  5 0  



suppl ied  by o u t s i d e  c o n s u l t a n t s  o r  by a d d i t i o n a l  technica l ly- .qua l i f ied  s t a f f .  

Perhaps t h e  most important  decision-making g::ound r u l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  was 

d e f i n i n g  consensus. ' ,spencer,  P r a t t ,  and t h e  Advisory Committee a g a i n  f e l t  

each committee should  determine t h a t  p roces s  by themselves.  For most committees 

i t  proved t o  be  a d i f f i c u l t  d e c i s i o n  t o  makk. Only two committees agreed  

t h a t  consensus d e c i s i o n s  were unanimous d e c i s i o n s .  The Supply Committee 

agreed t o  t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  t h e i r  f i r s t  meeting; t h e  Economics and 

Financing Committee i n  t h e i r  t h i r d .  The Demand Committee agreed  t h a t  consensus 

' would be de f ined  by a two-thirds  vo te .  The o t h e r  t h r e e  committees d i d  n o t  

d e f i n i t i v e l y  r e s o l v e  t h e  i s s u e  of consensus, according t o  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  ques t ioned  

about i t .  About h a l f  i n  each of t h e s e  t h r e e  comniittees f e l t  i t  w a s  de f ined  
11 a s  unanimous agreement;" t h e  o t h e r  h a l f  responded t h a t  no d e f i n i t i o n  was 

approved o r  t hey  were "not '  sure"  a ' d e c i s i o n  had been reached concerning t h e  

d e f i n i t i o n  of consensus. 

Another ques t ion  probed t o  what e x t e n t  t h e  consensus p roces s  determined 

which i s s u e s  r ece ived  committee a t t e n t i o n .  The two committees w i t h  t h e  fewest  

recommendations and r e p o r t s  responded near  unanimously "A g r e a t  dea l . "  The 

o t h e r  fou r  committees c l u s t e r e d  t h e i r  responses  i n  between "A g r e a t  dea l "  and 
11 Very l i t t l e  o r  none." This  p a t t e r n  sugges t s  t h a t  consensus decision-making is 

viewed a s  somewhat i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  i s s u e s  agenda e s t a b l i s h e d  by committees 

w i t h  c l e a r  mandates and well-organized subcommittees and a s  a r e s t r i c t i v e  

b a r r i e r  t o  t hose  l a c k i n g  both.  Very l i k e l y  some i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  among t h e  

t h r e e . v a r i a b l e s  is  ope ra t ing .  Clear  mandates f a c i l i t a t e  i o g i c a l  s t r u c t u r i n g  

of t a s k s  and schedules  and provide  a n  environment open t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  

a l l  i s s u e s  under most forms of decision-making. A l t e rna t ive ly ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  of 

consensus decision-making have argued t h a t  consensus decision-making i n s p i r e s  

t r u s t ,  s t r a igh t fo rward  d i scuss ion ,  a ba l anc ing  of v iewpoin ts ,  and c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

of i s s u e s  considered important  t o  any one pa r t i c ipan t . . *  

* See f o r  example, William Ouchi's Theory Z (Addison-Wellesley Pub l i sh ing  Cot ,  
Reading, MA, 1981) p. 42; and Dee G. Appley and Alv in  E. Winder, "An Evolving 

' 

D e f i n i t i o n  of  Co l l abo ra t ion  and Some Impl i ca t ions  f o r  t h e  World of Work," . .. . . 

Jou rna l  of A p ~ l i e d  Behavioral  Sc ience  (Vol. 13,  No. 3, 1979).  . . -  . . - -.-. - -- - -.- - - -- -- - ---- 



I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  and ground r u l e s  v a r i a b l e s ,  

committee l e a d e r s h i p  and competent s t a f f i n g  a r e  important  f a c t o r s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  

t o  t h e  performance of a l l  s i x  committees. Cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of 

s c h o l a r s  observing o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  behavior  and development, t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  

of t h e s e  two committee a t t r i b u t e s  should n o t  be  d iscounted .  Three  of t h e  

s i x  committees responded t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "To what deg ree  do you a t t r i b u f e  

your committee's succes s  o r  l a c k  of succes s  t o  t h e  cha i rperson?" ,  w i t h  a;.! . 

r a t i n g  above "4" on a s c a l e  of  1-5 i n  e s c a l a t i n g  importance. The o t h e r  t h r e e  

r a t e  t h i s  ques t ion  j u s t  above "3". The Supply Committee r e sponden t s  gave t h e  

ques t ion  a n  average 4.6 r a t i n g .  The Demand Committee, su rpas s ing  t h e  Supply 

Committee i n  number of recommendations and equal  i n  number of r e p o r t s ,  recorded 

a n  average 4.2 r a t i n g .  Since a h i g h  r a t i n g , c o u l d  a l s o  r e f l e c t  disappointment  

i n  t h e  perceived poor performance of a chairman, t h e  l a c k  of a c o n s i s t e n t  
. . 

p a t t e r n  among t h e  o t h e r  f o u r  c 0 m m i t t e e s . i ~  n o t  surprising:-:  ;--==:-. 
- .  

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e  "evenhandedness" of t h e  cha i rpe r son  a p p e a r s  t o  be  un- 

r e l a t e d  t o  h i s  o r  h e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and u n r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  committee's perform- 

ance. The A l t e r n a t i v e s  Committee chairman, who enjoyed t h e  h i g h e s t  r a t i n g  

of evenhandedness (4.5) ,  worked f o r  t h e  committee who ranked t h e i r  chairman 

l e a s t  important (3.2) t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  success  of t h e  committee. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  

t h e  Supply Committee ranked t h e i r  chairman only  somewhat evenhanded (3 .8) ,  

t h e  f i f t h  lowest  r a t i n g  any' committee gave t o  t h e i r  cha i rperson .  

Respondents t o  t h e  ques t ion  "How s a t i s f i e d  were you wi th  t h e  performance 

of your committee s t a f f  person?" mir rored  committee,performance a s  measured by . 

number of r e p o r t s  and recommendations and committee member e v a l u a t i o n .  Two 

of t h e  top  t h r e e  committees i n  overa3.1 performance - provided b e t t e r  t han  4 .5  

r a t i n g s  f o r  t h e i r  s t a f f  r e s e a r c h e r s .  The t h i r d  committee r ece ived  a 4.1, i n  

p a r t  a hybrid r a t i n g  of two people who shared  t h e  job over  t h e  cou r se  of 

t h e  year .  The second s t a f f e r  rece ived  an  average 4 .5  r a t i n g  by those  who 

r a t e d  him alone: The o t h e r  t h r e e  s t a f f  rankings  ranged from 3.5 t o  4. 



TABLE 8  

A. How important  w a s  t h e  Cha i r  t o  you r  Committee? To what deg ree  do you 
a t t r i b u t e  your Committee's succes s  o r  l a c k  of  succes s  t o  t h e  Chai rperson?  

. . 
B. How wouid ybu r a t e  t h e  evenhandedness of your Chairperson? 

. . 

C. How s a t i s f i e d  w e r e  you w i t h  t h e  performance of your Committee s t a f f  person? 
. . ? ,  - - - - . . - . - - . -  - .  . - , - . . .  * - -  * 

. . Low 1 2 3 . 4  5  High 
. . 

- .. -. - . - .. : 

Supp'ly Demand ~ l t e r n .  Conser. Reg. & I n s t .  Econ. & Fin.  
A. 
Ranking: - 1 ' 3 6 4  2  5  
Raw Score 4.6 4.2 . 3.2 3 .3  4.3 3.25 

B. 
Ranking : 5 2 1 6 
Raw Score 3.8 4.2 4.5 2.9 

C. 
~ank l ' ng  : 1 4 2 3  5  
Raw Score 4.8 4 . 1  4.6 3.9 3.6 

The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  s t a f f  r ece ived  a 4 . 1  r a t i n g ,  approximate ly  t h e  same 

r a t i n g  which committee s t a f f  r e s e a r c h e r s  r ece ived  c o l l e c t i v e l y  from respondents .  

The ques t i on  posed t o  d e l e g a t e s  was "How w e l l  do you f e e l  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

s t a f f ,  a s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from t h e  Committee s t a f f  person ,  performed i n  managing 

t h e  day-to-day o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s s u e s  a f f e c t i n g  your Committee and t h e  o v e r a l l  

f unc t ion ing  of t h e  Energy Congress?" The g e n e r a l l y  h i g h  r a t i n g  en joyed  by 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and committee s t a f f  r e f l e c t s  g e n e r a l  s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  

suppor t  and d i r e c t i o n  provided t h e  d e l e g a t e s  du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  of t h e  

Energy Congress,  

Three q u e s t i o n s  examined t h e  d e l e g a t e s '  p e r c e p t i o n s  of t h e  v a l u e  of 

t h e i r  expe r i ence  w i t h  t h e  Energy Congress.  One probed t h e  knowledge gained 

du r ing  t h e  process .  The ave rage  r e sponse  t o  t h e  ques t i on ,  "How much new 

knowledge d i d  you g a i n  a s  a  r e s u l t  of  your p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Energy Congress?", 

i s  a  3.4, i n d i c a t i n g  some modest improvement i n  l e a r n i n g  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  . 

exper ience .  The Committee v a r i a t i o n  ranged from a  h igh  of 4.2 from t h e  

Supply Committee t o  a  low o f  3 .1  from t h e  Regula tory  and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  

Processes  Committee. To t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  "In gene ra l ,  how would you r a t e  your 

involvement i n  t h e  Energy Congress?",  d e l e g a t e s  r a t e d  t h e i r  e x p e r i e n c e  a long  

a 1-5 "Unsa t i s fac tory"  t o  " V e r y  S a t i s f a c t o r y "  range.  The ave rage  o v e r a l l  



rating is 3.5, indicating lukewarm satisfaction. The range extends from a 

4.5 rating fr.om Supply Committee inembers to a 2.9 average from the Energy 

Economics and Financing. committee. 

. . TABLE 9 
In General, How Would You Rate Your Involvement in the Energy Congress? 

[unsatisfactory 1 2 3 4 5 Satisfactory] 

Supply , Demand Altern. Conser. Reg..& Ihst. Econ. & Fin. 

Ranking 1 3 2 5 4 6 

Raw Score 4.4 3.6 3.9 3 3.3 2.9 

The top three committees in volume of reports and recommendations earned 

committee ratings above 3.5; the bottom three were. all below 3.5. 
. 

The third indicationofdelegate perceptions of the value of their partici- 

pation is the time each invested in Energy Congress activities. Since no one 
. . 

was paid directly for t'imet-sp.ent on. Energy Congress matters, this. barometer . 

- 
of delegate interest is a significant one. The range varies fiom the Demand 

Committee's respondents' reported average of ten hours per week to the'conser- 

vation and Regulatory and Institutional Processess Committees' 4.5 hours per 

week average. Since not all delegates ansered this or any 'other question, some dis- 

counting must occur to accommodate the non-respondents. Two other measures inform . 

this discounting process: the number of delegates from each committee responding to 

the questionnaire, and the average aftendance at full committee meetings.* Table 

10 reveals the distribution of .questionnaires returned and meeting attendance 

by committee. 
TABLE 10 -- 

1 1  Personal Time Commitment, Questionnaire Response by Committee, and 

Attendance at Meetings" - 

A. Average Hours per Week 
R. Number Returning Questionnaire 
C. Average Meeting At tendance 

Supply . Demand Altern. Conser. Reg. & Inst. ' 'Econ. & Fin..: - 
A. 
Ranking 2 1 3 5 3 .  5 
~oursl~eek ' 8 10 5 4.5 5 4.5 

B. 
Ranking 1- - 

Ques'nrs ~et'd 1S 

C. 
Ranking 1 2 2 4 5 .. 5 

15 12 - '  12 10 8 8 .  "a1 ?gates - 
I miling P'ltgL; . .- 

* The number of delegates attending meetings is averaged 'for the entire year from meeting 
minutes and estimntec providcd by committee staffers. 



Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  t h e  d a t a  i s  q u i t e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  of knowledge 

gained, r e l a t i v e  s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  of involvement,  and t ime spen t  on Energy Congress 

a c t i v i t i e s .  The d i s t i n c t i o n s  between t h e  t h r e e  t o p  committees i n  performance 

and t h e  t h r e e  l e a s t '  p roduc t ive  committees main ta in  themselves.  Although t h e  

marginal  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r a t i n g s  between t h e  t h i r d  and f o u r t h  committees a r e  

g e n e r a l l y  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  t h e  cons i s t ency  i n  ranking  from one measure t o  

t h e  next  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

I n  summary, t h e  ~on imi t t eks  which were most p r o l i f i c  ' i n  gene ra t ing  r e p o r t s  

and recommendations were a l s o  going t o  more meet ings,  spending more time, and 

were more s a t  i s f i i d  with t h e i r  involvement t han  t h e  l e a s t  p r o x i f i c  commit t e e s .  

The committees w i th  c l e a r  mandates organized  themselves more e f f i c i e n t l y  and 

a l s o  produced more work. Consensus decision-making was c l e a r l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  ' 

as unanimous agreement by t h e  committees which produced t h e  most and l e a s t  

respective1.y; f o r  t h e  r e s t ,  unanimity d i d  n o t  o p e r a t e  and d e l e g a t e s  d i sag reed  

about  what t h e  decision-making process  was. The committees w i t h  more competent 

s t a f f  a l s o  tended t o  perform b e t t e r .  The l e a d e r s h i p  of committee chairmen 

was deemed important  by two of t h e  t h r e e  committees which genera ted  t h e  most 

work, and not  very  s i g n i f i c a n t  by two of  t h e  t h r e e  committees which produced 

t h e  l e a s t  work. Of a l l  t h e  v a r i a b l e s ,  ' c l e a r  mandate, s t a f f  competence, and 

committee l e a d e r s h i p  appear  t o  b e  most d e c i s i v e  i n  de te rmining  committee ou tpu t .  

Tlie o r g a n i z a t i o n  of work, decision-making r u l e s ,  and presence  o r  absence  

of unanimous agreement a r e  impor tan t ,  bu t  subord ina t e ,  a t t r i b u t e s  r e l a t e d  t o  

committee product ion.  Some o r  a l l  of t h e s e  a t t r i b u t e s  a r e  a l s o  most probably 

a ~ ~ o i i a t e d  with m a n d a t ~  c l a r i t y ,  s t a f f  competence and/or  committee l e a d e r s h i p .  

B. Const i tuency Pe rcep t ions  --.-- and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Enerpy Congress  

The twelve c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  r ep re sen ted  i n  t h e  Energy Congress committees 

d i f f e r e d  i n  t h e i r  exper ienc ing  of t h e  process  i n  some p r e d i c t a b l e  and some 

q u i t e  unpred ic t ab le  ways. Table  11 breaks  out  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s ,  t h e i r  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  among t h e . 1 2 0  d e l e g a t e s ,  t h e  number resp.onding t o  

t h e  ques t ionna i r e ,  and thei . r  t line commitrriel~t~, 



TABLE 11 

. . Time i n  , N o .  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  

k 've rnment  
- -. -- - 
Ind.  & Mfg. 

Labor 

.Re turned  

4 

~ours/Wk..  ' ' 

Environment 

F inance .  

Low Income 

. - 

Consumer . . . . 2 ' 

I 

i 0  . 

5 

6 

4" 

R & D  

Small  B u s i n e s s  

U n a f f i l i a t e d  

E d u c a t i o n  

U t i l i t i e s  

T o t a l  
D e l e g a t e s  P a r t i c i p ' a t  i n g  

11 

4.5 

4 

9 

6 

6.3  

4 .5  

. 7 ' .  

6 .  



. . 

Since t h e  universe: .of  d e l e g a t e s  i n  each cons t i t uency  is  r e l a t i v e l y  small, 

and t h e  number of q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  r e tu rned  from each c o n s t i t u e n c y  even 

smal le r ,  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  about  cons t i t uency  p a t t e r n s  a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  make 

wi th  confidence. One r e l a t i o n s h i p  between number of q u e s t i o n n a i r e  responses  

and time commitments does seem t o  hold up t o  evidence presented  by committee 

minutes  and s t a f f  i n t e rv i ews :  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  w i t h  few . a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

on t h e i r  committees r e tu rned  few ques t ionna i r e s .  A s  Table  11 demonst ra tes ,  

t h e  consumer o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  t h e  l a b o r  d e l e g a t e s  and 

, u n a f f i l i a t e d  d e l e g a t e s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t h e  l e a s t  t ime t o  t h e  Energy Congress 

a c t i v i t i e s .  Environmental,  low-income, educa t ion  (from u n i v e r s i t i e s ) ,  and 

government r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s '  con t r ibu ted  t h e  most t ime t o  t h e i r  , r e s p e c t i v e  

co~i~ui i t  Lees. * . 

The time commitment by each cons t i t uency  i s  a l s o  somewhat r e l a t e d  t o  

d e l e g a t e  r a t i n g s  of t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  accorded t h e i r  involvement 

w i t h  t h e  Energy Congress. The educa t ion ,  low-income, environmental ,  R&D, 

and governmental c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  r a t e d  t h e i r  involvement between somewhat 

s a t i s f a c t o r y  and s a t i s f a c t o r y ;  t h e  consumer and u t i l i t y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  were 

midway between s a t i s f a c t i o n  and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  t h e i r  assessments .  (See 

Table 12.) 

To t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  "What impact do you t h i n k  t h e  Energy Congress f i n d i n g s  

and recommendations w i l l  have on t h e  New England Congress iona l  Delega t ion ,"  t h e  

o v e r a l l  response  was midway between none (.I) and g r e a t  (5) .  But t h e r e  were 

important  committee v a r i a t i o n s ,  most of which a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  

t lme commitment and degree  of s a t i s f a c t i o n  q,uestions.  The government, low- 

income, and educat ' ion cons f . i t uenc ie s  c l u s t e r e d  nea r  a "4" o r  "grea t"  impact 

assessment.  S u r p r i s i n g  i s  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  presence of consumer o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

i n  t h f s  category.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, u t i l i t y ,  f i nance ,  i n d u s t r y  and manufactur ing,  

and smal l  bus ines s  d e l i v e r e d  r a t i n g s  between 2  and 3. Thi s  f i n d i n g  may r e f l e c t  

i n  p a r t  t h e  r e l a t i v e  p l e a s u r e  o r  d i s p l e a s u r e  wi th  which de l ega te s ' v i ewed  t h e  

t h r u s t  of reco~nrnendations d i r e c t e d  Lo t h e  Congress. 

* Except f o r  t h i s  ques t ion ,  which has  - co r robora t ion  from o t h e r , s o u r c e s ,  t h e  
ques t ionna i r e  responses  of  u n a f f i l i a t e d  and l a b o r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  a r e  n o t  
l i s t e d  because only  one of t h e  former and two of t h e  L a t t e r  groups 
re turned  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s .  



TABLE 1 2  

I n  gene ra l ,  how would you r a t e  your  involvement i n  t h e  Energy Congress? 

Very S a t i s f a c t o ' r y  5 4  3  ' 2 1 u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  

Consumer 

Finance 

Government 

Ind.  & Mfg. 
. . 

Low Income 

Small  Bus iness  

Educa t ion  

u t i l i t i e s  

Rat i n g  

2.8 

' 3 . 7  

3 . 3  

3 . 6  

3 . 4  

4 . 1  

3.7 

3 . 3  

4 . 3  

3 . 3  

Consis ten t  w i t h  t h e  assessment  o f  impact on Congress by c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  i s  

t h e  r a t i n g  by d e l e g a t e s  t o  th.2 q u e s t i o n ,  "To what e x t e n t  d i d  y.our involvement 

i n  t h e  Energy Congress a c h i e v e  t h e  pe r sona l  g o a l s  you had when you s t a r t e d ? "  

A s  Table  .. 13 . r e v e a l s ,  e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s ,  low income r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and e d u c a t o r s  

were very p leased ;  u t i l i t y ,  i n d u s t r y  and manufac tur ing  and consumer r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
." . 

wer<"somewhat displeased- he consumer ' d i s p l e a s u r e  may be  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  

d i s sa t i s f ac t i c7n  w i t h  t h e  ~ r e l i n ~ h l a r ~  Repor t ' s  endorsement of o i l  d e c o n t r o l  and 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h r e e  of t l ie fou r  consumer d e l e g a t e s  responding se rved  on two of 

t h e  l e a s t  p roduc t ive  committees. 

An i n t e r e s t i n g  f i n d i n g  was t h e  deg ree  t o  which d e l e g a t e s  t r u s t e d  o t h e r  

d e l e g a t e s  t o  a t t empt  compromise on impor tan t  i s s u e s .  To the -ques t  i o n ,  " A t  t h e  

o u t s e t ,  d i d  you g e n e r a l l y  t r u s t  t h a t  d e l e g a t e s  w i th  d i f f e r i n g  pe r spec t iv . e s  and 

a t t i t u d e s  from your own would a t t empt  t o  compromise on impor tan t  i s s u e s ? " ,  on ly  

about 30% answered y e s .  The remainder answered "no" o r  "not su re . "  Y e t  t h r e e  of 



TO what e x t e n t ' d i d  your  involvement i n  t h e  Energy Congress a c h i e v e  t h e  , 

pe r sona l  g o a l s  you had when you s t a r t e d ? .  
. . . . .. . 

A Great Ex ten t  5 4 3 2 1 Not A t  A l l  
- >  - " - .. 

I 

Rat ing  

2.8. 

Environment 4.7 

F inance  3 .3  

Government 3.4 

Low Income 4.3 

Small  Business  1 . 3  

Educa t ion  4 . 3  

U t i l i t i e s  2.7 

f i v e  i n d u s t r i a l  and manufac tur ing  d e l e g a t e s '  and two of  f o u r  f i n a n c e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

answered yes .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  one of s i x  u t i l i t y  d e l e g a t e s  s a i d  yes ;  one of 

s i x  e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s ;  two of t e n  low-income r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ;  and o n e ' o f  f o u r  

consumer advoca tes .  

I f  i n i t i a l  t r u s t  was low, a t t i t u d e  change was h i g h  a c r o s s  t h e  board .  I n  

a l l  bu t  two c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  ove r  h a l f  of t h e  r e sponden t s  anwered a f f i r m a t i v e l y  

t o  t h e  ques t i on ,  "Di/d your  a t t i t u d e  about  t h e  v a l u e  of your invu1vr111r11L l a  

t h e  Energy Congress change a t ' a n y  t i m e  du r ing  t h e  c o u r s e  of your p a r t i c i p a t i o n ? "  

Those two w e r e  f i n a n c e  and educa t ion .  No e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  two a b e r r a t i o n s  

a r e  r e a d i l y  a p p a r e n t .  . 

The f i n a l  q u e s t i o n  of i n t e r e s t  concern ing  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  a d d r e s s e s  t h e  

p e r c e p t i o n  of committee ba lance .  Delega tes  were asked:  "Did you f e e l  t h a t  

a l l  important  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  w e r e  adequa t e ly  ba lanced  on  your  committee?" Bet t r i '  



. . 
than  ' two-thirds of  t h e  env i ronmen ta l i s t s ,  educa to r s ,  government- &nployees, 

low income, consumer, and R & D r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  s a i d  yes.  Fewer than  h a l f  of 

t h e  u t i l i t i e s  (2 of 6 ) ,  f i n a n c e  (1 of 4 ) ,  and i n d u s t r y  and manufactur ing (2 of 5 )  . - 
answered a f f i r m a t i v e l y .  ~ e n e r a l l ~  t h e s e  groups wanted more of t h e i r  own kind'  

s i t t i n g  i n  t h e  room wi th  them. Th i s  p e r s p e c t i v e  may r e f l e c t  t h e  g e n e r a l  

experience of t h e s e  groups i n  which decision-making and meet ings of s.ubstance 

do n o t  g e n e r a l l y  i nc lude  env i ronmen ta l i s t s ,  low income groups and consumer 

advocates.  These more t r a d i t i o n a l  "Chamber of Commerce" d e l e g a t e s  may have 

r e sen ted  t o  some degree  t h e ' i n c l u s i o n  of t h e i r  a d v e r s a r i e s  i n  meeting rooms. 

Conversely, t h e  g e n e r a l  s a t i s f a c t i o n  among t h e  o t h e r  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  may r e f l e c t  

i n  p a r t  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  p a r t i c i ~ a t i o n  i n  a forum of t h i s  kind was a r a r e  

and welcome oppor tun i ty  f o r  many de l ega te s .  

I n  summary, t h e  env i ronmen ta l i s t s ,  low income r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  governmental 
- 
employees, and educa to r s  pu t  more i n t o  t h e  Energy Congress, and f e l t  t hey  g o t  

. . 

more ou t  o f ' i t .  The u t i l i t y ,  i n d u s t r i a l  and manufactur ing,  sma l l  b u s i n e s s ,  

f i nance  .and consumer r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  p u t  l e s s  i n ,  and were l e s s  enthusii-istic . 

about t h e i r  involvement and t h e  f i n a l  product .  I ln for tuna te ly ,  most clf t h e  . ' 

l abo r  d e l e g a t e s  d i d  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  a c t i v e l y  from t h e  beginning,  s o  t h i s  l a c k  

of involvement was a d isappoin tment  t o  a l l :  

Most of  t h e  d e l e g a t e s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of cons t i t uency ,  e n t e r e d  t h e  p r o j e c t  . . 

with a g r e a t  d e a l  of c u r i o s i t y  snd v e r y  l i t t l e  fa i . th  t h a t  compromise and 

consensus decision-making would work. The g r e a t  ma jo r i t y  changed t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  

about t h e  v a l u e  of  L e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  e i t h e r  ga in ing  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e i r  f e l l o w  

de lega te s  ( i n  a few cases ,  l e s s  r e s p e c t ) ,  o r  changing t h e i r  mind on a p a r t i c u l a r  

- i ssue .  T h i s  a t t i t u d i n a i  cha.nge h e a r s  no , s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  c o n s t f  tuency. 

C. Delega te  F r u s t r a t i o n s  and Sat j .sfac. t ions 

Among t h e  q u e s t i o n s  whose responses  a r e  no t  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  committee o r  

consiiituency a r e  d e l e g a t e  r e c o l l e c t i o n s  of t h e  g r e a t e s t  f r u s t r a t i o n s  and g r e a t e s t  

s a t i s f a c t i o n s .  The responses  t o  t h e s e  open-ended q u e s t i o n s  s t r u c k  some o f t -  

repea ted  themes." Among f r u s t r a t i o n s ,  t h e  l a c k  of t ime was most f r e q u e n t l y  ... 

* The open-ended n a t u r e ,  rni.1.l.t j.p3,e reponse,  and l a c k  of committee o r  c o n s t i t u e n c y  
a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  partici.11-ar responses  does n o t  r e a d i l y  l end  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  t o  . 
q u a n t i t a t i v e  a n a l y s i s .  



mentioned. Delegates  wished they  had had more of t h e i r  own t i m e  t o  g i v e  t o  

r e s o l v i n g  s ta lemated  o r  complex i s s u e s .  The vary ing  l e v e l s  of  knowledge 

among de l ega te s  bothered t h e  t e c h n i c a l l y - t r a i n e d  d e l e g a t e s  who were impat ien t  
'. 

w i t h ' t h e  l e a r n i n g  process  r e q u i r e d  of  many de l ega te s  t o  understand t h e  dimensions ' 

of  energy i s s u e s .  The f a i l u r e  t o  r e s o l v e  o i l  decon t ro l  and t h e  n u c l e a r  s t a l e -  

mate ques t ion  bothered many d e l e g a t e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h o s e  i n  f a v o r  of decon t ro l  

and c o n s t r u c t i o n  of more n u c l e a r  p l a n t s .  The perceived.  unwi l l i ngness  of 

d e l e g a t e s  t o  compromise on some s i g n i f i c a n t  i s s u e s  i r r i t a t e d  d e l e g a t e s  i n  

p r a c t i c a l l y  every  cons t i tuency .  A r e l a t e d  f r u s t r a t i o n  w a s  t h e  a b i l i t y  of 

a s i n g l e  d e l e g a t e  o r  a  sma l l  group t o  b lock  agreement on a recommendation. 

S e v e r a l . d e l e g a t e s  complained about  t h e  l a c k  of a  c l e a r  mandate f o r  t h e i r  

committees o r  t h e  l a c k  of c l a r i t y  concerning t h e  decision-making process .  A 

few d e l e g a t e s  were upse t  t h a t  coriununications between.committees.was n o t  - 
more f requent  and more d e t a i l e d .  And f i n a l l y ,  a  handfu l  of d e l e g a t e s  ob jec t ed  

t o  t h e  " spec i a l  i n t e r e s t "  p r e s s u r e s  bea r ing  upon d e l e g a t e s  a f t e r  t h e  r e l e a s e -  

of t h e  Pre l iminary  Report.  These " s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t s "  r e f e r r e d  t o  were probably ' 

t h e  s t rong ,  organized oppos i t i on  t o  t h e  o i l  p r i c e  d e c o n t r o l  recommendation 

expressed by low income and consumer o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o ' t h e i r  Energy Congress 

de l ega te s .  

The g r e a t e s t  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  mentioned centered  on t h r e e  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  

themes: ( l )  working wi th  people of d i v e r s e  backgrounds; ' ( 2 )  ag ree ing  t o  many 

conclus ions  and recommendations i n  a  consensus process ;  and (3)  g e n e r a t i n g  a  

f i n a l  product of high c a l i b r e .  Some d e l e g a t e s  mentioned t h a t  agreements  

on p a r t i c u l a r  i s s u e s  brought them g r e a t  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The t h r e e  i s s u e s  named - 

: f r e q u e n t l y  e i t h e r  i n  con ju l~c t io r l  wi th  t h i s  ques t ion  o r  i n  responding t o  a  

ques t ion  concerning i s s u e s  abvut which de l ega te s  changed t h e i r  minds a r e  

low income a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e  importance of conserva t ion ,  and t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  

p o t e n t i a l  of renewable f u e l  sou rces .  

A t h i r d  ques t ion  asked what changes i n  t h e  Energy Congress s t r u c t u r e ,  

s t a f f i n g  o r  decision-making d e l e g a t e s  would recommend if t h e  p r o j e c t  were 

s t a r t i n g  o v e r . .  Table  14 p r e s e n t s  t h e  sugges t ions  g iven  and t h e  number of 



de lega te s  making them. 

TABLE 14  

Recommended Changes i n  S t r u c t u r i n g  t h e  Energy Congress 

"If t h e  Energy Congress began today,  what would you u r g e  i t  t o  do 

t o  s t r u c t u r e  i t s e l f ,  s t a f f  i t ,  e s t a b l i s h  d e a d l i n e s  o r  o rgan ize  

i t s e l f  d i f f e r e n t l y ? "  

Suggestions: of  Delegates* 

Do noth ing  d i f f e r e n t l y  24 

Make mandates c l e a r e r ,  s t r u c t u r e  
committees d i f f e r e n t l y  1 6  

S t a r t  s t a f f  e a r l i e r ,  h i r e  add i - .  
t i o n a l  o r  more t e c h n i c a l  s t a f f  8 

Bring i n  more t e c h n i c a l  e x p e r t s  
from ' t h e  r e g i o n  6  

Define consensus more c l e a r l y  4  

Provide  a  more balanced d e l e g a t i o n  4  

Others  

Some delegaLs made more than  one sugges t ion  

B e t t e r  t han  a  t h i r d  of t h e  d e l e g a t e s  made no recommendations. The most f r e -  

quent ly  mentioned sugges t ions  concerned t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  and mandate of t h e  

committees. Seve ra l  of t h e s e  a l s o  urged t h a t  fewer committees be  c r e a t e d .  

Eight  d e l e g a t e s  made-s ta f f ing  sugges t ioas .  ' ~ o s t  of t h e s e  recommended t h a t ,  

committee s t a f f  be  h i r e d  e a r l i e r  and/or  t h a t  more s t a f f  w i t h  t e c h n i c a l  

backgrounds be  h i r e d .  S i x  d e l e g a t e s  f e l t  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  of more t echn i -  

c a l l y  competent e x p e r t s  should be u t l l i z e d  f r equen t ly .  Four wanted a c l e a r e r  

d e f i n i t i o n  of consensus; .  t h e  same number wanted a  more "balanced" d e l e g a t  ion.  ' 

D. Evalua t ion  . by Non-Particic . ... . - i p a n t s  

I n  t h e  summer of 1979 and. two y e a r s  l a t e r ,  s e p a r a t e  groups of non-pa r t i c ipan t s  . 

were quer ied  about  - t he= impac t  of t h e  New England Energy Congress. I n  1979 fifty:- . . ! .  



.-" . 
I I . ..,... ,. 

key energy decision-makers i n  t h e  pub l id  and p r i v a t e  s e c t o r s  who worked i n  . . ., 
c.,, - *. '  

New England r e c e i v e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  s eek ing  t h e i r  assessments  of t h e  q u a l i t y  

of f i n d i n g s  and recommendations conta ined  i n  t h e  B luep r in t  f o r  Energy Action. 

I n  t h e  summer of  1981 f o u r  r e g i o n a l  l e a d e r s  i n  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  were 

asked t h e i r  op in ions  of t h e  Energy Congress 's  impact. I n  washington, Congres- 

s i o n a l  Caucus and s t a f f  of Congressional  members and a  Congressman were asked . ' 

' . t o  eva lua t e  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  Energy Congress on t h e i r  members. The responses  
. . . .. . . 

from a l l .  t h e s e  groups  a re .  v e ~ y  pos3 t ive .  

Of t h e  f i f t y  energy decision-makers mailed q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  who d i d  n o t  

p a r t i c p a t e  i n  t h e  Energy Congress i n  1979,  t h i r ty - two  responded. Twenty-four 

r a t e d  t h e  q u a l i t y  of  t h e  f i n d i n g s  and recommendations a s  "good" o r  "very good." : 

Four f e l t  they w e r e  "poor" o r  "very poor" and f o u r  r a t e d  them "average." 

Since presumably only  t h o s e  who r ead  a t  l e a s t  t h e  Ekecut ive Summary 

of Bluepr in t  could  e v a l u a t e  i t s  f i n d i n g s  and recommendations, t h i s  e v a l u a t i o n  

r e p r e s e n t s  a  h i g h  response  r a t e  and s t r o n g  suppor t  f o r  t h e  product  generated.  

by t h e  Energy Congress. 

Two yea r s  l a t e r  obse rve r s  have a  b e t t e r  p e r s p e c t i v e  f o r  judging  t h e  impact 

o f  t h e  Energy Congress on even t s  i n  Washington and i n  t h e  reg ion . .  The f o u r  

non-pa r t i c ipan t s  in te rv iewed i n  t h e  r e g i o n  i n c l u d e  t h e  d i r e c t o r  of  a  u n i v e r s i t y  

energy program, t h e  former r e g i o n a l  d i r e c t o r  of t h e  Department of Energy, t h e  

d i r e c t o r  of a l t e r n a t e  energy programs f o r  t h e  New England Regional  Commission 

and a.  p o l i c y  p l ann ing  d i r e c t o r  i n  a  s t a t e  energy o f f i c e .  A l l  p r a i s e d  t h e  r e p o r t .  

Typica l  comments were "very pos i t i ve" ,  a  sou rce  of "usefu l  information",  and 

a n  "exce l len t  forum f o r  t h e  'exchange of ideas".  Three po in t ed  out . .  t h a t  they 

s t i l l  used B luep r in t  a s  a  r e f e r e n c e  f o r  i t s  depth  of q u a n t i t a t i v e  da t a .  

One TntervTewee concluded t h a t  t h e  c e n t r a l  v a l u e  of t h e  Energy Congress 

was i t s  r o l e  i n  r a i s i n g  consciousness  about energy i s s u e s  among "key p l aye r s "  i n  

t h e  region.  The long-term va lue  of conse rva t ion  was t h e  p o i n t  i t  made b e s t ,  

he observed. It fo rced  people t o  " th ink  through i s s u e s  and s e t  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  . 

t h e  f i r s t  time" was ano the r  c'omment. It promoted "good w i l l " ,  "generated l o t s  . 

of concepts", and involved a . l a r g e  percentage  of t h e  "movers and shakers"  i n  . , 

t h e  region.  

Two obse rve r s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  f u e l  mix s c e n a r i o s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  r e p o r t  were - - - - 
u s e f u l  planning gu ides  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  energy o f f i c e s .  I n  f a c t  two s t a t e  energy . . 

o f f i c e s  have changed t h e i r  p o l i c y  p lanning  me thodo log ie s . t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  more . 1 ,--- . 5 2 __ id 



of the qualit at ive analysis mode contained in ' ~lueprint . 
There were some criticisms. The large volume of recommendations and the 

committee process does not lead to a clear sense of priorities among recom- 

mendations, concluded one regional leader. The linear projections of fuel use 

by the Supply Committee was criticized as unrealistic. Another person felt 

that th,e momentum for implementation of the recommendations was insufficient. 

The effort needed more milestones and a regional organization like the Tennessee 

Valley Authority with the power and capital resources to invest in a.: success- 

ful implementation, he concluded. 

The author has witnessed other observations from delegates and non-partici- 

pants alike over the past two years. Regional impacts of note commented upon 

by former delegates include the influence of the Energy Congress on the for- 

mulation of NEESPLAN, a long-term power plan released by the New England Elec- 

tric System. The plan's emphasis on conservation, load management, and renew- 

ables for supplying future demand fulfills many of the re~o~endations declared 

in Blueprint. Thc chairman oE.the Supply Committee was a top executive'with 

New England Electric, and a major booster of the Energy Congress. While New 

England Electric does not credit the Energy Congress for inspiring NEESPLAN, 

company officials do concede that the Energy Congress.had an effect on its con- 

tent and its timing. 

The Conservation Law Foundation,. a regional environmental organization, 

had virtually no previous involvement in energy issues beyond oil exploration 

and refinery issues. As a result of their representatives' learning in the 

Energy Congress, the organization moved into utility and conservation areas, 

working often with other organizations whose representatives they met during 

thc Energy Cong~,ess. In fact, a network of contacts among people who did not 

know each other before the Energy Congress was established and maintained in the 

ensuing two years. These contacts resulted in new jobs for several delegates 

and new cooperative arrangements among organizations in,many more. The net- 

working conceives in this common, intense experience has .facilitated the ex- 

change of technical and'policy information throughout the region. 
. . 

I?. Capi~vl Hill Responses: 

The New England Congressional delegation and their staff wcre very enthus- 

iastic interviewees concerning the Energy Congress. Congressman Stewart McKin- 

ney's assessment "wildly effective"-only slightly exaggerates.the reception 



..' . . , .,. 
that Blueprint for Eliergy Action received in Washington. Representative . ' . . .-,.. . - .  

. . . .. .. . . . .. 
, . : .  

McKinney (R-CT) called his involvement "one of the most pleasant I've had , . 
-, 

-...' ' - i. 

since coming to washington". He cited. the extent of Congressional participation 

in Energy Congress events and the bipartisanship as testaments to the project's 

effectiveness. 

Larry Halloran, former Legislative Assistant So McKinney, recalls that 

the Blueprint "diffused the crybaby imageU'the region had in Congress given 

members' frequent pleading for price breaks on foreign and domestic fuels 

because New England lacked indigenous resources. Halloran remembers a Texas 

Congressman attacking the region in a speech on the House floor for its "do- 

nothingness" on energy. After receiving a copy of the Blueprint, the Congress- 

man told Representative McKinneyYwI don't agree with much you've'said in here, 

but I'm impressed that you're working so hard at it." Since that day the Con- 

gressman has not uttered a disparaging word on the subject of New England and 

energy, reports Rep. McKinney. 

The effect of ~lbe~rint on the New England delegation varied according. to 

congressional office, but it was basically a consciousness-raising vehicle. 

For the great majority of members, it demonstrated that conservation and renew- 

ables held substantial near-term potential to displace foreign oil. Many had 

thought of conservation as inconsequential and renewables as exotic. before the 

report. For the few members who had been active in promoting more Federal 

government activity in conservation and renewables, the Blueprint served to 

bring credibility and respectability to their campaigns. Sponsors of wood 

legislation in northern New England,'for example, could now enlist sponsors 

from southern New England-even from members whose districts burned very little 

wod. Active support of the wood stove tax credit, the Conservation and Solar 

Bank, and the hydroelectric tax credit among Caucus members rose dramatically 

within six months of the reports' publication, according to several Congressional 
. . 

staff members. 

Low-income fuel assistance and weatherization advocacy among the New Eng- 

land delegation also increased significantly. What had been a concern hecame 

a priority for many members. New England is viewed as a bastion of support . 

for low-income energy programs nationally since late 1979. While not all of 

these shifts can.be attributed solely to the Energy Congress, Congressional 

staff members allocate to it'considerable credit.- . . .... 



The prospects for. .natural gas and synfuel projects in the region also 

gained momentum from recommendations and findings published in'Blueprint. 

Many in the delegation were not aware of the extent to which natural gas could 

displace heating'oil in the urban residential sector. Regional synfuels 

demonstrations fueled by wood, coal, and peat attracted the attention of 

legislators who viewed the synfuels program solely as a Western bonanza. 

.Several staff members interviewed said that their offices used Blueprint 

as their chief reference on energy issues. Recent committee hearings and legis-- 

lative initiatives liberally quote passages and data from Blueprint, according . . 

': to several observers. Another Capitol Hill staffer knowledgable in energy . - .  

issues summarized his view: "There was nothing original offered, but Blueprint 

made energy a regional priority, moving the delegation from rhetoric to action.". - .  

If the comments are overwhelmingly favorable, they are not unanimous. Rep, 

David Emer~.(~-~aine) criticized the Energy Congress's under-emphasis of the----- - . 

impacts nuclear energy and coal can make ia addressing the regionst gil de- 
* .  

pendence problem. ~mery.?-s.view has been shared by some utility execut'ives, 

who have expressed their negative views through newspaper columns in the region. 

Yet other utility executives have praised the work of the Energy Congress, 

and utility lobbyists in Washington have not attempted to attack or undermine 
. . . . , . . . 

the essential findings and recommendations of ' Blueprint. 

Caucus Directnr Pratt estimates he has cited the Blueprint in twenty. . . 

memoranda, urging support or providing updates to New England members on energy - , 

issues since 1979. "It's remark'able," Pratt observes, "that members and their 

staff, operating in an environment of healthy skepticism, have never once 

challenged the accuracy of a finding or statement reported in Blueprint." 

In summary, the Energy Congress process appears to have generated a - 

communications and information network in the region among people who shared an 

intense and generally productive experience and some common perspectives for 

viewing New England's energy situation. For raising consciousness about the . .  . 

region's problems and opportunities, the Blueprint has had at least a modest - - . . - . . 

impact on public and private leaders in the energy field. The Energy Congress 

has brought ' specific people and organizations together 'who have' now embarked <: - 

upon cooperative ventures not anticipated before their meeting; Some have 

even argued that the consensus mode of the Energy Congress has inspired more 

cooperative undertakings to anticipate and resolve energy-related disputes.. . , .,:=.- 



While this is an intriguing hypothesis, no compelling evidence exists to support 

the notion that the Energy' congress' is responsible for the few consensus mediation 

projects underway in the Northeast. 

In washington, the consciousness-raising impact of the Blueprint is 

demonstrable. Interviews with Congressional staff and Representative McKinney , 
. . 

prompt the conclusion that the report also accelerated Congressional action 

in behalf of conservation, renewables, and low-incdme assistance legislation 

and appropriations. The fol.low-on activities of Phases Two and Three, partic- 

ularly enhanced by the presence of Energy Congress staff in Washington to pro- 

vide research and analysis support for the Congressional Caucus, have enabled 

the initial momentum to continue. As one staffer put it, "I .canV.t. £inally.eva%- 

- uate the Energy Congress today because it's still paying benefits; it's not 

over. 11 

V. The Political and Environmeatal'Context'of'the Enefgy'Congress-.. 

For government agencies interested in the replicability of an Energy 

Congress, understanding its political and environmental context is important. 

Consensus decision-making.:to resolve environmental..and energy disputes did not 

originate with the New England Energy Congress. In recent years site-specific 

consensus procedures have been initiated for disputes arising from the proposed 

operation of small hydroelectric dams to the uses of national forestland. To 

avoid the narrowly-defined, time-consuming, and expensive processes of legal. 

adjudication in courtrooms, disputants have increasingly chosen mediation as- 

an alternative. Moderated by professional mediators, the successful mediation 

sessions have been examined by scholars. Already a theoretical approach to 

mediation has appeared. In a soon-to-be-published - article, Lawrence Susskind 

and Alan Weinstein have isolated the critical elements to successful environ- 
I I mental mediation. Towards a Theory of Environmental Dispute Resolution" lists 

the essential attributes of mediation: 

(1) the existence of a stalemate; 

(2), motivation by all parties to break the stalemate; 

(3) identification of stakeholders; 

(4) representation of stakeholders in mediation process; 

(5) narrow the agenda and confront differences; - 

(6) generate a sufficient number of options; 
-. (7) agrec on boundaries, schedule; -. - 



(8) weigh, scale and amalgamati judgements about costs and benefits; 

(9) mediate data and share it; agree upon facts; 

(10) determine fair compensation; 

(11) implement bargain; 

(12) hold parties to commitment, 

Most of these elements fit well with the Energy Congressfs-.prior situation 

and ultimate process. No one was willing to accept the precarious status quo 

of the region's energy situation. The "stakeholders" were identified in an . . .  . 

elaborate process and selected in an equitable manner. The agenda was not nearly 

so narrow as a site-specific dispute: this was a regional issue and more a 
. . 

11 conflict anticipation" process since particular disputes in the sense encoun-. 

tered by environmental mediation efforts were not at issue. Rather, a broad 

public policy received attention for a wide geographical area. This facet.of 

the Energy Congress sets'it apart from almost every predecessor. Perhaps only 

the-~ational Coal Policy Project is an analogue (although 'its agenda was much 

more narrowly focused. and its participation did not include all stakeholder 

groups.) 

The Energy Congress' agreement on boundaries was not precise, according 

to many delegates. It was the chief criticism voiced in delegate evaluations. 

The schedule was clearly established at the outset, however. Making judgements 

about costs and benefits and mediating data wcrc particular strengths of the 

Energy Congress committees, with many reports and recommendations. The process - .. . 

of agreeing to facts first at the subcommittee level established a solid - . 

basis of trust and cooperation for full committee deliberations on costs and 

benefits, The determination of fair compensation was not a salient issue because 

participants .were-.;not bargaining away their own.resources. This kir'lrl of policy 

discussion is one step removed from the horse trading involved in site-specific 

dispute resolution. Yet delegates did compromise positions on issues in order 

to agree to recommendations which could lead to benefits for their constituencies. 
. . 

Without such compromises, the ent3r.e process could have foundered.:.. . . 

The regional and policy orientation of the Energy Congress makes the 1.ast 

two elements of the successful process particularly elusive. The Energy Con- - - .  .-.-- 

gress itself cannot implement any.of the recommendations. -Instead its co- . . #  - 

sponsor, the New Englandcongressional delegation, must work towards poljlcy . - .  ' .  

implementation.:.'And members of Congress must bring along their.colleagues from-.. 

., . the rest of the country. While many of the recoyeridations are directed to . .':.=-;;: .. . - :-:' - - .  



s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  and . m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and some t o  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  agencies ,  

t h e r e  e x i s t s  t h e  same s e p a r a t i o n  between source  of recommendations and sou rce  

of implementation. 

Yet t h e  co-sponsorship of  t h e  Congressional  de l ega t ion ,  t h e  b read th  of 

po l i cy  i s s u e s  cons idered ,  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of a l l  s t a k e h o l d e r s  and t h e  consensus 

process  combined t o  make t h e  f o r c e  of B luep r in t  recommendations cons ide rab ly  

s t r o n g e r  t han  t h o s e  of t y p i c a l  adv i so ry .g roups  e s t a b l i s h e d  by f e d e r a l  agencies .  :- 

A s  congress iona l  s t a f f  members r epea t ed ly  observed, t h e  r e p o r t  had c r e d i b i l i t y  ... - -- - - - 

because of i t s  i n c l u s i v e  membership And i t s  nea r~unan imous  approva l  process . .  - - .  - , -  

The Energy Congress 's s p e c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  branch, i t s  

e f f o r t  t o  i nc lude  a l l  s t akeho lde r s ,  i t s  consensus process ,  i t s  p u b l i c  

hea r ings  phase, and i t s  p e c u l i a r  boundaries ,  schedules  and s t a f f i n g  r a i s e  

both expec ta t ions  and q u e s t i o n s  about  i t s  a p p l l c a b i l i t y  i n  o t h e r  s i t u a t i o n s .  

For what k inds  of  d i s p u t e s  o r  p o t e n t i a l  d i s p u t e s  i s  t h i s  k ind  of s t r u c t u r e  

and p roces s  most app ropr i a t e?  How d i r e c t l y  should government a c t o r s  be 

involved? What s t r u c t u r a l ,  p roces s  o r  s t a f f i n g  a d a p t a t i o n s  should be  made 

under what c ircumstances? These and r e l a t e d  ques t ions  r e q u i r e  a  broader  

a n a l y s i s  of d i s p u t e  r e s o l u t i o n  and c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  p o l i c y  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  

than  t h e  scope of  t h i s  paper  al lows.  A second paper w i l l  i n v e s t i g a t e  o t h e r  - 
consensus p roces ses  i n  t h i s  count ry  t o  . b e t t e r  adv i se  government agenc ie s  

and o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  parties concerning t h e  l i m i t s  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  

s i m i l a r l y  s t r u c t u r e d  p r o j e c t s .  

V I .  Conclusion 

By most i n d i c a t o r s ,  t h e  Energy Congress succeeded i n  convincing dec is ion-  

makers i n  t h e  r e g i o n  and t h e  New England Congressional  d e l e g a t i o n  t h a t  concer ted  

p o l i t i c a l  . a c t i o n  could a l l e v i a t e  t h e  r eg ion ' s  un tenable  energy s i t u a t i o n .  Blue- 

p r i n t ' f o r ' E n e r g y  Action d i d  o u t l i n e  a  s cena r io  f o r  a l l e v i a t i n g  New England's . .. 

o i l  dependence, arid recommended s p e c i f i c  s t e p s  f o r  making a  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  a - . . . . -. - 

more s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t ' e n e r g y  economy. More impor t an t ly ,  t h e  spec i f . i c  recornmen- 

d a t i o n s  and f i n d i n g s  were c r e d i b l e  and compelling - t o  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  Congres- I -  ,.. . 

s i o n a l  de l ega t ion . '  While a  h o s t  of o t h e r  r e p o r t s  and e v e n t s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  . .: :* 



de lega t ion ' s  advocacy of p a r t i c u l a r  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n i t i a t i v e s  i n  conse rva t ion ,  

renewables and lov-.income energy a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e  Energy Congress was preeminent 

among them. The d e l e g a t i o n ' s  i n ' t e r e s t  i n  n a t u r a l  gas ,  syn fue l s ,  and c o a l  

conversions a l s o  grew a s  a  consequence of t h e  exposure B luep r in t  recommendations 

. . received.  

To the  degree  t h a t  t h e  Energy Congress .succeeded i n  c r e a t i n g  a  v i s i o n  and a 

s t r a t e g y  f o r  a more p a l a t a b l e  energy f u t u r e  i n  t h e  r eg ion ,  s e v e r a l  key environ- 

mental,  s t r u c t u r a l  and p roces s  elements  s t a n d  o u t  a s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  f a c t o r s .  

Among these  a r e  t h e  impat ience w i t h  t r a d i t i o n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  f o r  r e s o l v i n g  
- - 

t he  reg ion ' s  energy predicament and t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  and sponsorsh ip  of t h e  ' 

Congressional Caucus i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  Energy Congress. The i n c l u s i o n  

of a l l  s t akeho lde r s  i n  a s e l e c t i o n  p roces s  perce ived  t o  be f a i r  was c r i t i c a l l y  

important.  So too  was mandating a consensus decision-making process .  C l a r i t y -  

of i s s u e s  and agenda d e f i n i t i o n ,  s t r i c t  schedul ing ,  committee l e a d e r s h i p ,  s t a f f  

competence, and t a s k  o r g a n i z a t i o n  were a l l  impor tan t  c o n t r i b u t o r s  t o  h i g h -  

q u a l i t y  products .  Not a l l  committees e x h i b i t e d  t h e s e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  b u t  enough 

d id  t o  produce an o v e r a l l  document which r ece ived  good reviews throughout  

t h e  region.  

Furthermore bo th  t h e  Congressional  d e l e g a t i o n  and t h e  Energy Congress 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  judged t h e  exper ience  t o  b e  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  one. The con t inu ing  

r e g i o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  i n fo rma t ion  exchange and good-will  produce a s t r eam of b e n e f i t s  

impossible  t o  measure. The con t inu ing  Congress iona l  d e l e g a t i o n  r e l i a n c e  on t h e  

informat ion  and s t a f f  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  Energy Congress has  he lped  t h e  

de l ega t ion  t o  focus and work t o g e t h e r  on energy i s s u e s  and he ightened  t h e  . 

c r e d i b i l i t y  and e f f e c t h e n e s s  of  t h e  Caucus s t a f f  i n  energy and non-energy 

is sues.  

The f u l l  agenda of B luep r in t  f o r  Energy Act ibn  h a s  n o t  y e t  been taken  up 

by Congress. The d e l e g a t i o n ' s  i n t e r e s t  i n  i t  h a s  n o t  y e t  aba ted .  A f i n a l  

assessment of t h e  Energy Congress 's  impact awa i t s  t h e  passage  of  a  few more 
' 

years .  - .  
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APPENDIX 1 

Summary of Strategy Papers 
Prepared by the 
Implementation Group 
of the 
New England Energy Congress 
July, 1980 

Introduction 

Over the last nine months, a 55 member task force has been at 
work developing strategies and program initiatives to implement 
the New England Energy Congress' Blueprint for Energy Action,' 
released in June 1979. Prepared for the bi-partisan, six state New 
England Congressional Caucus, the Blueprint was the result of a 
first in the nation effort to formulate a regional energy plan. 

Comprised of representntivcs of eleven constituencies rang- 
ing from environmental organizations to industry to state and 
federal agencies, the Implementation Group of the Energy 
Congress divided itself into five working committees: Wood, Solid 
Waste and Peat; Electric Issues; Conservation, Solar and Low 
Income; Oil; and Natural Gas, Coal and Synfuels. Each committee 
developed strategy papers and program initiatives, which were 
reviewed and approved by the full lmplementatior~ Group, and are 
summarized below. 

Although the formal deliberations of the Energy Congress 
arc now complete, the goals developed by the group are just 
beginning to be fulfilled. Initiatives in both the public and private 
sectors have been put into motion to achieve Energy Congress 
objectives. A number of recently enacted federal and state laws 
directly reflect the group's input. 

To oversee and coordinate the continuing implementation of 
these goals, the New England Energy Congress has moved 
(effective July, 1980) its central office to Washington, DC. This 
office, together with an active program in the region, including 
quarterly delegate sessions, conferences, workshops, and publi- 
cation of the Energy Forum newsletter, will sustain the on-going 
implementation momentum that has been generated. The sum- 
mary below provides a sense of the priorities that will be pursued. 

Copies ul all strategy papers and program initiatives may be 
obtained by filling out and returning the attached order form. The 
full 500 page Blueprint can be ordered from the National 
Technical Information Center at the address given on pagee. 

Renewable Energy Sources 

I. A MODEL DOEIUSDA WOOD COMMERCIALIZATION 
AND R & D PROGRAM FOR FY '81 (41 pages) 

That wood could provide 12% of New England's total energy 
needs by the year 2000 is becoming fact with astonishing speed. 
30% of the region's households burned wood in the winter of ' 7 4  
'80, saving an estimated 650 million gallons of oil. Factoring in 
industrial consumption, wood energy displaced almost 1 billion 
gallons of oil last year. 

Despite New England's growing reliance on this renewable 
indigenous resource, serious problems afflict many aspects of 
processing and use, and greater environmental, economic, and 
social dilemmas loom ahead. Since the Department of Energy's 
(DOE) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) near- 
term wood program- is practically non-existent ($4 million 
nationally last year), the Energy Congress has proposed a model 
wood program for these two agencies. The program would 
complement DOE'S emphasis on long-term, large-scale tech- 
nologies with projects that have high near-term potential and 
need. 

Specific programs are proposed to: 1) inventory resource 
availability, 2) provide loggers and marketers with information on  
equipment and business planning, 3) provide educational and 
consulting services so landowners can better mariaye their 
woodlots, 4) educate consumers about woodcutting and wood- 
stove use, 5) accelerate R & D and provide financial assistance 
for industrial/commerciaI wood users and 6) coordinate forest 
resource planning in the nation's small landholding institutional 
framework. 

The joint DOE/USDA program would add $100 million to 
birdget authorization, and $150 million in loans to the combined 
DOE/USDA request of $63 million for FY '81. The initial step 
towards meeting these goals was taken in May 1980 when * 

Congress reprogrammed $3 million for near-term wood combus- 



tion demonstration and testing programniing instead of long- 
term basic biomass research efforts in the FY '81 DOE budget. 
This reprogramming was a direct response to the Energy 
Congress wood commercialization report. Final budget action 
awaits Congressional approval this summer. 

SOLID WASTE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STATE AND 
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE . (4 pages) 

At several locations in New England, refuse from homes and 
industry is burned to produce usable ei-lergy at competitive rates. 
In many other communities landfill sites are quickly filling, 
creating potential problems and requiring urgent attention. 

After simultaneously addressing the solid waste disposal 
situation and energy production requirments, the Energy Con- 
gress determined steps federal and state agencies can take to 
plan for energy-producing solid waste disposal facilities. To- 
wards this er~d, Ihe Er~ergy Congress analysed state solid waste 
budgets and assessed the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency's (EPA) programs. Recommendations include continued 
EPA state technical assistance and funding programs and 
increased DOE funding to cities and states for solid waste 
planning. In addition, states should inspect sites and enforce 
violators more vigorously. Providing adequate staff for state 
agencies responsible for inspecting landfill sites is viewed as 
essential. Financial barriers associated with capital formation and 
utility power purchases were also addressed. 

3. DOE WIND ENERGY CONVERSION SYSTEMS BUDGET 
FOR FY '81 (4 pages) 

Because of its geography and climate, New England is ideally 
suited to generate electricity from wind. Numerous potential sites 
for locating wind machines exist along the region's long coastline 
and mountain ranges. In its Blueprint for Energy Action, the 
Energy Congress estimated that 1820 Megawatts of capacity, 
capable of displacing 8.6 million barrels of oil per year, could 
realistically be expected to be installed by the year 2000. 

The federal wind program currently falls short in its support 
of this goal and the ultimate wind potential for New England and 
the nation as a whole. The budget for DOE'S Wind Energy 
Conversion Systems Program In t Y  '81 should be redirected lrorrl 
its current emphasis on R & D for large-scale machines towards 

C- - 

encouraging market development and technical improvement of 
small and intermediate-sized machines. Recommendations are 
made to develop site inventories with greater detail, and establish 
a federal wind purchase program. The FY '81 budget would be 
raised by $20 million to $93 million, a figure consistent with the 
$100 million recommended by the President's Domestic Policy 
Review for Solar Energy. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A FEDERAL PEAT 
PROGRAM FOR FY 1981 (3 Pages) 

As part of its fossil fuels research and development program, 
DOE is investigating various methods of deriving energy from 
peat -focusing mainly on producing a natural gas substitute. 

The Energy Congress supports DOE'S current efforts to 
accelerate its peat program by authorizing a FY '81 budget of $13 
million - up from $3 million in FY '80 and $4.5 million in FY '79. In 
addition to the ongoing gasification projects, the Energy Con- 
gress encourages programs to assess inventories, to perform 
environmental and social impact studies, and to conduct 
feasibility studies on peat harvesting. Instead of burning peat for 
electrical generation (low thermodynamic efficiency) or gasifica- 
tion (poorly developed gas supply network close to resource), 
New England would benefit most from development of technolo- 
gies that produce solid fuels. These include pelletization, 
briqueting, and others. Funding construction of a few pilot plants 
is recommended. 

ALSO SEE ELECTRIC ISSUES SECTION 

Fossil Fuels 

5. EXPANDING NATURAL GAS SUPPLIES IN NEW 
ENGLAND: A JOINT GAS INDUSTRY/CITIZEN'S 
EFFORT (8 Pages) ' 

Doubling natural gas usage in New England over the next 20 
years is a primary goal of the Energy Congress. A variety of 
potential sources for fulfilling these needs have been identified, 
including domestic sources, Canada, supplies made available 
under the Fuel Use Act of 1978, unconventional sources, and 
ull let s. 

While it was determined that no physical or market con- 
straints preclude achievement of this 575 billion cubic feet per 
year objective, it was concluded that the region's 37 gas utility 
companies will need to coordinate their energy planning efforts. 
Development of a two part coordinating mechanism is proposed. 
First, a New England Gas Industry Supply Planning Group would 
he created by the New Enqland Gas Association. By providing the 
necessary research capability for the gas industry, the group 
would serve as a catalyst to bring project components together. 
Second, a Regional Gas Development Advisory Board, com- 
posed of representatives from various public, public interest, and 
private constituencies, would also be created. The Advisory 
Board, supported with adequate funding and staff, would serve as 
a vehicle for communication between the gas industry and the 
constituencies represented. 

6. THE DIRECT USE OF COAL IN  NEW ENGLAND(6 pages) 

Six areas of coal use were addressed: 1) utlllty cval 
conversion, 2) utility plans for new facilities/fuel displacement, 3) 
residential coal I.ISA, 4) industrial coal use, 5) disposal of solid 
wastes, and 6) a facilitiy siting forum. 

With respect to utilities converting oil-fired generating 
facilities to coal, it was concluded that because the impact on air 
quality is a national issue and has not been addressed adequately 
on a state level, a national program must be developed and 
implemented. In addition, federal funds should be made available 
to utilities to convert to coal and to install pollution control 



equipment on existing coal-fired plants. In regards to new 
facilities, it was recommended'that a prograni be implemented 
which encourages the construction of new Best Available Control 
Technology coal facilities within comprehensive, multi-year, 
conservation, load management and alternative energy develop- 
ment plans. 

Because of the potentially serious air quality impacts, the 
Energy Congress recommended that direct residential coal 
combustion not be encouraged by the state or federal govern- 
ment. In terms of industrial coal use, many companies are putting 
off coal and conservation related investments because the 
Treasury Department has not yet issued final regulations 
regarding the 10% tax credits authorized by the National Energy 
Act of 1978 to encourage suchimprovements. The Energy 
Congress urged these regulations be promulgated promptly. 

Finally, the Energy Congress called for the EPA to promul- 
gate its regulations classifying toxic wastes and i~nderscored the 
need for maintaining the option to create a regional forum to 
continue a dialogue on coal conversion policy. 

I .  SYNFUELS: PHOSPECI'S AND IMPACT ON NEW 
ENGLAND (6 pages) 

In its review of the impact of synthetic fuels development on 
New England, the Energy Cognress determined that three synfuel 
technologies might prove beneficial to the region. They are fuels 
produced from: 1) coal/peat, 2) biomass, and 3) solid waste. Gas 
with low and medium BTU content could be produced from large 
eastern coal deposits and used in electric power generation, 
industrial application, and as chemical feedstocks to reduce the 
region's dependence upon oil. Support to assess indigenous coal 
a ~ ~ d  peat deposits was rcaffirmcd. Although direct comhilstiqn of 
biomass and waste could limit synfuel production from these 
sources, it was determined that well conceived projects could - 
receive support. . -.  

However, before the desirability of locating a plant can be 
adequately determined, the Energy Congress deemed that 
environmental impact and economic feasibility studies are 
rlecessaiy. It is recommended that thc New England Congres- - 
sional Caucus support responsible parties seeking to undertake 
such studies, including those applying through the DOE Alterna- 
tive Fuels Production Program. ' - , .  - 

8. A REGIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE FOR 
NEW ENGLAND (2 pages) 

97% of the residual fuel oil New England uses to generate 
electricity, heat buildings and fuel industry is imported. In the 
event of a severe shortage or another embargo, the region would 
run out of supplies in about a month. Numerous studies have 
already established the need for a strategic petroleum reserve in 
New England. The Energy Congress recommended that siting 
criteria be established, sites to be analysed accordingly and, 
finally, funds be authorized and appropriated for a regional 
petroleum reserve. 

Conservation 

9. DOE BUILDING AND COMMUNITY SYSTEMS BUDGET 
FOR FY '81 (8 Pages) 

The fact that half of New England's homes were built prior to 
1940 makes the region's housing stock among the oldest in the 
nation. One-quarter of the region's energy is consumed in the 
residential sector, and because older buildings will far outnumber 
new energy-efficient buildings even 20 years from now, it is 
critically important that federal programs address energy conser- 
vation in existing structures. 

The major DOE residential energy conservation program, 
operated by the Office of Buildings and Community Systems 
(BCS), targets 30% more money for new buildings than existing 
stock. Changes in current programs and creation of new ones 
would correct this deficiency. Recommendations to increase the 
FY '81 BCS budget by $11.5 million or 44% are proposed.,The, 
additional money would be devoted to 1) urban housing research. . 
demonstration and information dissemination ($5 million), 2). 
grants to states to help administer the Residential Conservation; 
Service Program, whereby utilities provide home energy audits. 
($5 million), and 3) technical assistance to the small business. 
community ($1.5 million). 

10. SMALL BUSINESS ENERGY BROKER 
PROPOSAL (10 Pages) 

The Energy Congress concluded in its Blueprinl lor Energy 
Action that the federal government had inadequately addressed 
the needs of the nation's small businesses to make conservation. 
improvements. The Energy Broker proposal would provide small 
businesses with technical assistance on energy problems. When 
contacted by a small business, the Energy Boker would 
recommend vendors of conservation equipment and services. 
and then notify those vendors that that firm was in the market for 
their wares. 

95% of the nation's commercial and industrial businesses are 
defined by the Commerce Department as being small in size. In 
contrast with larger firms, they lack expertise and capital to make 
conservation improvements. In New England, small businesses 
are typically located in older, inefficient buildings. The Energy 
Broker would serve as an energy conservation catalyst by 
p rov id i~g  decision-relevant information. . - 

Discussion with the six state energy offices, DOE and others 
are ongoing, As of June, 1980, prospects for a regional pilot 
program are encouraging. 

r . .  
11. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION ROUNDTABLE: POLICY 

FOR THE '80's .. - 
(4 pages) 

Last summer's gas lines and continued price increases in 
gasoline have created a major watershed in transportation 
planning. Shifting away from today's heavy reliance upon ths 
automobile necessitates the close cooperation of numerous 
federal, state, and local officials responsible for transportation 
decisions. I - 



' 
A major regional transportation conference and round table 13. RENTAL UNIT RETROFIT PROPOSAL (3 Pages) 

is proposed to inventory current federal, state and local plans, and 
consider how the current .process can be streamlined. Specific 
problems and strengths in urban, middle-density and rural 
transportation areas, addressed by the Enefgy Congress, should 
be reviewed in greater detail. Underlying this effort should be the 
- -xmpt ion -now common in Europe -that public transporta- 

n is a public good and should be evaluated on grounds more 
- , ~ a d l y  defined than simple profitability. 

12. PROCEEDINGS FROM BUILDING ENERGY 
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS CONFERENCE(243 pages) 

The-nation's residential and commerical buildings account 
for one-third of the total energy consumed in the United States. 
Since the vast majority of thesestructures were built when energy 
costs were very much lower than today, few incorporate energy 
conserving designs or features. - 

As part. of the Energy Conservation and Production Act of 
1976, DOE was ordered to develop standards to significantly 
rkduce energy consumption in new buildings. The law specified 
that these standards be based on a performance approach, 
allowing each building designer maximum flexibility to achieve- 
the allowable energy usage for that building. Since the Building 
Energy Performance Standards (BEPS) will affect all new 
construction once the regulations are promulgated, DOE has 
made a considerable effort to encourage public input in their 
preparation. As part of this process, public hearings were recently 
held in major cities throughout the nation. 

To better prepare New Englanders for the Boston hearing 
last April, the Energy Congress, with support from DOE-Region I 
and the Massachusetts State Building Code Commission, spon- 
sored a day-long symposium in February. Architects, builders, 
legislators and federal and state officials described their concerns 
regarding BEPS and how the proposed regulations might be 
altered to better reflect regional needs and opportunities. 

The participants' presentations, as well as the informative 
discussion that followed, were transcribed. Major comments 
were synthesized and presented by the Energy Congress staff for 
DOE consideration at the BEPS hearings in Boston. 

Although one-third of the nation's 77 million housing units 
are rented, no effective federal program exists to address the 
conservation needs of the private single and multi-family rental 
market. This situation is difficult to resolve because tenants often 
pay their own energy bills, giving landlords little incentive to make 
conservation improvements. Furthermore, rental units are gener- 
ally in a relatively poor state of repair, and are disproportionately 
located in older, colder urban areas where energy costs are 
highest. 

The Rental Unit Retrofit Proposal suggests a carrot and stick 
program to address the problem of improving the energy 
efficiency in rental housing. It is recommended that the 1981-1984 
funding for the Conservation/Solar Bank, by raised by $1 billion 
from the current level of just over $3 billion. These monies would 
subsidize loans to landlords to weatherize and improve heating 
system efficiencies in residential rental buildings. 

In addition, the Energy Management ~ a r t n e r s h i ~ ~ c t  (EMPA) 
would be amended to require each state to develol5 a rental unit 
conservation plan that would penalize landlords if improvements 

. were not made. States failing to do so would be ineligible for 
EMPA-related grants. 

The program is expected to pay for itself in fuel savings in 6 
years, and, by the end of FY '91, an expenditure of $4.0 billion will 
yield a cumulative savings of $7.6 billion (1980 $). 

14. ENERGY CONSERVATION LEGISLATION IN THE NEW 
ENGLAND STATES (6 Pages) 

Energy conservation legislation, proposed and enacted by 
the region's six state legislatures, was compiled to provide state. 
decision-makers with a comprehensive listing of innovative 
regional strategies to reduce consumption of oil. Thirty-three 
bills, ranging from financing techniques to consumer protection, 
to transportation issues, are summarized, and bill numbers are 
given by state. 

15. THE RESIDENTIAL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
PROGRAM: A REVIEW OF AMENDMENTS (3 Pages) 

DOE'S Residential Conservation Service Program (RCS). 
requiring utilities and encouraging residential fuel dealers to 
provide audits to residential customers, will be operational 
throughout the nation in 1981. Several changes to the program, in 
the form of amendments to S. 932 and H.R. 5726, were reviewed 
by the Energy Congress. 

These amendments would: 1) extend the program to cover 
existing multi-family buildings, 2) allow utilities to make conser- 
vation loans or payments to cover insulation costs, 3) spread audit 
costs among all customers, and 4) provide adequate consumer 
protection. 

ALSO SEE ELECTRIC UTILITIES SECTION 

Electric Issues - (16-18: 13 pages) 

16. CONSERVATION, LOAD MANAGEMENT, AND 
ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF ENERGY 

In the Blueprint for Energy Action, the Energy Congiess 
. projected that electricity use in New England would grow at the 

rate of 2.2% annually until 2000. Renewable sources could 
optimally contribute 48 billion kilowatt hours per year by that 
time. Achiecing this goal is dependent upon many factors: 

N e y  England electric utilities, with the cooperation and 
assistance of state governments, regulatory agencies, and con- 
sumers, should first plan for and then implement strategies to: - - -  

a) promote the conservation of electrical energy; 
-- b) apply techniques for the management of electrical load; . 



' c) develop the generation of electric power Iron1 renewable 
indigenous sources; and. 

d) convert, where practicable, present oil-fired facilitie: to burn 
indigenous fuels. 

These goals should be tempered by the needs to safeguard the 
environment from undue harm and to protect ratepayers and 
taxpayers from unreasonable costs. 

Perhaps the most notable indication that this is, ind'eed, a 
realistic target is a 15-year corporate plan forwarded last summer 
by the New England Electric System, the region's largest electric 
utility. Critically reviewed by the Energy Congress, it was 
enthusiastically endorsed for its comprehensive nature and 
potential impact on oil displacement. 

17. RECOMMENDATIONS TO FACILITATE DEVELOPMENT 
OF SMALL SCALE HYDROELECTRIC FACILITIES 

New England has always depended upon falling water as a 
major source of power, Today, hydropower figures most promi- 
nently in the energy picture of the three northern states (VT, NH & 
ME): supplying 20% of those states' electrical needs. 

Despite this significant contribution, many hundred existing 
dams lie dormant. A thorough review by the New England River 
Basins Commission estimates these sites could supply as much 
as 1,000 MW of added capacity -or 40% of the region's 10 year - 
projected electrical needs. 

Developing New England's hydro sites has already been the 
focus of. significant attention in both the private and public 
sectors. Concentrating on mitigating barriers that impede devel- 
opment of small-scale sites, the Energy Congress made 18 - 
specific recomrncndations in 5 topical areas aimed at: 1) 
providing financial assistance, 2) implementing recommenda- 
tions contained within the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act of 
1978, 3) simplifying state and federal licensing requirements, 4)/ 
reducing environmental uncertainties, and 5) expanding DOE 
hydro-related activities within the region. 

18. RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE ELECTRIC 
UTILITY REGULATORY PROCESS 

With the objective of improving the electric utility regulatory 
process, the Energy Congress developed recommendations 
addressing 1) who should participate and what should be 
discussed in regulatory proceedings, 2) a review of state 
regulatory statutes and agency str'i~ct~.~ra; and 3) issues that 
require a regional focus. 

Regulatory proceedings, it was decided, can be made more 
efficient by discussing certain issues in conferences prior to 
formal .hearings. In addition, the Energy Congress agreed it 
would be beneficial tn IIAVAIO~ 2 standardized rate tariff package, 
to encourage state energy offices to participate in hearings, and 
to identify a single lead agency to shepherd applications for siting 
power plants and transmission lines. 

The Energy Congress recommended that state legislatures 
review statutes pertaining to electric utilities and the agencies that 
regulate them, suggested that each state regulatory agency 
undergo a management audit of its operations, and requested - 
that thcsc agencies be properly staffed. . . , 

Finally, it was suggested that many topics could be more 
adequately resolved if addressed on a regional, and not simply a 
state, basis. . .  . 

19. Energy Laws Enacted in New England (14 pages) ...- 
In addition to the summary of energy conservation bills 

described above, a comprehensive listing of all energy-related 
legislation enactcd by tho rogion's'six state legislat~~res over the. 

st four years was compiled. Over 250 laws are citied, and the 
~ t l i n e  format in twelve topical areas facilitates quick comparison 

betwee" $tates. . .,: - -. -' ': .- -- .- - - 5  . .  - - ,  

Strategy Paper Order Form 

Please circle the number(s) that correspond(s) with each 
Strategy Paper you wish to receive. Prices are calcul?ted to 
cover printing and mailing costs. The price of the complete 
set of Strategy Papers (except for the Buildings Energy 
Performance Standards Conference Proceedings) offers a 
substantial savings and may be ordered for $7.50. 
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The New England Energy Congress Irn- 
piementation Group was comprised of 55 
delegates from all parts of New England, 
representing eleven constituencies. More than 
20 additional people also contributed signifi- 
cant amounts of time t~ the effort. All partici- 
pants are listed below: 

Zeb Alford 
New England Electric System, Hollis. NH 
Ron Allbee 
Vermont Energy Oftkfice. Montpelier, VT 
Elmer B. Anderson 
Algonquin Gas Transmission Co.. Brighton. MA 
Rich Arbore . 
Bridgeport Regional Planning. Bridgeport. CT 
Cameron Beers 
Gillette Co., Boston, MA 
Robert W. Bishop 
Northeast Utilities, Hartford, CT 
Rep. Clifford Birch 
Gilford, NH 
Charlene Block 
UA W Region 9A, Hartford, CT 
Peter Brown . - -  

Energy Law Institute, Conc~rd, NU 
John Buckley 
Norlheast Petroleum Industries, Boston, MA 
Rep. James Burchell 
Rochester, NH 
Charles H. Burkhardt 
New England Fuel Institute, Watertown, MA 
Patrick F. Connolly 
First National Bank of Boston, Boston, MA , 

Alan Cope 
Continental Oil Co., Stamford, CT 
Kitty Cox 
Office of Energy Resources, Boston, MA 



I 1  

Duane Day 
U.S. Depl. 01 Energy - Region I. Boston. MA 
John DeTore 
U.S. Depl ol Energy -- Reyron I. Boslon. MA . 

Vincent DiCara 
Ollice 01 Energy Resources. Augusla. ME 
Mark Dyen 
Massachusells Fair Share. Bo..slon. MA 
Larry Eckhaus 
New England Conlerence 01 Public Ulilily 
Commissioners. Boslon. MA 
Jeremy Eden 
Stale House Science Resource Ollice. Boslon. MA 
Paul Flask . . 
Wheelabralor-Frye, Inc.. ~ a m ~ l o n .  NH 
Paul Forlotte 
Greal Norlhern Paper. Millinockel. ME ' 

Douglas Foy 
Conservalion Law Foundalion. Boslon. MA 
George Gantz 
Governor's Council on Energy. Concord. NH 
Rep. Paul Gionfriddo 
Middlelown. CT . 

Larry Gleason . .  . 
Maine Hydro Developmenl Corp.. Bellasl. ME 
Max Gowen 
New England Regional Commission. Boslon. MA . 
Mike Grady 
Energy Applicalions, lnc.. Wellesley. MA 
Bob Grassie 
Ollice 01 Energy Resources. Boslon. MA 

-Dan Gieenbaurn 
Resources 01 Cape Ann. Gloucester. MA 
Fred Greenman 
New England Electric Syslem. Weslborough. MA 
Clement Griscom 
Universily 01 Rhode Island, Weslerly, RI 
Dave Gunter 
Conservalion Law Foundalion. Boslon, MA 
Frank Hatch 
Boslon. MA 
Colin High 
Thayer School oi Engineering. 
Darlmoulh College. Hanover, NH 
Rep. Sherry Huber 
Falmoulh. ME 
Dante lonata 
Governor's Ollice. Providence. RI 
Charles lsenberg 
lndependenl Connecticul Pelroleum Assoc.. . 
Harllord, CT 

-Harold J. Keotiane . . . - . . . . : - 

U.S. De;ol. of Energy. Boston, MA 
Normand Laberge 
Passamaquoddy Tribal Council. Easlporl, ME 
Paul Lorris 
Aclion lor Boslon Communily Developmenl. . . 

Boslon. MA 
Mindy Lubber " 

. - Massachusells Public lnleresl Research Group. - . . - 
Boston. MA 
David MacFayden 
'I'echnobg)~ R Economics, lnc.. Cambridge, A4.e - .  

John McNamara . . 
Norlheasl Solar Energy Cenler. Boslon. MA . . 

Curtis Mlldner . . 

New England Regional Commission. Boslon, Mi4 
Earl Morrissey = 
Speaker's Ollice. Prbvidence. RI . 

Richard Munis 
New Er,ryQr,ld Iruiuvalior~ Gruup. Providuncu. RI 
~ i l l i a m  ~~~b~~ .. . - . - .. .-.- 

- .. 
Cxtlinenlal Oil Co., Slamlord, CT .' ' . . . 

Andrew Niven 
Public Ulililies Commission. Providence. Rl 
Conn Nugent 
Vingo Tpsl. Cambridge. MA 
Bob Philpott 
New England lnnovalion Group. Needham, MA % S I  

Rich Regan . . 
New England lnnovalion Group, Providence, RI 
George Riley 
Sheelmela1 Workers. Saugus. MA 
Rep. Richard Roche 
Springlield. MA 
Richard Rosen 
Energy Systems Research Group. Boslon, MA 
Robert Roth 
Low lncome Planning Agency. Harllord, CT 
Roland Rouse 
Ollice 01 Energy Resources. Boslon. MA . 
Peggy St. Clair 
Ollice 01 Energy Resources. Boston, MA 
George Sakellaris 
New England Eleclric Syslem, Weslborough. MA 
Michael Sartori 
Ollice 01 Policy & Managemenl. Harllord, CT 
T. P. Schwartz 
Cenler lor Energy Policy. Boslon. MA 
Hervey Scudder 
Cenler lor Energy Policy, Boslon, MA 
David K.  Smith 
Middlebury College. Middlebury, VT - .,- - .. 

Sen. Chester Scott 
Springlield, VT 
Thomas Scott 
Cenler lor Energy Policy. Boslon. MA 
Jacqueline Shaffer 
Low lncome Planning Agency, ~ a r l l o r d . ' ~ ~  
George Sterzinger 
New England Regional Projecl. Burlinglon. VT 
Elizabeth Swain 
Maine Audubon Sociely, ~ a h o u l h ,  ME 
Thomas Tillotson 
Tillolson Rubber Co.. Dixville Nolch. NH 
Alan Turner : .  - 
Vermonl Energy Ollice. Montpelier. Vl 
Daniel Waintroob 
Cranslon Communily Aclion Projecl. Cranslon, RI 
Arnold Wallenstein . I 

Norlheasl Solar Energy Cenler, Bosion. MA 
Linzee Weld 
Conservalion Law Foundalion. Boslon. MA 
Allen White 
Norlhern Energy Corp., Boston, MA 
Eric Wormser 
Wormser Scienlilic, Slamlord, CT 
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NEW ENGLAND GONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS 

The New England Energy Congress is sponsored by the New 
England Congressional Caucus and Tufts University. The New 
Cngland Congressional Caucus is a bi-partisan organization 
:omposed of all 25 members of the U.S. House of Representatives 

.rom the six New England states. Its members are listed below: 
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APPENDIX 2 

NEW ~ N G P . , / z ~ \ ~ D  
IENEItGY CONGRESS 
Sponsored by New EngI;?nd ~o'ngressional Caucus & Tufts University 

28 Sawyer Ave.,  Medford, MA. 02155 (617) 625-6528 

DELECATE QUESTIONNAIRE: PLEASE RETURN NO LATER THAN JULY 27 

H:Bailey Spencer, Coordinator 

N h ? E  ( o p t i o n a l )  . . .  . 
L . .  . .-------- 

. . . . . .  .. .. - 
COIIEIITTEE ( o p t i o n a l )  ----- 

CONSTITUENCY ( c i r c l e  o n e )  c o n s l ~ m e r  e n v i r o n m e n t  f i n a n c e  g o v e r n m e n t  
-. 

"'7 
i n d u s t r y  a n d  m n n u f a c t u r i n g  l a b o r  ].ow-j.nc.orne . I! 5, 1) 

. . -- _._._ Cb 

s m a l l  b u s i n e s s  e d u c a t i o n  u t i l i t y  u n a f f i l i a t e d  

1. \J1IY DTD YOU Al'Pl,Y 7'0 I',I'COP11': A T)KI.I'CA'I'I::? Rank t l l r c c  ( 3 )  :in ortlcr o f  i m p o r t a n c e :  

To meet o t h e r s  i n  t h e  e n e r g y  f i e l d  

To l e a r n  m o r e '  a b o u t  e n e r g y  i s s u e s  

To h a v e  an i m p a c t  o n  r e g i o n a l  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  o n  e n e r g y  i s s u e s  

To a s s u r e  y o u r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o r  t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n  w o u l d  b e  r e p r e s e n t e d  

To p r o v i d e  a f o r u m  f o r  y o u r  i d e a s  o r , b u s i n e s s  

-- C u r i o s i t y  

O t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  --.- 

2. WHAT D I D  YO11 EXPECT TO ;\CC.OPIPIjT SH R Y  YOllfl PARTTCTPh'l'TON I N  'rt-I[< ENERCY COX(;RI<SS? 

3 .  AT THE OUTSET, D I D  YOU GT;NI:R/\LLY 'TRUST Tl-IA'T' DI":T,EGAI:I':S WI'I'H DIFFE!I7h% P13KSPEC0TI\?ES 
AND A'rTITUDES FROM YOUR OICN WOULD ATTIIMPT '1'0 (:OMPRO?lTSE ON T.L.Il-'OR'I'ANT ISSUES? 
( C i r c l e  o n e )  

Yes N o N o t  S u r e  . . . . . . . .. 

4 .  :HOW WOULD YOU : b\TE YOL:K. LEVEL OF KNOIfLEDGE ON ENE2C.Y ISSUES PR:I:OR TO YOUR 
.INVOLVEMENT I N  THE ENERGY CONGRESS? . . 

, -. . 

High  ?led ium Low 

5 .  ' . H O W  FIUCI1 NEW KNOI..T,EDCE D I D  YOU G A I N  AS A RESULT .OF YOUR PARTICIPAT'TON IN. 
THE ENERGY CONGRESS? ( C i r c l e  number  m o s t  a p p r o p r i a t e )  . . 

A C r e i l t  D e a l  5 4 3 .  2 I None 



6. DO YOU CONTINUE TO M A I N T A I N  P R O F E S S I O N A L  CONTACTS I N I T I A L L Y  MADE I N  YOUR 
ENERGY CONGRESS WOIIK? 

* - *  

Y e s  
--3 

N o  

7. WHEN YOU BEGAN MEETING I N  YOUR COMMITTEE L A S T  M Y  AND J U I J E ,  D I D  YOU F E E L  
O P T I M I S T I C  THAT THE CONSENSUS D E C I S I O N - P U K I N G  P R O C E S S  COULD GENERATE SIG;  
N I F I C A N T  AGREEMENTS ON I S S U E S  CONGRESS SHOULD ADDRESS?  .- 

V e r y  O p t i m i s t i c  5' 4' 3 2 1 V e r y  P e s s i m i s t i c  

8. D I D  YOUR A T T I T U D E  ABOUT THE VALUE O F  YOUR INVOLVEMENT I N  T H E  ENERGY CONGRESS 
C l M G E  AT AFSY T I M E  DURING THE COURSE O F  YOUR P A R T I C I P A T I O N ?  

?' Y e s  . N o  
. , -..+- 

If  ye s ,  I N  WHAT D I R E C T I O N  D I D  I T  CHANGE AND T O  WHAT DO YOU A T T R I B U T E  T H E  CIIANGE, . 
I 

AND \MEN D I D  THE CHANGE TAKE P L A C E ?  ' T . . 
I .  , I  

- - 
9. D I D  YOU F E E L  A L L  1MPOKTANT.CONSTITUENCIES WERE ADEQUATELY R E P R E S E N T E D  ON YOUR 

COMMITTEE? 

Y e s  N o  N o t  S u r e  

I f . N o t ,  WHAT P E R S P E C T I V E  OR CONSTITUENCY \$AS M I S S I N G  OR INADEQUATELY REPRESENTED?  

10. WAS THE FORMAL MANDATE T O  YOUR COHMITTEE CLEAR AND WELL ARTICULATED?  

Y e s  N o N o t  S u r e  

t 

1.1.. D I D  YOlJR COPP1I'TTF;i'; SIC'l' S!'I<CT.l: 1 C: OI{.I I<(:'I''I VI-S : \ N i l  l'i'\SKS 'l.'0 I.ll<I'T .CTS PIAND;'\TE? 

Yes No N o t  S u r e  - - 

1 2 .  DO YOU F E E L  YOUR COEI;\ISTTEE ICSTABLISHED A IJORTI.IWHIT,E, L O G I C A L ,  TTMII':LY AND 
F E A S I B L E  SEQUENCE O F  T A S K S  FOR THE T I N E  C O N S T R A I N T S  AND RESOURCE L I M I T A T I O N S  
UNDER WHICH I T  . L B O R E D ?  . . .  . . . 

Y e s  N o  . N o t  S u r e  - . .. 

L,! 

13.  D I D  THE CtIARGES-.TO.:TIII<. SI!YCO?.I?lZr"TEE S1'6M S E N S I B L E  T O  YOU? 

Yes - -  . h'o N o t  S u r e  

14; IlTD YOU FEEL T H E  SUUCOEPIITTEES.  D I V I D E D  U P  T H E I R  R E S P O N S I R I L I T I E S  I N  A S E N S I I i L E  
FWUNEK? . . . - . a u .  

Y e s  

.. .. -. 

N o t  S u r e  



15. HOW IMPORTANT .WAS THE C H A I R  '1'0 YOUR COPPI ITTEE?  TO I W T  DEGREE DO YOU 
ATTRIBUTE YOUR C O ~ I I T T K E ~ S  SUCCESS OR LACK OF SUCCESS TO !rIjE CIIAIRPI:IISON? 

0 
. . 

A great  d e a l  5 4 3 2 1 V e r y  l i t t l e  or  none 

16. HOW IJOULD YOU RATE TIIE EVENllANDEDNESS O F  YOUR CI.lAIlZPERSON? 
1 .  . -  

E x c e l l e n t  5 4 3 .  2 1 Poor 

1 7 .  HOW IMPORTANT WAS THE I N I T I A L  I N V E S T I G A T I V E  WORK DQNE BY EACH SUBCQMVITTEE I N  
YOUR COMbIITTEE'S S U C C E S S .  OR LACK O F  S U C C E S S ?  

, - 
V e r y  i m p o r t a n t .  5 4 3 2 1 N o t  i m p o r t a n t  

t. ; 
. . 

18. DO YOU THINK T H E  C O ~ @ I I T T E E ' S  OVERALL WORK WOULD HAVE BEEN B E T T E R  SERVED BY SOME 
.OTHER FACT-FINDING PROCESS ( e . g. INVITED EXPERTS HOSTING SEMINARS) ? 

N o  N o t  S u r e  

If ye s ,  please desc r ibe  d e s i r a b l e  a l t e rna t i ve s :  
I 1. . , . I , .  

' I  

a 

. 19. D I D  YOUR COPDIITTEE D E F I N E  I-1OT.I THE CONSENSUS WOULD WORK FOR A?pr\OVING RECOIQIENDATIONS? 

Y e s  N o N o t  S u r e  

I f  so ,  w h e n ?  WHAT WAS THE D E F I N I T I O N ?  

D I D  YOU R E Q U I R E  UN.ANTF1OUS ACREEFIENT ON Rr~COFDIT:Nl l~ l ' ~ IONS?  Y c s  ::o N o t  S u r e  

20 . TO la-1A'r EXTENT DO YOLI TI i I N K  Tli  L S .A(;I?EI:PI<N~I.' l>!:OCl:S S hr/\S I\ 17t\(:'l'OK 1.N DP;:i: l:RblIN.r.NC 
\WIT I S S U E S  WERE DISCUSSED? 

. - 
- 

A g r e a t  d e a l  5 4 3 2 1 V e r y  . l i t t l .c o r  n o n e  

2 1 .  HOW D I D  YOU D E C I D E  TO MANDLE I S S U E S  WHICH D I D  NOT R E C E I V E  CONSENSUS ACREEP!ENT 
I N I T I A L L Y ?  I N  OTHER \,lORDS, D I D  YOU DROP THE I S S U E ,  'DEFER D I S C U S S I O N ,  REFER . '  

. . TSSUES R.4C1; 1'0 SURCO?l?lTTTEE, OR P1.AKE PROVISTONS..'FOR"Pi~JORT.TY AND MINOR I n  . - 
REPORTS OR V O T E S ,  OR SOME. OrI.'HER E X E R C I S E . ?  P l  ease - e x p l a i n .  . . -. . 

22. P L E A S E  E S T I M A T E  APPROXIi\ lATELY HOIJ FIUCH T I M E  YOU CONTRIBUTED T O  THE ENERGY CONGRESS,  
I F  ANY, B E S I D E S  TRAVELING T O  AND ATTENDING HEEI 'TNCS.  S p e c i f y  i n  h o u r s  p e r  

. w e e k ,  d a y s  p e r  m o n t h , : ' h o u r s  p e r  m o n t h ,  o r  w h a t e v e r  u n j . t  of  time is  ea s i e s t  f o r  . 
. . '. y o u  t o  r e c o l l e c t ,  . . . 

I 

-".~- ..- 
. : . - .3  

23. .HOW S A T I S F I E D  WERE YOU WITH TME PERFORMANCE O F  YOllR C O F M I T T E E  S T A F F  PERSON?  . . 
. .  

V e r y m u c h  5 4 3 . 2  1. V c r y  1 i t t . l . c  I '  

. -  
. ~ .  - .. . .  - - . . ..-. - * --- -------.-- ..- , 



2 4 .  W ~ U T  ADDITIQNAL RESOURCES, IF ANY, DID OR WOULD HAVE SIGNIFICANTLY ASSISTED 

-- YOUR COMII ITTEE 'S  WORK? 
, \. ! 

.- 

2 5 :  HOW WELL DO YOU FEEL T H E  A D M I N I S T M T I V E  S T A F F ,  A S  D I S T I N G U I S H E D  FROFl THE 
COMMITTEE STAFF PERSON, PERFORMED IN PIANAGING THE DAY-TO-DAY ORGANIZATIONAL 
ISSUES AFFECTING YOUR COFMITTEE AND THE OVERALL FUNCTIONING OF THE' ENERGY CONGRESS? 

V e r y W e l l  5 4 3 2 1 P o o r  

2 7 .  WIMT WAS YOUR GREll'I 'EST S i \ I ~ T S F A C ' E I O N ( S )  WITH YOUR INVOLVEEIENT W I T H  T H E  ENERGY CONGRESS? 

r i ' 
i. I '  : ,- a I:'!:( 

'.. 4- . j >  [ 
. G 

28.  HOW VALUABLE D I D  YOU F E E L  T H E  COPDIENTS ON TIIE PRELIMIN.4RY REPORT FOR P U B L I C  R E V I E W  ' 5  ----.--.-*--- -------- 
. FllOM Tl lE  P U U L I C  I IEARINGS AND TlIE WIIZTTI~N.  TESTLFIONY FROM 'J.'tlE 1'UBLIC LV'E11E TO IM- 4 . _ - > 

PROVING THE EVENTUAT, QUALITY O F  THE FINrZL RECOIQIENDATIONS? 

V e r y  V a 1 u a b l . e  5 4 3 2 1 C o u n t e r p r o d u c t i v e  - 

2 9 .  WIIAT TERCI<NTACE O F  TIIIS OVI<RAI,I, CONC:RI<SS FINAI,  III'COE.Tt.IENDATIONS DO YOU T l l I N K  ARE O F  
T O P  QUALITY?  

9 0 %  o r  h i g h e r  7 5 %  - 902 5 0 %  - 75% 2 5 Z  - 50% less t h a n  25% 

30. NHAT CONTRIBUTED XOST TO HIGH QUALITY F.ECOE.PIENDATIONS? (LONG DISCUSSION, ADEQUATE 
DATA, PlAiJY D I F F E R I N G  VTEWPOTBTS E X P R E S S E D ,  OUTST.4NDI:NG I N D I V I D U A L  E F F O R T ,  E T C  . . .) : - 

31 . !JL;lll; T O U  bt\'l'LSFIEI) !*iI'l'II 'l'I11I CONCRI'SS W T O i ;  , \l '~'iiO\/Al, P I lOCESS  FOR RI:COPC.IENDATLONS AND . 

EXECUTIVE S U I P L I R I E S  FRO41 OTHER COI.II'IITTEES? - 

'ies NO N o t  s t l i r e  

3 2 .  .1iOW WOULD YOU. IUTE. 'EIII': OVI~Ri\LI, QUALITY 0 1 7  '['I111 C0I~'I 'R'I :RUTIONS PIADE BY 'MOST O F  THE.'--- . ' 

OTHER DELEGATES ON YOUR CO:.PIITTEE? . , 

O u t s t a n d i n g  5 4 - .  3 2 1 P n n r  - . .. 

33. IJllAT TFTPACT DO YOU '?I1 i N K  T111' ENKRGY CONCRESS F T N D I N G S  AND RECOFU.lT:I<I)ATTONS WIl,T, IIAVE 
. - 

ON THE NEiJ ENGLAND CONGRESSIONAL I IELEGATION?  

Very Great 5 h - . '1 2 1 None - .- . ,  



34. IJllAT OTI.IER INSTITUTIONS, I F  ANY, I N  T ~ f i  REGION OR ELSEWIIERE W I L L  B E  A F F E C T E D  BY 
THE F I N D I N G S  AND RECOMXENDATIONS? ' 

1. .I , . 
L 

_ L - l ( F  ; 
In what ways? 

. 3 5 . . I N  GENERAL HOW !JOULD YOU RATE YOUR INVOLVE?IENT I N  THE ENERGY CONGRESS? 
1 

! . I -  

V e r y  S a t i s f a c t o r y  5 4 3 2 1 U n s a t i s f a c t o r y  I / ; 1 

36. D I D  YOU CHANGE YOUR VIEWS ON ANY PARTICULAR I S S U E  OR I S S U E S  A S  A R E S U L T  O F  YOUR 
INVOLVEMENT WITH THE ENERGY CONGRESS? , , , . 

b 

I f  so ,  w h i c h  i s s u e s  and h o w ?  r :. ' 

GON,S YOU MAD WlJIIBN YOU STARTED? 

A g r e a t  e x t e n t  5 .  4 3 2 1 N o t  a t  a l l  
Y .  

38. I F  THE ENERGY CONGRESS RBCAN TOIIAY, hq1AT I,,IOUZ.D YOU URGE I T  T O  DO T O  S'I'RUCTURE 
1%'s1.:1.1i S'l'AFF IT, LSrl'~ZI3L1SII UEADI, LNES OK ORGANlZE I T S E L F  DTFFERl:NTLY? 

* - 

3 9 .  TO I\~ilAT EXTENT MAS THE ENERGY CONGRESS CONTRIBUTED TO THE O B J E C T I V E  OF' P R O V I D I N G  
A S I G N I F I C A N T  AND ACIi IEVABLE S O L U T I O N  'I'0 TllE I'iEIJ ENGLAND ENERGY SITL'h'L'ION? 

Very G r e a t  5 .  4- 3 2 1 V e r y  L i t t l e  o r  n o n e  

4 0 .  HON WELL DO YOU T H I N K  THE ENERGY CONGRESS FORMAT cnum SUCCEED IN IWDRESSTNG THE 
PROBLEMS O F  OTHER U-. S R E G I O N S ?  

. . 
V e r y  W e l l  3.- .. 4 ' . 3 2 1 N o t  w e l l  . . 

41.  ARE THERE OTHER G E N E R I C  NON-ENERGY:OR. S P E C I F I ' C  ENERGY I S S U E S  rdHICH 1 I I W T  E S P E C I A L L Y  
B E N E F I T  FROM AN ENERGY CONGRESS-TYPE APPROACH?' . . . .  

If s o ,  s p e c i f y .  . . . 

. - .. 

ANY A D D I T I O N A L  COEPIENTS M E  WELC0I.E ON THE REVERSE S T D E  O F  T H I S  P A G E .  
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1981 Iiitkriiitsiwsi . f d r  ' Energy Congress Evaluat ion  

Rep. Stewart McKinney ( ~ z c o n n e c t i c u t )  
. * - - . -  

. . 

Greg Dole ~ e ~ i s ' l a t i v e  Ass i s t an t  t o  Rep. S i l v i o  Conte (R-Mass. ) 

Margaret Downs Former Administrat ive A s s i s t a n t  t o  Rep. J i m  J e f f o r d s  (R-Vt . )  

Howard Gaines Former L e g i s l a t i v e  Ass i s t an t  t o  Rep. Norman D'Amours (D-N.H.) 

L a r r y  Halloran Former L e g i s l a t i v e  Ass i s t an t  t o  Rep. Stewart  McKinney 

Kaghy Hurwit Former L e g i s l a t i v e  Ass i s t an t  t o  Rep. Anthony Mof f e t t  ( D - ~ t  .) 

Mike Sheehy L e g i s l a t i v e  Ass i s t an t  t o  Rep. Edward Boland (D-Mass.) 

Lisa  Shulock L e g i s l a t i v e  A s s i s t a n t  t o  Rep. Edward Markey (D-Mass.) 

Clark Ziegler  . .  Former L e g i s l a t i v e  A s s i s t a n t  t o  Rep. Robert Drinan (D-Mass;) 

Henry Lee . Direc to r ,  Energy and Environmental Program, J5hn F. Kennedy. 
School of Government, Harvard Unive r s i ty  

Fred Nemer gut  Economic Regulat ion Analyst,  Mass. O f f i c e  of Energy Resources 

Harold Keohane Department of Energy, Boston . 

Gordon Deane Former Direc tor ,  A l t e r n a t i v e  Energy Programs,. N e w  England 
Regional Commission, Boston 

.H. Bai ley Spencer Direc tor ,  New.England Congressional I n s t i t u t e  

Robert P r a t t  Executive Di rec to r ,  New England' Congressional  Caucus 




