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NGCC or NGCT
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. S. Tierney: The 21st Century Toolkit
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. S. Tierney: The 215t Century Toolkit
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THE ROLE OF NATURAL GAS:
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Lower natural gas prices
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Source: Natural gas prices: EIA, http://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/ng_pri_sum_dcu_nus_a.htm;
Coal prices: William Watson, Nicholas Paduano, Tejasvi Raghuveer and Sundar Thapa, EIA, “U.S. Coal Supply and Demand: 2010 Year in

Review,” June 1, 2011 (available at http://www.eia.gov/coal/review/pdf/feature10.pdf)
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Natural gas supply estimates

3500
Changing estimates of the U.S. natural gas resources* ANGA
1999-2011
3000
TCF
2500 ICF, -~ EIA
PGC,
MIT
2000
NPC
EIA EIA EIA
1500 NPC PGC/
NPC PGC
PGC
1000
500
0 T T T T T T T T T T
1999 2000 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

. Fechmical |7 recoverabte ¥  The effect of a reduction in EIA’s Marcellus
estimate from 410 Tcf to 84 Tcf (the new 9

USGS estimate, up from 2 in 2002)
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Lower outlook for natural gas prices....
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. R. Newall, EIA, The Long-term Outlook for Natural Gas, presentation to the Saudi Arabia — Page 8

United States Energy Consultation, February 2, 2011
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Implications of gas supply/demand scenarios:

High demand, advanced technology,
moderate development cost
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Gas demand outlooks — driven by power sector demand

10 —4 EE R EEEE IR EE I NN EEEN E NN EEEEE NN EEEE RN NN RN NI EEEE R RN NN RN NI NN RN NN EEEN EE RN EEEE NN RN RN NN RN EEEERENEEREEENEEEED

B VEHICLE COMMERCIAL
— | TRANSMISSION M INDUSTRIAL e
B RESIDENTIAL POWER

—
<C
O
oc
[T
o
|
L
L
T
~
[aa]
=
v
=
o
-
=
aa)
2000 2010 AEO AEO  MAX. MED.  MIN. AEO AEO MAX.  MED.  MIN.
2010 201 2010 2011
REFERENCE CASE PROPRIETARY REFERENCE CASE PROPRIETARY
Prudent Development 2 0 2 0 20 3 0
e National Petroleum Council, Prudent Development, 2011




ﬁ ANALYSIS G__R__DUP

Emerging Issues Policy Forum — October 2011

Overview — Connecting the Dots:

Options for Upcoming Electric Resources
Regulatory Drivers
The Toolkit: Classic and Expanded
The Role of Natural Gas

Conventional and Unconventional Options
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CONVENTIONAL AND
UNCONVENTIONAL OPTIONS:

Power plants, energy efficiency, transmission

Page 12
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What if electricity prices \ Coal plants
rise in coal country? '

In general, lower electricity prices
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= EPRI’'s “Prism” study
= McKinsey’s “Wasted Energy” Study

But there is still much
more to do that is (or
will be) cost-effective.

= WWF - G8 Energy Efficiency Potential

* Interacademy Council — “Lighting the Way”

= Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership

= National Academy of Sciences — America's Energy Future:
Energy Efficiency Technologies: Opportunities, Risks, and

Tradeoffs

= National Action Plans for Energy Efficiency

= National Petroleum Council — 2007 Hard Truths, 2011 Report

Page 14
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¢/Kwh

High coal use
(and hydro)

States with high coal & low price:
Lowest price* Next highest:

- Wyoming - lowa

- Kentucky - Indiana

- Utah - S. Dakota
- N. Dakota - Louisiana
- Arkansas - Montana
- W. Virginia - Missouri

- Nebraska - Kansas

- Oklahoma - Minnesota

(Does not include states with high hydro, little coal)
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Low coal use
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ReWectricity per Dollar of GSP - by state

States with high KWh/$ GSP

Highest Next highest:

- Wyoming - Louisiana
L/ - W. Virginia - Oklahoma

- Kentucky - N. Dakota

- Mississippi - Indiana

- Alabama - Tennessee

- S. Carolina - Missouri

- Arkansas - Nebraska

- Montana - Ohio

(Does not include states with high hydro)

SEDS), Table R3, available at http://www.eia.gov/emeu/states/_seds.html.
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Coal plant capacity —

States with still-good potential
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All coal plants

NOTE: Data for this map comes from the U.S. EPA's eGRID databass.
Mot alf power-generating facilities in the U.5. are plotted on this map.

Coal Units Without Emissions Controls
(Total GW — 2009)
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[1] Totals do not include Alaska or Hawail. P 17
[2] Units without emissions are those units without SCR or FGD systems. age

Source: SNL data.
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Average Retail Price Residential (c/kWh)

ND, WV, KY, MO, TN, IN, NC, AL, GA

higher average bills: examples:

1 rates use a lot of energy — leading to }

1 Customers in many states with low

CA, IL, DC, NJ, MA, NY

high-prices have lower average
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States with strong demand-side management programs

State rankings
- 15-20 points

|:| 10-15 points

Area of good
potential for much
greater demand-
reduction to lower
customer bills
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