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Example 1: T Study asks world policy makers:
What could S&T do reatest value to future of
humanity?



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Much of what I  will say is documented in my paper on the CD-ROM

(the main text) of the State of the Future 2004. The State of the Future, produced every year by the ACUNU Millennium Project, is one of the most widely used and authoritative reports on the future prospects of the human race. It is based on discussions between specialists in many fields, from at least half the nations on earth, connected by a global internet-based interaction system. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
In his conversation today, Steve Kercel told us how much bias there is in today’s still-behaviorist world against Freudian psychology. He ‘fessed up to being a “closet Freudian.” Well, folks, to be completely honest, I’m further out than that. As I just said, I would advocate the need for mathematical tools which try to translate Freud’s insights into mathematics. (More so than just what I just showed.) I would openly say that Freud’s notions of sanity are an important goal. But I am actually a kind of closet Jungian. And I try hard to be an effective intentional system myself – to be rational in the sense of Von Neumann’s utility theory, and to be as effective as possible in pursuit of explicit longer-term goals. This slide summarizes what they are, with an e mphasis on areas where this ocmmunity has a comparative advantage.

	The first three challenges are challenges to basic  understanding. All three require much more strategic thinking than we usually see today, in my view.

	The next three are basically issues of bottom-line life-or-death – do we survive in earth, do we survive in outer space or inner space? Dan has asked about the driving forces which might increase human cooperation. For rational people, faced with a common threat to everyone’s survival, facing up to those threats is one important basis for more cooperation.   And we really are threatened. Furthermore, there are many connections between these various goals.

	In trying to understand the mind, we need to distinguish at least three different goals. For now, the goal of building/understanding “mouse-level” intelligence in a truly mathematical, functional way is the major target of opportunity. Yet even though it is premature, in a way, to try to understand higher levels of intelligence – it is a matter of life and death that we do maintain some efforts in parallel, to do the best we can, drawing on the “mouse-focused” work which has a lot to tell  us and connecting those efforts to the life-or-death goals. We as humans are not truly sapient (or “symbolic” or “semiotic” or “sane”) systems; thus, a bit like moneys, we get caught in local minima, in ruts in our life style, in less-than-possible creativity. Like a dog who learns to walk on two feet, we can do better if we consciously train ourselves to emulate that  next level of intelligence. As Lorenz  once said, WE are the “missing link.” Sadly, we do  not have time to get into real substance of various views of higher levels today, but it may be important that we find some way to get around to it.�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
	This is an expanded and updated version of a talk given on January 25, 2006 to House and Senate staff, arranged by the leadership in part to prepare discussion of the bill HR 4409 and in part to provide inputs for the following week. I regret that I did not make time for some of the most critical near-term points in these slides – because all of the details really matter – but we are working on it…

	As I put these slides together, it really came home to me how different my way of thinking about energy is from most people’s. It became different long ago, when I left the university world to work at the Energy Information Administration of DOE. My first job at EIA was to analyze all the models of the long-term energy future – and the assumptions about technology and economics and resources which go into them – and try to figure out what we really know about the long-term future from all of that. You may think of the DOE as a very large place, but really, there were very few of us assigned to put it all together and see what it adds up to in that way. There are lots of people assigned to fighting short-term fires, to worrying about near-term tax breaks and subsidies, or managing specialized areas. But by the time I left, there were really only two of us in the whole department truly assigned to the long-term big picture.

	I learned a lot of lessons in that job. The first was that no one starts out with an accurate understanding of how the energy system really works, if they haven’t worked through the numbers. The system is just too complex for that. It takes time to really learn it. The next lesson was that there is a huge amount of inertia in the energy system. There are lots of things people get very excited about in Washington – like Anwar, like bicycles, like wind power, like Kyoto – which really are important, and really are good things… but they really do hardly anything at all to change the basic, powerful trends that control the overall national numbers.

	As of now, these global trends look very scary. That’s why I’m grateful to have a chance to talk to you. What I really see is more like two very powerful trends about to come to a very nasty collision in about 20 years. It’s all about to hit the fan…

 	Why did DOE hire me for such a job back then? Because I had developed some very important new mathematical algorithms. New algorithms to tune the models to fit reality better – and tools to find the key points of sensitivity in any complex nonlinear dynamical  system – like the energy system. There are something like 20 key points of sensitivity in the energy system which allow you to have maximum impact for minimum cost. I really wish I could talk about all 20 today, because we will need to hit all 20 accurately in order to survive what we’re facing. Instead, I will talk about two or three of the most urgent points. I hope that some of you will be able to go to the IEEE USA URL here, to follow up on some of the others.
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This slide summarizes why this is a life or death issue for all of us. I will discuss each of these points in more detail on the next three slides. My motive in coming here today is that I am truly worried about what could happen to every one of us on earth if we simply slide along as we have in the past, and let the tides of history carry us all away to oblivion.

Back in 1980, when people were first really worried about world oil supplies and prices, we were able to “buy time” by using two main tools to cope with the situation. First, we shifted a lot of oil use to natural gas, which was very plentiful at the time. Second, we developed powerful new tools to find oil, which helped us find new sources outside of OPEC. But now we have already used up about half of the 40 years that this bought us, and it won’t be so easy. We are down to oil use in cars and trucks, where changing fuels is possible but requires more effort. And now that we already know where the non-OPEC oil is, we can’t expect to find a lot more of it.  

Back in 2003 (and much earlier at DOE), I was urging people to take action now to prevent huge economic costs later when gasoline prices started to rise. But later is here already. A crude calculation says that we are ALREADY losing something like $200 billion per year because of our failure to act decisively on some of these options when they became available ‘way back in the 1980’s. We were already paying much higher gas prices before Katrina… and there is no end in sight yet to the steady steep rise, due to stubborn trends in demand and inescapable limits on the supply of conventional oil and gas.

The $3.50 gas price after Katrina (not yet fully in the data) is probably a short-term blip, but it is a valid warning of how vulnerable we are and where we are going. 

What really worries me is where we are going in the long-term as these trends are allowed to continue. I have seen some scenarios from Herman Kahn, from the (Persian) Gulf Institute for Security Studies, from IAGS, from government agencies and others which make me believe  it is not at all alarmist to be seriously worried about whether the human species might go extinct if we make the wrong decisions now. It’s nice to have faith in the future – but if we use hard logic, we need to understand that our future is in our own hands, enough that we really could lose it if we do not use all of our talents and learn to work more effectively together.�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
In order to avoid gross mistakes in formulating policy here, it is essential to know about all three of the fuels depicted here – methane, methanol and ethanol. It’s very important to keep them straight. All three have important roles to play.

	Methane is a gas, but methanol and ethanol are liquids. Therefore, methane needs special tanks to hold it – but usually we only see it coming it out of a pipe, like the pipe going to our stoves. It’s basically the same as natural gas, and we need to be careful in using it.

	Methanol and ethanol are two different types of alcohol. Ethanol is not enough to meet more than 10 percent or so of our needs, but 10 percent is still a lot, and ethanol can be very useful when linked to methanol as part of a strategy for energy independence. Like methanol, it deserves the right to more of a level-playing field in the market for automotive fuel. It is said that a third to a half of all car fuel in Brazil is coming from ethanol (as part of a fuel mix). But methanol, unlike ethanol, is an excellent and proven hydrogen carrier. Unlike ethanol, it could solve our chicken-and-egg problem with fuel cell cars. Ethanol alone is not enough.

    	More precisely – if we create a market for methanol, by deploying conventional cars which are flexible enough to use gasoline, ethanol OR methanol, then the free market will have an incentive to build up supplies of BOTH alcohols. And then, after methanol is widely available, it will be possible to mass-market methanol fuel cell cars, without doing undue violence to the market. Some people would say:”This shows that the fastest path between two points is not always a straight line, when you’re trying to get through high mountains.”

	Methanol can be made from MANY sources. The potential supply really might be large enough to meet all of our needs. Fortunately, the government does not have to decide WHICH of these many sources the market will choose, IF the market for methanol is created. The sustainable agricultural output of ethanol PLUS methanol or mixed alcohol is probably double ethanol alone, even with well-established types of technology; for example, consider “moonshine” or “wood alcohol,” for do a Google search on “forest industry” methanol. Greater flexibility allows us to use a greater variety of biological sources.
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The GEM flexibly fueled car is the key to the transition to sustainable car fuel, if we want to get to anything else but a pure electric car. (Even then, hybrid cars can be made flexible.)

	The key point is that GEM flexibility is HERE TODAY. It’s not mainly a subject for research. It’s ready for mass deployment. It is the one and only option we have at hand right now to break the chicken and egg cycle soon enough to deploy advanced independent cars before 2030 in large numbers. (Actually, it was ready in the 1980’s, when Ford supplied it in California.) Industry engineers tell me it would only take about 2 years to retool to 100% GEM flexibility, if the government agreed to avoid paperwork delays. 

	And – it’s not very expensive. If you compare the $100-200 per car to achieve “fuel insurance” for the life of a car, that’s a whole lot less than what we all pay every year for accident insurance. And maybe for most of us, the chances of a big accident in the next 20 years are less than the chances of some problems in the Middle East. Or, to put it another way, this flexibility would give the car buyer a chance to buy something else besides gasoline on days when the price of gasoline is too high. Many, many Brazilians have been grinning this year about how they didn’t have to buy gasoline when the price was rising so much all over the world.

	At $100/car, it would cost $4.7 billion per year for all the new cars on earth to have GEM flexibility – much less than last year’s energy bill! GEM flexibility isn’t much harder than GE flexibility (or different), and there is no excuse for delaying it. 

 	To really accelerate the development of methanol and ethanol fuels, without creating subsidies, we could simply REQUIRE that new gasoline-carrying cars should have GEM flexibility. Yes, this would be a legal intervention – but it would actually STRENGTHEN market forces because it would open the door to more competition. This is a case where more competition may be a life-or-death matter for national security, and we need it as fast as we can get it. GE flexible cars have been penetrating the markets without special laws in Brazil – but we need three-way flexibility, and we cannot afford to wait.�




Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This slide does not represent the official views of NSF any more than the next one does, but it certainly shows that we are not the only people who believe in fuel flexibility.

    The views of George Bush senior in 1988 were probably influenced a lot by analysis from Ford Motor Company, from the group run at the time by Roberta Nichols. See Roberta Nichols, The Methanol Story: A Sustainable Fuel for the Future, Journal of Scientific and Industrial Research, Vol. 26, Jan-Feb 2003, p.97-105. Nichols found solid solutions long, long ago to most of the popular bugaboos about using methanol in cars. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Sources:

216 billion gallons comes from EIA/DOE data of 27004 trillion Btu of petroleum in transportation, converted at their Appendix A 5.253 million Btu per barrel of conventional gasoline, 42 barrels per gallon. This was not all cars, but cost per Btu in other motor vehicles would be similar, and most of them can also be made fuel-flexible.

$220 per metric tonne (1000 kilograms) from Marathon oil web page, which noted that $220 in 2004 was a very strong price, presumably related to immediate demand-supply balances. From Canaccord, one can find new remote gas projects paying back well at assumed wholesale price of $164/tonne. This is a short-term guesstimate; flexibility would raise methanol prices in the short term, and elicit many sources of supply, some short-term, some long-term, some cheaper than today’s costs (see IEEE-USA slides!)

The assumption of the same tax per Btu may or may not represent today’s laws on methanol fuel. However, it would be grossly irrational to maintain higher taxes per Btu on methanol, if that does exist anywhere, since methanol is less expensive to US national security per Btu than gasoline!

At this writing (February 22, 2006), industry people predict that the wholesale price of methanol will be declining for a while because of new rules regarding MBTE. Clearly consumers will gain if we move quickly to capture this supply opportunity.
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This picture gives a crude, intuitive picture of what I think we are really facing here.

The free market is a wonderful system to allocate resources – but it’s not black magic. It can’t produce infinite goods for free just out of a hat.

When supply is limited, but underlying demand is growing – those are the two trends that are coming into collision here. The way that the market handles that kind of collision is straightforward – it just raises prices. That is what we should expect, and we shouldn’t fight it. Antimarket tricks to try to force prices to be lower generally end up causing a lot more harm than good, as history has taught us.

But how high will prices have to go, to keep supply and demand in balance? They might have to go so high that most professional forecasters would be afraid to tell you how scary it is.

**IF WE CHANGE OUR CARS SOON ENOUGH**, we might be able to adapt to the higher prices without too much pain. But it takes 15 years for the car fleet to turn over. What if we have to adapt by cutting back on driving? Back when I built the transportation energy demand (TED) model for EIA/DOE, I was able to measure very accurately how much gas prices have to change to cut back driving. A DOUBLING of gas prices would only be enough to cut driving by about 15%, even in mid-term forecasts. That would not be enough to balance what’s coming down the pike in 20 years. �




Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The solution to energy dependency turns out to be almost the same as the solution to excess carbon dioxide emissions! I do not do research on the damage that CO2 could do to the environment. That’s a different part of NSF. But we have listened a bit to those other folks, and we do know a lot about what it would take to reduce those CO2 emissions a lot. This slide is taken from a presentation that a colleague made (with me as coauthor) before a United Nations conference on climate change. Nature 438, 655-657 (1 December 2005): Breyden’s data showing 30% reduction in the Northern Gulf stream in a decade, though preliminary, merit the utmost concern even before we know how much better (or worse) things really are. 

	Both for CO2 and for energy dependency, there are lots of laudable things that people can do here and now in the short-term to get useful results. These results are usually very large in dollar terms – but not so large as a share of the global energy system. These short-term things include things like the Kyoto Treaty, the drilling in Anwar, rooftop solar power, wind power, ethanol fuel for cars. I do not plan to pass judgment on all these things today – BUT I DO NOTE  THAT they are NOT ENOUGH  by themselves, even  taken together as a group. For example, the Kyoto Treaty plan, based on aggressive goals for such near-term technologies, simply doesn’t do enough to change some of the dire outcomes people are worried about  for the coming century. Even when such  near-term opportunities are accounted for, oil dependency is projected to grow dangerously by 2030. 

	On the other hand,  the purist  vision of a “hydrogen economy” – zeroing out all CO2 emissions, and using cars with special tanks to hold gaseous hydrogen – is too late. To achieve 50% energy independence in 20 years by the hydrogen (H) route, we’d need half the new cars sold in 5 years to be running around with cryogenic hydrogen tanks, unable to use gasoline. This is just plain science fiction.

	But – there is a Middle Way between these extremes, where we don’t zero out CO2, but we cut it deeply enough to prevent what the environmentalists fear. We have a real hope – not a guarantee – of very deep cuts in CO2 emissions and oil dependency, soon enough to matter.  My goal today is to explain what this Middle Way opportunity is. (This plan would also help wind, etc.)�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Now back to the core question: what can we do to stop the trend of rising imports?

       Twenty  years ago, when I was at DOE, we had to explain that the world was not facing a crisis in ENERGY SUPPLY as such. We had plenty of domestic energy –  natural gas, coal and electricity. The challenge was how to address the first question: How do we keep our CARS running, when oil from the Middle East becomes too expensive or even cut off? How do we provide more security in case of a sudden cutoff? Is it possible to change half the new cars in the US in a mere 5 years?

	It turns out that it is possible – but only if we have tremendous will power and focus our minds to the utmost, to really solve this problem. What’s needed here is not a trillion dollars; it would certainly take some money, but not as much as what the last Energy Bill ended up costing. The critical resource here is brainpower, determination and honesty, not money.

	Today I will only have time to talk about oil – but I hope we will have a chance to talk about our sources of electricity as well, as soon as possible.  As of now, we are also dependent on imports of Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) to make electricity. This dependency is small for now, but it could grow to be large over the next 20-30 years if we do not act  now to prevent that. Some of the best ways to reduce oil consumption would increase the use of natural gas, and make the problem worse. Unused supplies of conventional  natural gas are about the same as unused supplies of oil. We need a strategy for keeping BOTH fuels in balance. Furthermore, we  need  to work harder and smarter  to upgrade the distribution systems – like electric power grid – which are needed to CONNECT new sources of energy  to  new  users.

	If we do it all right – we have a serious chance, on the technical level, to reduce our dependency on the Middle East dramatically over the next 20-30 years while paying the world back for the entire cost of the effort and even clearing a profit in the end.  But it is only a hope, not a guarantee. If we were venture capitalists, we would say that the new energy technologies are highly risky. But in order to survive, some of us need to think about risk in a different way. From a national or global viewpoint – the most serious risk is what happens if we do nothing.  We need to work harder in order to REDUCE the huge risks that we are already facing. We need to ask our R&D review panels to focus discussion on this other kind of risk -- the risk of what we lose by inaction. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
CHICKEN AND EGG.

      Many of you have already seen these words in papers on energy economics. For those who haven’t – look closely at this cartoon. It represents the number one problem we face in making a transition to a new fuel.  

	Do you remember the old question “which came first, the chicken or the egg?” Biologists now say that the egg came first, and creationists say that the chicken did, but that’s not the point here. Here we ask: if hydrogen gas is supposed to become a big fuel, stored in gas tanks of cars, who will shell the money out first? Will the car buyer buy a hydrogen car, before the local gas station carries hydrogen? Do YOU plan to do that, in your next car purchase? Is it good enough for YOU if one or two H2 gas stations have been set up for PR purposes somewhere downtown in your area? Or do you expect Exxon to embark upon a 20-year trillion dollar investment, in hopes of sales to start 20-some years in the future? People have tried to construct more plausible gradual strategies for introducing hydrogen – but it’s absolutely clear that they have to be VERY gradual, short of very draconian and implausible government action. (Some people call these strategies “the thousand-year egg.”)

	In fact, many of us doubt that it would work even in a hundred years. We already have an electric power infrastructure, which is mostly unused at night. Why spend so many billions in building hydrogen pipelines? Why accept the inefficiencies and high costs here? If there were no alternative, perhaps we would have to. But there are alternatives, as we will see.

	By the way, this “chicken-and-egg” issue is not just some aberration of irrational consumers. There are auto industry studies which quantify this effect. There is microeconomic theory which explains why it is very real and fundamental.

	So how can we get around this problem? The next slide will describe how.

 �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
There are three main clean and sustainable alternatives to carrying hydrogen in your tank, to power your car. All three are very serious, and all three merit more active attention and support. 

	In the first alternative, we STILL use a hydrogen-based fuel cell to power our cars, exactly as the hydrogen economy people say to do. We still try to capture the high efficiency of the fuel-cell car. But instead of carrying hydrogen gas itself in the gas tank, we carry a hydrogen CARRIER – a chemical fuel which contains a lot of hydrogen, and releases it efficiently on-board a car. There is a lot of research on possible hydrogen carriers, but there are only two which have been well-tested over decades: methanol and ammonia. Ammonia is carbon-free, and would allow us to zero out CO2 emissions, but it has the same chicken and egg problem that pure hydrogen does. (Some people want to use it for dedicated truck fleets, which is OK.) But methanol offers us an IMMEDIATE transition path, a way to beat the chicken-and-egg problems. It doesn’t zero out CO2, but methanol fuel cell cars should emit four times less CO2 per mile than today’s cars – and thus they are a major part of the Middle Way strategy. Our challenge is how to get these cars onto the free market as soon as possible, without excessive costs of government intervention.

	Electric cars are supposedly well-known – but few people seem to appreciate just how promising they are. Around 1980, many people were turned off by the boxy little cars sold by enthusiastic and naïve new companies – but the electric car later introduced by GM had a longer range, good performance and generated consumer enthusiasm. It cost too much for GM to produce it back then  – but the push to hybrid cars has cut most of the costs. Hybrid car engineers do know how to add a “plug” so that owners can recharge the batteries at night, instead of using the onboard gasoline engine. This would allow them to get to work or to stores, based on electricity, even in the event of a sudden cutoff of gasoline. The benefit to national security would be huge, and it would be a step towards an electric future.

	Thermal batteries are another possibility. If fuel-flexible advanced Stirling cars should make it big in the market – with efficiency something like 50 percent instead of 60 percent for a good fuel cell system – then we will have the infrastructure to let us start thinking about a totally different way to carry energy in our cars, cheaper and with longer range than batteries allow, with zero CO2. R&D now could allow this by 2030.�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The previous slide discussed three possibilities for the long-term energy-independent car of the future. This slide addresses the more immediate question, for the case of hydrogen fuel-cell cars carrying methanol in the gas tank:

How can we actually get there, as soon as possible?

The shortest, fastest path between two points is not always a straight line, when you are trying to get through mountains. 

Actually, I was in the room in the Reagan White House (OEB) when Al Sobey of General Motors made the decision to try to skip federal funding, and to go back to GM and get them to support the first really serious program in PEM hydrogen fuel cell cars. The idea  back then at GM and at Los Alamos was never to sell cars running around with huge hydrogen canisters in them; they knew the problems. The hydrogen-gas-tank stuff came later, when politically minded people tried to think of ways to package and simplify and sell the fuel cell story. The problem is that simplified versions sometimes just don’t work. 

In order to get to millions of fuel cell cars on the road, the fastest possible route is to first make sure that the necessary fuel is available in at least 10-20% of the gas stations, in a big part of the US. Otherwise, hardly anyone will buy the cars. In the case of methanol, we have a realistic way to get to that point: if we first  arrange for millions of fuel-flexible cars to come on the road, able to use gasoline or methanol, industry will have a powerful market incentive to make the cheaper fuel widely available. (Some companies will take their time about jumping into this new market, while others will fight to be first and take market share away from the slow ones.) But the sad fact is that GEM flexible cars will not come onto the market for a very long time, if we wait for methanol to be become available first; we will be wasting time until and unless a law is passed requiring three-way fuel flexibility in all new cars able to use gasoline; fortunately, that turns out to be far easier and less expensive, for example, than last year’s Energy Bill.�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The recommendations on this slide are CERTAINLY personal views, and not the official views of NSF or any of its components!

	But we already discussed the first and most important recommendation with the previous two slides.

	The second recommendation reflects some new information and an exciting new opportunity. It is more expensive that the first recommendation, so I can imagine tricky political analysis about how and where to phase it in. But in the end, we need all the flexibility we can get, for the sake of national security and to cushion the effect of future world oil problems. Sooner would be safer than later.     

	The third recommendation is a matter of simple logic. There are benefits to national security in having a domestic source of fuel. Those benefits apply to ALL biofuels. Domestic agriculture should not be biased in favor of ethanol over methanol; they should be given equal incentives, and choose based on costs and other market conditions. If anything, the incentive should be greater with methanol, because of how it may pave the way to future sales of more efficient fuel cell vehicles.

	The remaining recommendations relate to some of the technical issues we need to remember. We need to encourage the new methanol suppliers to implement their sales in a way that is acceptable environmentally, and does not cause unnecessary difficulties when cars that use nearly pure methanol start to appear. And we should remember that advanced fuel cells and advanced Stirling will be deployed faster if we also open up the market for distributed electric power generation more quickly. 

�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This slide summarizes the big picture we face in trying to get to energy independent cars. 

There are three possible sustainable endpoints or utopias at the top of this slide. No one really knows which of the three will turn out to be the best, in the future – and it may well turn out that all three have an important place in the sustainable world of the future. After all, even the world today has real use for a variety of products.

But in all three cases – we can never get there unless we do something near-term first, to make them possible. In all three cases, it’s like fuel cells – we need to accomplish something else first, before the long-term thing is possible. In all three cases, we are not likely to reach perfect sustainability in a mere 20 years – but the near-term big options could allow us to cut our dependency on gasoline by a very substantial amount, enough to keep us alive long enough to reach the long-term future. 

The most important need for government action is to pass an “open standards” bill for fuel flexibility. Some people in Washington cringe intensely when we talk about passing a bill that mandates GEM (gasoline/ethanol/methanol) flexibility – but think twice. The idea here is exactly like the “open standards” laws we have in the electronics industry. Think of high-definition television (HDTV) for example. Yes, it costs a little for people to comply with the standards – but then they open the door to much more intense competition and innovation. The benefits of greater competition far outweigh the relatively small costs. From what I see down at the engineering level, I would guess that open standards for fuel competition would end up costing much less than the HDTV standards do – and the benefits will be far larger to the economy and to national survival.  

Hybrid cars can also have GEM flexibility. If all our cars were GEM-flexible plug-in hybrids, our needs for liquid fuel would be cut by a factor of four – and there is a serious hope that we could learn to supply all that from biological sources!�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This slide is also self-explanatory (I hope).

This is a real picture of a real working plug-in hybrid Prius, published in IEEE Spectrum – the flagship magazine of IEEE, the world’s largest engineering society. (Over 300,000 members.) Much of what I have learned about these technologies comes from meetings of IEEE technical societies; I serve on the governing boards (“AdComs”) of two of them, and have worked a lot with others. This is real stuff, not advocacy politics.

Plug-ins are real today – but not cheap today, and not yet mass-produced (though I hope we may be close). The biggest technical problem is the cost of the batteries. In fact, Toyota now says that supplies of state-of-the-art batteries are the main factor limiting their sales of hybrid cars (which have been doubling every year for some time, with lots of people in line to try to buy them). The US auto industry almost gave up on developing breakthrough batteries decades ago – but the electronics industry did not give up. Major breakthroughs have been made, mainly by people building laptops and cell phones – but the technology carries over.

However – the core electronics manufacturing centers in the world are no longer in the US, even for US-designed and US-owned products. Most of the engineers are not US born even here. A recent pie chart of lithium battery production shows 46% in Japan and 46% in China and Korea. Batteries are available in China today far beyond what the US makers of plug-ins seem to have access to. They are still not cheap – but with more competition, and a solid need for the product, it is a very important option to push as hard as we can. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
But – the best near-term option is not nearly as good as what we could possibly get to, fairly quickly, if we also invest in moderately risky very-high-potential new technologies. Among the most exciting possibilities are those which have been opened up by one of our unique creative geniuses, Lonnie Johnson. 

	I will talk about the specifics of some of his inventions and ideas in the next slides. But first, I need to stress an extremely important point. Many critics have argued that the United States often places so much emphasis on new ideas that we forget the importance of individual people. I have seen major errors made like that in all government agencies and in venture capital as well. Again and again, I have seen financial people try to take away key ideas – not just the profits but the direction, the control and even the personal schedules and freedom – away from the creative people who initiate new ideas. They try to maintain a policy that humans are replaceable, interchangeable cogs in the machine – so that they can turn key tasks over to reliable apparatchiks or nephews or whatever. In my experience, efforts like that almost always fail, or fail to produce more than a tiny fraction of what a new technology actually permits. Creativity here – from the device level to the global systems level – requires a kind of unique blend of creativity and understanding and sanity which cannot be mass-produced in a sustainable human society.

Johnson has reported experiences like that with battery manufacturers, and so have almost all the other true creative inventors I know. For success in these areas, it is necessary to reinvent the once well-established idea of paying proper respect to such inventors, regardless of whether they come from the halls of elite families or universities. It is necessary to understand the technology and the fundamental principles enough to be able to identify such people, and know how to distinguish them from the many salesmen with big promises but old and tired approaches. In the end, it is essential that someone learn how to channel the right level of investment to these kinds of technologies, to the inventor’s own operation, for the key low cost tasks which resolve the main risks as soon as possible.    

�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This chart shows a plot of ideal Carnot efficiency versus heat source temperature.  Also shown is a curve that represents an engine operating at 85% of Carnot.  The 85% of Carnot curve represents a reasonable performance projection considering the potential impact of the identified potential sources of efficiency loss.  The sink temperature in this example is fixed at 60 C.  Additionally, the graph shows standalone JTECs operating at 85% of the Carnot efficiency on a direct heat source such as solar or fuel combustion at 500 C and at 1200oC. The analysis suggests that such an efficiency is possible if the engine is operated at about half of its maximum power output capability.  Unlike more conventional heat engines, the JTEC actually increases in efficiency with decreasing load.  The chart also shows the operating efficiency of a Polymer Electrolyte Fuel cell (PEFC), a Phosphoric Acid Fuel Cell (PAFC), an Internal Combustion Engine (IC Engine), a Molten Carbonate Fuel Cell (MCFC) and a Solid Oxide Fuel Cell (SOFC).  The chart position for each traditional fuel cell system (PEFC, PAFC, IC Engine, MCFC, and SOFC) indicates the temperature at which it operates or rejects waste heat during its operation.  The efficiency levels and waste heat temperatures are based on data from the Fuel Cell Hand Book. 

The potential exists to burn fuel and supply heat to the JTEC and exceed the conversion efficiency of fuel cells under certain operating conditions.  The levels indicated by the superposition of the JTEC system on top of PAFC, MCFC, and SOFC systems show efficiencies that would result from combined cycles.  In these cases the JTEC system operates on waste heat rejected by the indicated fuel cell system. ��
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The JTEC in an all solid state (no mechanical moving parts) heat engine that offers Carnot equivalent efficiency.  It includes an MEA stack coupled to a high temperature heat source, QH, a second MEA coupled to a low temperature heat sink, QL, and a recuperative heat exchanger connecting the two MEAs.  The Ericsson cycle temperature entropy diagram represents operation of the ideal JTEC heat engine.  The Ericsson cycle is Carnot equivalent.  The thermodynamic states 1 through 4 are identical at the respective points labeled in both diagrams.  Beginning at low temperature and low pressure state 1, electrical energy Win is supplied to the low temperature MEA to pump hydrogen from state 1 to low temperature and high pressure state 2.  The temperature of the hydrogen is maintained nearly constant by removing heat QL from the MEA during the compression process.  From state 2, the hydrogen passes through the recuperative heat exchanger and is heated under approximately constant pressure to high temperature state 3.  The heat needed to elevate the temperature of the hydrogen from state 2 to 3 is transferred from hydrogen flowing in the opposite direction in the heat exchanger.  Electrical power is then generated as hydrogen expands across the high temperature MEA from high pressure, high temperature state 3 to high temperature and low pressure state 4.  Heat QH is supplied to the MEA and its gas content to maintain a near constant temperature as the hydrogen expands from state 3 to state 4.  From state 4 to state 1, hydrogen flows through the recuperative heat exchanger wherein its temperature is lowered by heat transfer to the working fluid passing from state 2 to 3.  The hydrogen pumped by the low temperature MEA from state 1 to state 2 maintains low-pressure state 4. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Even at less than half of its theoretical energy storage capabilities per unit mass (Wh/kg), lithium air batteries would still be about ten times better than conventional lithium ion batteries, and even better than certain types of fuel cells.  �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Now let’s shift attention to where the fuel for our cars – methanol or electricity – could actually come from. Import dependence and sustainability are a major challenge here as well.

	Notice that we will be using natural gas or even synthetic natural gas in private homes for a long time to come. We are not proposing that anyone try to stop that. If we can find cleaner and cheaper ways to generate electricity, using less natural gas, we will be able to supply our homes from domestic natural gas for a long time to come. But if natural gas becomes too expensive, the free market should bring more electricity to the home without much government intervention.�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
There is no real guarantee that we will be able to supply all the electricity we need, all over the world, in the next 20-30 years, in a safe and clean way. New technology offers us a hope, not a guarantee. Meat axe strategies like massive carbon taxes are probably not a very efficient way to maximize what hopes we have. (In fact, I specified the first big carbon tax scenario that EIA/DOE ran years ago – and the results were not very encouraging for that kind of approach.)

	I can see two really plausible scenarios for how this might go in the future. The “base case” scenario – the scenario for what will happen if we do not really wake ourselves up and break out of existing trends – is not very encouraging. First, a combination of economic foresight and worries about the environment may encourage more and more nations to follow the lead of France, Iran and China, in going nuclear as fast as they can. But a DOE workshop on CO2 reduction in 2003 (Aspen Colorado) reported numbers like 8¢/kwh for nuclear technology under strict safety rules in the U.S., able to compete with old coal at about 4¢/kwh only if safety rules go away. In many nations the safety rules MAY go away, under economic pressure, if we don’t find alternatives. Not only environmental but national security issues could become many times larger than what we are worried about today. Even so, the rate at which nuclear plants can be expanded is very limited, because nuclear engineers, technology and equipment are limited. Under economic pressure, the old and dirtiest coal is poised to make a global comeback, unless we create alternatives before that pressure starts to bite. 

	We are not experts on the impacts of CO2. But in this scenario, with or without Kyoto treaties, we note that the Arctic Ice Cap is said to have shrunk in half in the past forty years. In another 40 years, if CO2 emissions increase their rate of growth, we would tend to expect serious possible consequences – not as serious as what new wars might generate, but serious enough. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
On the other hand, we have three TEAM A alternative technologies which really should be able to save us from the “base case” scenario, if we all work and think really hard. All three are proven to have a large enough potential output that they could meet ALL the world’s energy needs many times over. As of now, we do know that any one of the three could be made to work and be scaled up enough. The challenges before us involve cost reduction and overcoming the obstacles to market deployment.

	The most standard of the three is the more advanced type of Clean Coal technology. GE recently bought the main rights for this technology from Texaco, in hopes of selling it to the market in Wisconsin. But they couldn’t quite beat the competition yet, for some reason or another. Developers of the technology tell me that it COULD compete in the free market even now, **IF** they used it to produce electricity and methanol together, and if a market could be created allowing them to sell that methanol at price equivalence with gasoline. The FFV law we have proposed would meet that requirement. If they are right, that by itself would be enough to get it to the market. Many believe that carbon sequestration is easier for this technology than for other fossil fuel technologies, but an industry expert tells me that it would be more plausible to try to combine a solar thermal energy source to a system to make methanol from the carbon atoms instead of sequestering them. In reality, of course, there are always risks in rapidly scaling up a complex technology, even a well-studied technology like this. The FFV law is an excellent start – but we need to keep our eyes on this.

	At this writing in early 2006, earth-based solar, which SOUNDS like the most natural way to reduce CO2, seems to offer the greatest near-term hope of rapid market-based scale-up – BUT ONLY IF we find a way to get new investments into key technologies allowing reduced costs which are currently being underutilized; see the next slide. Space solar power is an area where the famous best designs from a couple of decades ago simply would not work at all, and I was part of the DOE team which was more pessimistic than NASA regarding their old reference design. But new interagency efforts have yielded new designs, and it now looks as if it could compete with coal – IF we work at it. We also should be investing more in truly breakthrough radical large-potential “TEAM B” hopes.
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
There has been radically good news for earth-based solar power just this year. But it’s important to note that really serious earth-based solar is a natural ally of space solar power, not a competitor.

	Most earth-based renewable energy sources are either very speculative - much higher-risk than SSP – or limited to giving  something like 10-20 percent of our future electricity needs. They are nice, but don’t solve the problem.

	The big well-known government solar energy programs seem to me to be mainly designed to win votes or entertain their developers. Even the long-term realistic cost goals published in places like whitehouse.gov  or Word Bank web pages are ‘way higher than the cost of nuclear or coal. But – Sandia Labs have quietly funded a more aggressive approach, and it has gotten real fruit just this year.

You can see the numbers and sources on this slide.

	What’s most exciting is that we have a very clear, very straightforward near-term path to doing even better than what SES is now doing. If anyone can stand a 50 percent risk for a $2-3 million dollar investment – you could get a lot of the rights to a new Stirling technology that could cut these costs in half, create a larger near-term market worth many billions of dollars, and save a lot of natural gas now used for daytime electricity. The same heat-to-electricity technology could also reduce costs of small power sources using nuclear heat, like what is now proposed to start up future moon bases. 

When I talk about 50 percent risk – it’s not that there are any specific worries. The plan is detailed and credible – but we always need to make some allowance for Murphy’s Law for such a fundamental advance.

Notice a key strategic aspect of the plan. After 3 years and $3 million, Johansson credibly claims he and Sobey could have a tested, prototyped “blueprint” which could be inserted like DNA into existing underutilized automotive factories, to quickly mass-produce the engines and solar panels, after just a year of retooling. Thus the new technology could be scaled up in just a few years (maybe a decade) to meet the entire world’s demand for daytime electricity, at profit! This would also be a boon to anyone who owns such automotive factories… like Korea… and to the workers at those factories. 

	An investment is now under discussion in Chile, which badly needs the electricity, but an industrial partner is needed, preferably one with manufacturing capability… �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Details on these technologies are posted at www.werbos.com/energy.htm...�




Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
In 2002, NASA, NSF and the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)  joined together to support a new research thrust related to Space Solar Power (SSP).For more information, see the NSF web page and the URLs which appear in publication NSF 02-098.

	At the time, I saw this as a very high-risk long-term option – but we need to explore many options.  This research thrust was an outcome of a joint workshop between NSF and NASA, aimed at evaluating whether computational intelligence could be useful in reducing the likely costs of building such large systems. 

	The world possesses enough unused desert land that earth-based solar farms OR SSP could meet all the world’s energy needs many times over, if costs could be made competitive. The price and supply of desert land is large enough that it is not a significant factor in cost per kwh. Unlike earth-based solar farms, SSP power receivers can be co-located with agriculture; in a survey by Patrick Collins of Japan, it was found that many developing nations have sites full of plant growth where they would be very happy to have access to this new source of electricity. �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
There are four “new” design concepts for versions of SSP which really could hope to compete with coal and nuclear on price (especially if we insist that coal should be truly clean and nuclear should be as safe as current US standards). Strictly speaking, three design concepts are new, but the fourth concept is a general approach which has great promise in leading to useful concrete design concepts in the future.
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
When we started the initiative, NASA had already had some major new accomplishments related to space solar power (SSP).  They had tested and ruled out earlier theoretical design concepts. They had developed and validated some new systems concepts which really would work – but would not be cost-competitive.  In my view, the greatest accomplishment of our new solicitation (with projects just now winding down) was the development of four systems concepts which show real promise of becoming cost-competitive, IF WE FOLLOW UP. (We are not yet really doing so!). In my view, the development of large-scale new “exports”  from space to earth will be essential to achieving  real economic sustainability in space; this is one of our few serious hopes for doing so.

	My favorite systems concept for SSP right now happens to be one I devised myself (see the paper in State of the Future) – not because it was my idea, but because it has the greatest hope of lowest costs. The idea is to use light-to-light lasers floating in space (fed by lightweight mirrors or lenses) to generate intense bursts of light, which are then used to ignite deuterium-deuterium fusion in pellets designed by John Perkins of Lawrence Livermore. No steam engines or chemical reaction chambers needed; ninety percent of the energy comes out as electric currents directly, to beam to earth by microwave. I am not aware of any basic technical  reason why we could not have this working in 10 years – but there are important things which need testing, and huge political  barriers.

	This slide lists what I view as the key sub-challenges we would need  to confront to make this real. There are clear opportunities to move  forward in all five areas – but we are basically on square one, and need to move ahead in all five. For example, the Jet Propulsion Lab has looked at the laser specs, and has confidence they know exactly how to develop the laser – but they have a lot of work ahead of them, and the odds of success would be greater if we had a parallel wide-open research solicitation (like the NASA-NSF-EPRI solicitation but larger), to let creative university folks keep up and try out creative “team B” options, WORLDWIDE.   International would be best. Similar balances are required for all these items. �


\

Plasma 'rﬁ/peﬁsom\Jr\N S

\\\

N

—r-
r


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
A few years back, I invested quite a bit of NSF funds into a radical new approach to earth-to-orbit transportation, inspired by previous work in Russia on the “AYACKS” or “AJAX” project. In fact, two small grants from my area were, in my view, the first examples of positive success with this technology in the US.

	Frankly, there are still a lot of “unmet opportunities” in this area which no one is fully capturing as yet. But at a certain stage of the work, we learned from Ray Chase of ANSER that our future hopes CRITICALLY DEPEND on changing our focus, and making sure that we resurrect some OLD technology that will be critical to our hopes in the future!!! There are other radical concepts for future space transportation – but in my view they too will depend on whether we can move quickly on the new Near-Term Design concept which emerged as a byproduct of this work… 

	For example, to build “space elevators,” it would first be necessary to obtain and process a whole lot of material in space. (It would be interesting to see whether zero gravity would ease some of the manufacturing problems with new “nano” materials.) This would be a lot easier to pay for if we first had a more advanced conventional access to space.

�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This slide summarizes it all – though Ray Chase has a much longer paper in draft, plus some CAD design work, and so on. A rocketplane with horizontal takeoff has several key advantages over vertical takeoff, shown here. In addition, for a given size of vehicle, one can get by with only half the size of engine, because one does not need the huge thrust of a rocket that fights gravity by brute force. The theoretical fuel efficiency is about the same for vertical and horizontal, if one works out the trajectory mechanics, but the economic advantages in terms of capital cost and operations cost are huge for the new horizontal takeoff design.

	We can get to a REAL $200/pound relatively soon – but only if someone figures a way to break out of the logjams of prior political commitments enough to follow through. I hope some of you can help figure that out!

	Conversely – if we do not move soon to use and advance the critical enabling technologies here, we are in real danger of losing them forever. It is a kind of use-it-or-lose-it situation. 

If we don’t get this done, soon, we will lose the option. If we lose the option, the whole idea of human settlement of space could become unworkable. This may sound a bit strong, but consider. The critical “hot structure” technology I am talking about was largely black technology, only recently declassified, developed as a byproduct of inadequate satellite observation capabilities and intense universal fear and patriotism in the midst of the Cold War. Reinventing it would be extremely expensive. Even with oodles of money, we do not have the same kind of motivated workforce now. The technology is off-the-shelf… but a lot of the shelves are getting old and creaky, like the key people themselves, and a few key test articles have already disappeared. It would be great if a consortium led by Paul Allen could cough up the necessary $10-15 billion total cost, and make the necessary deals with the Air Force to contract with Boeing and Lockheed and to supply AF needs… but I hope that this is not our only hope here.

 �
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Because time is limited today, I am only discussing two of the three pillars of what I call the “Middle Way” strategy for a  sustainable global energy system. I am leaving out the intelligent electric power grid, another very important hope for the future. Last summer, in Chengdu, I gave a two-hour tutorial on that subject (including specific crucial component technologies). See my web page for the slides…�
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
First I will show just one slide – the next – outlining my views of how we can achieve true sustainability in the human development of space. This slide shows the question I started from in the talk I gave at the last NSS conference, thanks again to Gary Barnhard.



It’s only a question – but in Washington, again and again, I see every day how people get lost when they don’t start from exactly the right question, and stick with it and remember it when they make their detailed plans.�




Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
It is very hard to MEASURE or IMPLEMENT the long-range goal I showed on my the previous slide.

In order to APPROXIMATE that tricky long-range goal, I would propose that our policy decisions in space work back from the more tangible target shown on this slide. You could think of this target as a DEFINITION of what “sustainability” really means here.

   Our goal should be to minimize the wait time (and maximize the probability) until we achieve ALL THREE REQUIREMENTS shown here: (1) exports from space to earth need to be as large as imports from earth to space; (2) production in space must be large and diverse enough that it creates a kind of self-sustaining growth dynamic; (3) we need to have the skills and technologies to grow into meeting the resulting markets to supply human needs and other emerging markets in space itself. 

  In my view, our best near-term chance of reaching the export goal is by space solar power (SSP). The other two possible revenue streams are still worthy of further pursuit, but I won’t discuss them at length here today. Let me note, however, that there is a lot of interest in SSP in developing nations; Patrick Collins of the Japanese space establishment has done trips uncovering enormous interest all over the word in hosting power receiving antennas –  “rectennas” – that would supply electricity to areas that have  a life-or-death need for it. Since I gave this talk at NSS, I have learned about how there are actually strong synergies between SSP and the other possible big sources of revenue; towards the end of my talk, I will describe a larger picture of how to bring all these opportunities together.



It turns out that SSP is both more essential to the world, and more feasible, that I would have thought just a few years ago. A lot of new information has come in since then.�
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