




















and caused his Greek allies to abandon him on the isle of Lemnos while they continued on to engage the
battle at Troy.

After more than a decade of fighting, the Greeks had not been able to capture the city. However, in
one key skirmish, the Greeks captured the son of Priam, an oracle named Helenus. While detained by the
Greeks, Helenus prophesied that they would never take Troy without the bow and arrows of Heracles —
both of which were still in the possession of Philoctetes.

Odysseus and a group of Greeks returned to Lemnos and with the aid of (the now deified) Heracles,
they convinced Philoctetes to join them at Troy where Greek physicians were able to heal his wound.
Upon entering the battle, Philoctetes challenged and killed Paris, the son of King Priam, and then hid with
others in the Trojan Horse and took part in ending the battle by sacking the city.

The key takeaway from this story is that the Greeks could move forward only after admitting it was a
mistake to abandon their ally. In fact, turning their back on Philoctetes cost them many thousands of lives
and over a decade of fruitless battle against the well-guarded city. When they came to their senses and
sought out the aid of Philoctetes, they were able to press their advantage and win the war.

American energy policy has recently followed in this same misguided mindset. Policy makers are
pushing to abandon proven allies like coal in favor of other overly expensive, unreliable energy options.
Beset by the lobbying and marketing efforts of wealthy and powerful green groups, some policy makers
are seriously considering abandoning coal and other fossil fuels, offering up naive slogans like “leave it in
the ground” in place of sound policy options.

We cannot afford to forget, however, that the end results of these misguided energy campaigns
could be every bit as hazardous as those experienced by the Greeks at Troy. Permitting processes for
mines, transmission lines, or new generation facilities can take as much as a decade. Construction of
new facilities, or ramping up of new production can take many more years after that. Energy production
choices made in response to poor policy decisions can ladle on billions in additional costs or even leave
energy users languishing in the cold and dark.

Stated more succinctly, leaving people in the cold and dark can be deadly.

For example, the British Department of Energy and Climate Change’s 2015 Annual Fuel Poverty
Statistics Report stated that “10.4 percent of all English households” live in a state of “energy poverty.”
This means that rising energy costs literally push these households below the poverty line. Age UK,

a senior-focused charity, took that energy poverty statistic a step further by describing how energy
poverty and cold-related “excess deaths” are becoming a national crisis. The group reports that
almost 28,000 British pensioners, the disabled, and other “vulnerable” groups suffer premature death
annually as a result of exposure to cold; a direct result of high energy and heating costs. According

to these groups, people are literally being forced to choose between “heating and eating.”

Higher energy prices and reduced energy reliability — the direct result of abandoning coal-fueled generation
—will, therefore, literally cost lives. However, we do not have to take that path. We can choose to keep using
coal to provide the energy that we need; the energy that will improve and likely prolong these lives.

It is essential, therefore, that we reiterate the warning that nations that “cannot remember their
past,” or who refuse to learn from reports of “excess deaths” due to exposure to cold, will repeat
those same failures. We must not enter the energy battle trumpeting out the news that we have left
our time-tested, affordable, reliable, and increasingly clean energy allies “in the ground.” We must
warn against basing our new energy battle plans on unreliable and overly expensive energy allies.

People’s lives and well-being literally depend on the provision of affordable, reliable, and secure energy.
Therefore, we cannot allow our efforts to be defeated against the walls of energy poverty, intermittency and
diluteness, energy storage, transmission needs, and system instability; especially when those walls can be so
easily breached and/or bypassed by continuing to rely on our greatest energy ally — coal.

We must have the foresight to retain coal and fossil fuels as key aspects of our energy battle plan. Doing
so frees us to move on to other, greater future victories. We can avoid unnecessary battles, and in doing so,
save literally thousands of lives.

It is with those thoughts in mind that | welcome you, our readers, to this issue where we will consider the
future of our industry and look at some of the measures we must take to retain coal-based energy in our
generation mix. |
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rather than the clear benefits of its product — electricity. To that end, the ACC undertakes
a variety of efforts to spread facts and balancing information about coal.

Publications: ACC publishes a variety of industry-leading periodicals including our flagship
bi-annual print (and digital) magazine, American Coal. This magazine looks into the key issues affecting
the American coal industry and provides explanations of current energy and environmental policy
issues, international and domestic market forecasts and reports, shipping and transportation updates,
education features, as well as a regular focus on key regulatory proposals.

Our monthly ACC Members Update and American Coal bi-monthly newsletters also allow members
and industry leaders to stay informed about timely industry topics and association news whether
they are in the office or on the road.

Our print and online Buyers’ Guide and annual calendar provide additional means for our members
and advertisers to reach out to the public and provide information on their goods and services.

Online Resources: ACC's website and social media outlets provide a mix of essential Association
updates, as well as information on our various advocacy activities, events, publications, member
companies, statements and comments on regulatory action, news releases, and important policy and
regulatory issues.

Committees: ACC committee work pairs ACC staff with member company representatives and
other trade organizations to support the market and advocacy needs of our industry.

e Our Tomorrow’s Leadership Council works to vest, train, and equip new and up-and-coming
executive talent.

e Our Coal 2.0 Alliance works to advance the development and use of engineered coal fuels and
coal preparation technologies, and to help improve awareness of the environmental and efficiency
benefits of new technology.

e Our Communications Committee pairs industry experts with ACC staff to act as a “sounding
board” for ACC communications and marketing strategies and tactics.

e Our Program Development Committee works to identify expert presenters and key topics from
industry, government, and academia for ACC events.

Educational Programs [ Events: Our two major annual strategic issues conferences — Spring
Coal Forum (March) and Coal Market Strategies (August) —inform and educate senior industry
executives on key marketplace and public policy issues that impact the coal supply, consumption, and
transportation industries. Our annual markets conference — Coal Trading Conference (December)
—works with the Coal Trading Association to inform and educate industry leaders on trends in the
marketplace and improve their understanding of coal trading issues while facilitating business
relationships among the various sectors of the industry. Our monthly Coal Q&A webcast provides a
forum for the discussion of critical issues affecting the U.S. coal industry by offering a timely topic
briefing from an energy expert and following that up with a question and answer session.

Advocacy: ACC staff reqularly takes part in industry events, giving presentations on coal use,
forecasts, and implications of policy choices. ACC staff also provides expert comment and interviews,
as well as news releases, to mainstream and trade media. ACC also regularly submits comments and
statements to federal regulatory agencies during the regulatory process.

Collaborative Efforts: ACC partners regularly with other industry organizations and trade
associations in their education and advocacy efforts including, National Mining Association, National
Coal Council, Women'’s Mining Coalition, Coal Trading Association, American Coal Ash Association,
Coal Utilization Research Council, and American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity.

It takes a long-term, dedicated vision to stay focused through difficult industry conditions. There
is no doubt that our industry is facing some of the most difficult market and regulatory challenges it
has ever encountered. However, with over three decades of committed service and a vision for the
maintenance of the American coal industry as a primary source of abundant, affordable, reliable,
clean, domestic energy, the ACC is the place where industry leaders work through key industry issues
and promote continued excellence, leadership, and training.

We welcome you to join us in this essential work. m
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Environ in a study for the National Mining Association. Dr. Gretchen Green of Ramboll Environ presented at

ACC's Spring Coal Forum on the dramatic results of that study. They include:

* Total jobs at risk for mining and related sector employment — 112,757 to 280,809 (30% to 75% of current
employment levels)

 Direct mining jobs at risk — 40,038 to 77,520

¢ Overall decrease in recovery of demonstrated coal reserves — 27% to 64%

¢ Annual value of coal lost to production restriction — $14 billion to $29 billion

¢ Annual federal and state tax revenue potentially foregone due to lost production —$3.1 to $6.4 billion

¢ Annual royalties lost to state and tribal governments — $236 to $629 million

¢ Funding of mine workers’ pensions at risk if coal producers are unable to operate — currently totaling over
$170 million annually

This rule would severely limit the ability to mine and develop a world class resource critical to U.S. energy,
economic, and national security. The United States has almost 30% of all global coal reserves, more than
any other country. The rule would needlessly limit recovery of a vast amount of those reserves, up to nearly
two-thirds of them. It would devastate coal communities and severely impact related employment. Dr.
Greene's presentation at Spring Coal Forum referenced a far different outcome on job loss contained in the
DOI Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) of the rule. The RIA showed that only 250 jobs would be lost —and
those losing their jobs would become economic consultants! Additionally, the RIA showed that about 2,800
forested acres would be improved or preserved, although DOI did not know how much improvement there
would be. It also showed that around 280 stream miles would be improved, but again DOI did not know by
how much.

The DOI Stream Protection Rule and the moratorium on federal coal leasing are stark evidence of the
administration’s continuing efforts to keep coal in the ground. They are the latest in a series of harmful
policies that will jeopardize affordable, reliable, and secure energy for all Americans, and trade economic
well-being for bureaucratic morass.

Perhaps this illustrates why many Americans favor a big change from the establishment in this 2016
election cycle.

On another but related note, | must mention the historic and unprecedented decision by the Supreme
Court (SCOTUS) in February to put a stay or hold on another far-reaching regulation — the EPA’s Clean Power
Plan. Significantly, the SCOTUS decision was rendered even before the lower court ruled on the legal merits
of the case. This is a monumental SCOTUS decision and provides an indication — as the high court did with
its June 2015 rejection of the EPA MATS rule —that the EPA has likely overstepped its legal authority and
that the nation’s most senior legal authorities have serious concerns with the rule. Paul Seby of Greenberg
Traurig, speaking at Spring Coal Forum, clarified that Supreme Court and D.C. Circuit case law dictate that a
judicial stay preserves the status quo and that all regulatory deadlines are therefore “tolled”. This means that
all CPP rule deadlines are halted for at least the period of time the stay is in place, not just those deadlines
that actually fall during the time of the stay. That begins with the first deadline of September 6, 2016 and
includes everything through and including the last deadline of January 1, 2030.

Meanwhile, fuel diversity and electric system reliability continue to be emphasized by industry leaders.
Bob Flexon, President and CEO of Dynegy, delivered the keynote address at Spring Coal Forum. In
describing Dynegy'’s coal generation assets, he mentioned their position in providing a natural hedge to gas
generation and in maintaining system stability. David Boyd of MISO also spoke at Spring Coal Forum, and
resource adequacy and reliability continue to be a focus there, especially after the winter of 2014. In MISO’s
modeling for future generation scenarios and needs, natural gas prices are the biggest variable.

Mr. Flexon candidly and comprehensively detailed the challenges for coal, from markets to climate
change. He encouraged continued communication and education on coal’s importance and the lack of a
value proposition posed by these new regulations.

The American Coal Council is actively engaged in communication and education on these issues and
will continue to push back on policies that would reduce coal mining and use. A threat to coal is a threat to
our nation’s energy and economic security — the lynchpins of our national security. The U.S. cannot afford
policies that compromise so much and deliver so little. Coal is digging deep and pushing forward, because
Americans deserve far better. m
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Returning Mined Land
to Productivity Through

Reclamatlon

By Jason Hayes, Associate Director, American Coal Council

This article was reprinted with
permission, and was originally
published in the Winter 2015 Issue
of Cornerstone Magazine.
(www.cornerstonemag.net)

Photos in this article depict various
aspects of reclamation work at

Coal-Mac Mining’s Phoenix #2 mine.

Nearly 8.2 billion tons of coal were
produced globally in 2014.* Although
a great deal of activity occurs around
the extraction of coal, alimited amount
of land is disturbed during mining
compared to total landmass. For
example, Natural Resources Canada
has estimated that less than 0.01%
of Canada’s total landmass was used
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in metal and mineral mining in over
100 years.” Similarly, Haigh estimated
that mining affected 0.16% of the U.S.
landmass from 1940 to 1971.3 However,
evenif mining affects a relatively small
amount of land, its impact can be sig-
nificant and the extractive industries
have an ethical and often legal obliga-
tion to return land to productivity.





















are heavily dependent upon govern-
ment subsidies.

How much more expensive are the
alternatives? A recent study by the
Institute for Energy research estimates
that replacing an existing coal plant
with a wind energy facility is nearly
three times more expensive than the
existing facility.

Here’s what that means in prac-
tice. NERA Economic Consulting projects
that at least 40 states would see their
electricity prices go up by 10 percent or
more every year, and 27 states would see
annual increases of over 20 percent.

And then there are the higher prices
we'd pay for groceries and everyday
goods—all of which require electricity
to produce and ship. Under the Obama
administration’s rule, hardworking
Americans would be forking over hun-
dreds of dollars more every year for the
foreseeable future.

An expensive and forced transition
like this may be good news to President
Obama and his allies, but it’s bad news
forfamilies. At the end of the day, every-
day people like you and me would end up
footing the bill when energy providers
and businesses pass off costs associated
with the carbon rule. For the millions of
people who've seen their wages remain
stagnantin recent years, thisisanything
but good news.

That'sespecially true forlower-income
families who spend a disproportionate
amount of their incomes on energy-
related costs. Arecent study by energy
economist Eugene M. Trisko found that
families earning less than $30,000
spent approximately 26 percent of their
after-tax income on energy costs. For
families earning over $50,000, it's 8
percent. The bottom line is that push-
ing electricity bills even higher pushes
the worst consequences onto those
who can least afford it.

We all want a healthy environment,
but these costs are simply unaccept-
able. What the rule’s supporters won't
tell you is that the carbon rule would

produce virtually no positive impact on
the climate. According to the EPA’s own
data, President Obama’s carbon regu-
lations would curb global warming by
a mere 0.018 degrees Celsius over the
next 84 years.

Moreover, the EPA’s plan would have
a very real and terrible impact on com-
munities and hardworking families.

In my home state of Arizona, almost
two-fifths of our electricity is produced
by coal. It's vital to many of our com-
munities, especially rural communities,
and integral to our way of life.

BY placing a stay on
implementation of the
President’s carbon rule,

the Court temporarily
removed states from the

EPA’s regulatory crosshairs.
Unfortunately, the Court'’s
decision to grant a stay does
not mean that these potentially
devastating carbon regulations
are dead in the water.

That's why my organization, the
Arizona chapter of Americans for
Prosperity (AFP), began a campaign last
year to educate citizens about what's at
stakeinthe battle againstthe EPA's power
grab. We are standing up for Arizonans’
right to control their own energy future,
and use the electrical power sources that
make their lives better—not more expen-
sive and less reliable.

So far, our most moving event took
place late last yearin Joseph City, a tiny
wind-swept town on the high desert,
80 miles east of Flagstaff. Joseph City is
home to the Cholla power plant, which
has beentargeted for termination by the
EPA. The plant not only keeps the lights
on for thousands of families in Arizona,
it also serves as an economic engine for
Navajo County—employing 300 people.

About a hundred people showed up
atour Joseph City rally, including several
local, state, and federal government offi-
cials. Some of the families at our event

had worked at the Cholla plant for three
generations. Now they're looking at
having to move away. Everybody told
us the same thing: “The EPA’s going to
kill this little town.”

Here in Arizona and across the
nation, my colleagues and activists
with Americans for Prosperity are
working to ensure that citizens are
protected from destructive changes
to the energy system that powers our
lives. In addition to encouraging legal
challenges to the “Clean Power Plan”
in court, we're urging state lawmakers
to ensure that no taxpayer resources
are wasted until all the legal issues
surrounding the President’s carbon
regulations are resolved.

In Arizona, Governor Doug Ducey
and Attorney General Mark Brnovich
have taken a principled stand against
President Obama’s carbon rule, and
the majority of members on our State
Implementation Plan committee,
headed by Senator Gail Griffin, are
also opposed.

And we're not the only ones. There
are many other states in which political
leaders have taken strong stands.

In addition to some of the encourag-
ing steps we've seen at the state level,
two branches of the federal govern-
ment are also pushing back against
the EPA's overreach. Along with the
Supreme Court's stay, the U.S. Senate
passed two resolutions late last year to
try to halt the EPA’s efforts to imple-
ment the carbon rule.

We must continue to urge our
elected officials—especially at the
state level—to do everything in their
power to protect their constituents from
this plainly unaffordable federal man-
date. Affordable and reliable energy
has played a central role in helping our
nation prosper. Will we protectit, or will
we let it flutter away into the wind? m

Tom Jenney is Arizona state director for
Americans for Prosperity (https://ameri-
cansforprosperity.org).
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Exhibit 5. Southern Powder River Basin production and price forecast to 2017

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence

Price forecasts move higher in 2017
as demand from former CAPP users
supports a greater level of demand
than would have otherwise occurred
(Exhibit 5), but very little growth in
the steam market is expected 2018-
2019, keeping a lid on prices during
this period.

In the longer term, a coal plant
fleet that is static or slowly shrinking
in size and ceding a portion of elec-
tricity demand growth to expanding
renewables results in a smaller overall
coal market than coal stakeholders
envisioned 5-10 years ago. Appalachian
steam coals — effectively priced out
of the domestic market — will princi-
pally serve export and metallurgical
demand going forward, with the pos-
sible exception of niche minemouth
coal plants. Coal mines in Colorado and
Utah face rapid decline as well, with
few prospects domestically. Rockies-
sourced coal will increasingly serve a
specialty export market for low-sulfur
bituminous users. The market share of
producers in the Powder River Basin
and lllinois Basin will grow to become
the predominant suppliers of a lower-
volume steam coal market.

Overall, S&P Global Market
Intelligence estimates the domestic
steam generation market in the long-
term averaging 685 million tons per

LOOKING ahead to
mid-year, today's natural gas
pricing will spur significant
additional demand from
natural-gas fired generation,
nearly 2.5 Bcf per day

above 2015 levels.

year, nearly 300 million tons per year
lower than 2014 (Exhibit 6). This trans-
lates to a total production (including
non-electric end users, exports, and
metallurgical) of approximately 8oo
million tons per year. Years with a rela-
tive surplus of natural gas may trend
lower while years with greater price

support from natural gas may finish
somewhat higher. If spreads between
coal and natural gas move between
$1.00-1.50/mmBtu in favor of coal,
demand upside is estimated at 80-100
million tons. However the need for coal
producers to add revenue as well as
volume tends to result in higher spot
prices in advance of coal/gas spreads
reaching those levels. But thisindicates
the level of sensitivity coal now has
to natural gas pricing and dispatch
going forward.

A significant retrenchment in coal
markets appears inevitable. Both coal
and natural gas markets are oversup-
plied today, with only slight prospects
for relief from generation demand
growth. This has caused them to enter
into a direct zero-sum competition for
generation market share. Natural gas
producers have the initiative in this
race to the bottom, but both coal and
natural gas producers have reserves
enough to remain in competition for
the near future, such that a significant
increase in the price of one can moti-
vate a production response on the part
of the other. m

Steve Piper is director, Energy Research
at S&P Global Market Intelligence
(http://www.spcapitalig.com)..

Exhibit 6. Generation burn for coal vs. natural gas, 2010-2020

Source: S&P Global Market Intelligence
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carbon-based fuels. | knew then, as |
know now, those ideas would devas-
tate people everywhere, particularly the
people | was representing. So that was
the key that got me involved.

JH: We regularly see media reports
describing how "king coal is dead,” or
“coalis dying.” Most people in the industry
would disagree and market reports of coal
use internationally certainly dispute that
claim. How have you addressed pressure
to “get out” of coal or to stop supporting
this energy resource? How should others
address that pressure and continue to
support this essential industry?

FP: First of all, “King Coal” is not
dying. I think it has a strong future in
the United States and | know it has a
robust future abroad. EIA numbers
speak of (worldwide coal use going up
to) g billion tons by 2019. A primary
driver for this growth is urbanization
abroad. Right now there’s 70-80 million
people ayear going into cities. The UN
says this will go on until 2050.

If you do the math, 70 million times
34 years, it's over 2 billion new people
in cities. That's 200 New York cities!
That means met coal, steam coal for
electricity, and steel in the ground. It's
infrastructure. It's urbanization on ste-
roids. IEA says 1.7 billion new people in
cities by 2035 —that’sin their literature.
So theses numbers are very real.

Urbanization is why (those opposed
to coal) are fundamentally wrong, or
why Gore was wrong. You won't find
anything in Gore's book on urbaniza-
tion. You will find nothing in the Clean
Power Plan on urbanization. You will
find nothing the Climate Action Plan
on urbanization. And you will find
nothing in the draft of COP21 and
this treaty on urbanization. And yet
it is the fundamental driving force of
economic growth, of demand for min-
erals, materials, fossil fuels, coal, met
coal, fuel coal, gas, and electrification.
It is the ultimate driving force in the
human community.

The economic growth of human
community lies in urbanization. And

ith respect to the carbon
capture and storage project
that FutureGen represents, it's

that is the sine qua non to understand-
ing the story, and that’s why I'm so
confident on the continued use of coal,
including in the USA.

Whoever is elected President—even
if it is Secretary Clinton — we will go
right to them with this story, right
away on day one. We'll say that what
you're hearing from John Podesta;
what you’re hearing from the Sierra
Club; what you're hearing from Michael
Bloomberg; what you're hearing from
Al Gore is wrong. And this is why
it's wrong.

Good faith. Up with people. Pro
people. Not angry. Not lashing out. But
being willing to stand up for what you
believe in and being willing to be honest
about the deficiencies in the positions
of these other people, without attack-
ing them personally.

We will answer their drive to get the
world to accept the elimination of fossil
fuels by 2100. And our answer to that is
“NO WE ARE NOT! We're going to use
more of it, cleaner and more efficiently
so that every human on earth can live
as well as the President of the United
States lives.” Every human on earth
has the right to live as well as we all
do. Period. And that means fossil fuels.

JH: What drives you in the morning to
get up, get ready and go to work? What
is it about coal and supplying energy to
the public that has kept your attention
for more than 3 decades?

FP: What motivates me is the
people who brought me to the table;
rural electric interests, rural people,
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an example of government saying
one thing and doing another. First,
George W. Bush put it on the table
and Secretary Bodman talked him
out of it for whatever reason. It was a
terrible disappointment.

smaller municipally owned plants,
and customers of municipally owned
utilities. These are the people that |
represented and | know how important
low-cost, always-available electricity
is to their lives.

It's what motivates the railroads. It's
what motivates the equipment manu-
facturers. It's what motivates the barge
guys. It's what motivates the utilities.
It's what motivates most of the people
in the coal industry. It's why we're in
this industry.

I'm also motivated by the impacts
of the push to stop using coal and to
advance a climate change agenda on
people. I'm motivated by where elec-
tricity prices are going and what David
Christian, (CEO of Dominion Energy)
talked about during his keynote (pre-
sentation at the 2015 Coal Market
Strategies conference). When asked
about electricity rates in Missouri, he
said, “Yeah, Missourirates are going up.
How high are they going? California’s
my proxy.”

As for those who want to go out
and spend money on studies to see
what will happen if we raise electric-
ity prices. | ask, “Do you really need a
study when | put California up”? Idon’t
need a study! | say, “Why don’t you look
at California, Ontario, the European
Union, Germany, and Australia; every-
place they’ve tried to impose their
climate agenda. Why don’t you look at
what’s happened there”? And why do
I need a study to say what happens to
people when electricity prices rise? It's












An Environmental

Atlas Shrugged

Review of: Mountain Whispers Days Without Sun

By G. Coleman Alderson
My Gym Trainer, 2015, 428 pages

Review by: Jason Hayes, Associate Director, American Coal Council

| recently received a copy of Mountain
Whispers: Days Without Sun in the mail.
The author, G. Coleman Alderson, sent
me a copy, inviting me to discuss my
thoughts on the work with our read-
ers. lwas sufficiently intrigued to begin
reading after glancing at the opening
lines on the back cover.

"Mountain Whispers—Days With-
out Sun begins in a future besieged by
forces of nature and the unintended
consequences of humanity’s headlong
shift from fossil-based fuels to totally
green renewables. While those in power
retain their comforts, ordinary citizens,
both urban and rural, are subjected to
increasing hardships.”

As | wrapped up this review, | was
struck by the fact that | had an eerily
similar conversation with a Utah-
based reporter not that long ago. This
reporter asked me about the impacts
and costs of the push to remove fos-
sil fuels from the nation’s generation
system. In response, | described the
closing mines and generation plants.
| described how those closures were
leading to decreased electrical sys-
tem stability, as well as the loss of
tens of thousands of well-paying jobs/
careers, the closure of until recently
thriving communities, the increas-
ing cost of electricity and of living,
and—most disturbingly—the euphe-
mistically-renamed “excess deaths”
being reported across Europe as a
result of energy poverty and rapidly

rising electricity costs. (Literally tens
of thousands of people in “vulnerable
populations” are being reported as hav-
ing died early each year due to exposure
to cold. Seniors in the UK are being
forced to choose between “heating and
eating” meaning they are consistently
hungry and/or cold in winter months
and, therefore, more susceptible to
hypothermia and disease.)

Days Without Sun just happens to
touch on many of the same impacts
on human well-being when energy use
is restricted or priced out of reach. So,
while pondering over fitting ways to
describe this book, words like “pro-
phetic,” and “disturbing” continually
popped into my head.

Alderson’s future world is built up
out of two separate communities.
Oneisurban, technologically-focused,
tightly governed, ideologically-con-
strained by the constantinculcation of
myths related to human impacts on the
natural environment, and struggling
to maintain complete control over the
lives of citizens. The other populationis
rural, focused on survival and the reten-

I enjoyed and recommend
Days Without Sun and look
forward to the next two
books in the trilogy, as | have
seen that there are better
options to energy policy

and know that Alderson
recognizes this fact as well.
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tion of traditional rights and freedoms,
and struggling to maintain control over
their own lives.

Set in the early 2050's, the story
depicts a future in which global gov-
ernment has taken over and manages
most aspects of each citizen'’s life.
Part of that managementincludes the
Global Energy Enforcement Organi-
zation (GEEO) moving the majority of
the population in to urban centers like
“Progress City,” undoubtedly named
in deference to Orwellian doublethink.

Civilian life in Progress City is closely
watched, tabulated, and managed.
Government officials appropriately
refer to urban areas as "manageable













































