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THE AMERICAN CLEAN ENERGY SECURITY
ACT OF 2009—DAY 1

TUESDAY, APRIL 21, 2009

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 3:06 p.m., in Room 2123,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edward J. Markey [chairman
of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Waxman, Dingell, Markey, Gordon,
Stupak, Green, Doyle, Harman, Gonzalez, Inslee, Baldwin, Ross,
Matheson, Butterfield, Melancon, Barrow, Hill, Matsui, Christen-
sen, Sarbanes, Space, Sutton, Braley, Welch, Barton, Hall, Stearns,
Whitfield, Pitts, Walden, Murphy of Pennsylvania, Burgess, Black-
burn and Scalise.

Staff Present: Matt Weiner, Special Assistant; Alexandra Teitz,
Senior Counsel; Greg Dotson, Chief Energy Counsel; Lorie
Schmidt, Senior Counsel; Cara Anchman, Communications Asso-
ciate; Lindsay Vidal, Press Assistant; Phil Barnett, Staff Director;
Kristen Amerling, General Counsel; Melissa Bez, Professional
Staff; Mitch Smiley, Special Assistant; Matt Eisenberg, Staff As-
sistant; William Carty, Minority Professional Staff; and Garrett
Golding, Minority Legislative Analyst.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. MARKEY [presiding]. The committee will come to order.
Today we will begin our legislative hearings on the American Clean
Energy and Security Act discussion draft, which Chairman Wax-
man and I released 3 weeks ago. This bill provides a comprehen-
sive approach to solving our economic energy and climate crisis.
The time for delay and denial and inaction has come to an end. It
is time to put Americans back to work in the jobs needed to bring
about the age of the clean energy economy.

We have an ambitious but achievable schedule before us. The
markup process will begin next week, and we expect to report the
bill from the full committee before the Memorial Day break.

In my 33 years on the Energy and Commerce Committee, I can-
not remember a week of hearings quite like this one. We are fortu-
nate to have three Cabinet-level officials: former Vice President Al
Gore; national security statesman, Republican Senator John War-
ner; dozens of executives from Fortune 500 companies; and many

o))
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environmental leaders. We have already heard from more than 60
other witnesses at the subcommittee’s previous hearings this year
in addition to nearly 160 witnesses who appeared at the 24 hear-
ings held by the subcommittee in the last Congress.

The Waxman-Markey discussion draft uses many of the ideas put
forth in the hearings held last year and this year and represents
a solid start towards a consensus product. This legislation presents
us with an historic opportunity. Of all the committees in Congress,
I believe this committee is best suited to handle the challenge of
passing strong energy legislation that will help grow our economy,
create millions of green jobs and address the global warming crisis.

We will now begin to hear from Members who wish to give their
opening statements. And I will turn and begin by recognizing the
gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Walden.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GREG WALDEN, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I espe-
cially appreciate your comments about the need for jobs. Oregon is
now second only to Michigan in its unemployment rate, and I dare
say the district I represent that is home to 10 or 11 of our Nation’s
national forests unfortunately comes in with some of the highest
unemployment rates in the country and in the State.

Unfortunately, the draft bill which I have begun to work my way
through doesn’t help us if you are in a forested timber community.
And, in fact, there is no scientific basis for the definition that is
used in here to describe biomass and prohibit the use of any bio-
mass off Federal forestlands and most likely off private forestlands
to account toward renewable energy, when, in fact, there is enor-
mous opportunity for renewable energy to be produced off our Fed-
eral forestlands and our private forestlands. For some reason the
definition on page 8 of this bill specifically prohibits any biomass
off Federal land from being included as renewable.

There is no scientific basis for that definition whatsoever, and I
hope it can be changed. I plan to offer an amendment to change
and delete it, frankly.

My district is also home to enormous growth in wind energy, and
I have been a big advocate of wind energy. One of the great
synergisms that occurs in the Northwest is between using the hy-
droelectric system to be the battery by storing water to balance out
the curve when it comes to wind power, because as anybody in the
wind energy side knows, wind is not firm power. And, in fact, in
the Northwest you will find times, this January specifically, where
there was 10 days when there was no wind, which meant no energy
release. Other times within an hour you could have a 1,000-mega-
watt difference between the output of the wind energy up or down.

That means that energy has to be firmed up. Hydro systems are
terrific for firming up energy. Yet in this legislation hydro that pre-
dates 2001 is not considered as renewable, and yet hydro after that
is, unless hydro is on a facility that on page 11 of the definition
shows that if the water surface elevation at any given location or
time changes because of that hydro, then suddenly it is not consid-
ered renewable.
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Can somebody explain to me how that works? Unless you simply
have in-stream hydro, which really isn’t a reality in most cases, al-
though we have some in irrigation canals, which is fine, but to do
big hydro or new hydro, you are most likely going to affect the ele-
vation at some point and at some time if you are going to use hydro
that stores the battery, the energy, that then is used to fill in when
wind energy does not occur.

So, Mr. Chairman, there are enormous challenges with the draft
of this legislation when it comes to the definitions. Some of these
definitions defy both logic and science. And yet there is enormous
opportunity to develop renewable energy.

I participated in a Science Committee field hearing yesterday
morning in Vancouver, Washington, that was put on by our col-
league Mr. Baird. And at that hearing one of the scientists from
the University of Washington indicated that there is plenty of re-
newable wood fiber in the Northwest to, in fact, she said, provide
replacement fuel for all gasoline consumption in the State of Or-
egon using something called methanol. Methanol, by the way, is
what we use today in race cars. It is a proven technology, it is a
proven fuel, and yet it is discriminated against when we talk about
alternative fuels. Meanwhile our forests go up in smoke at unprece-
dented rates.

With temperature change and global warming, we need to be bet-
ter stewards of our Nation’s forests, and yet you have got enormous
fires. According to the California Forestry Association, wildfires
burning more than 8 million acres spew as much carbon dioxide
into the air as all the cars and factories in the U.S. combined in
the same months. From 2004 to 2008, an average of 8.9 million
acres burned in wildfires each year.

Our forests are going up in smoke, drought, bug infestation, mor-
tality, 400 million boardfeet a year mortality alone in the North-
west. There is enormous opportunity to turn that woody biomass
into a fuel source to use it for heat source with very little emission
to improve the habitat and environment of the forest, and to thin
them out to protect some of the old growth and all that people
would like to do, and yet the very definitions in this bill fail that
stewardship.

So, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the markup. I look forward
to future hearings on the substance of this measure so that we can
fix it and make it workable. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman.

4 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Gor-
on.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BART GORDON, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. GORDON. Thank you, Mr. Markey.

You have a lot of people to make statements today, so I will be
very quick.

Climate change is real. We need to do something about it. It is
the right thing for our country, it is the right thing for the world.
Business needs reasonable, I think, rules of the road so they can
make a business plan and have certainty, and I think, as you have
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pointed out, we need to legislate this rather than have it done by
regulation.

I want to thank the committee and its staff for working with the
staff of the Science Committee on some areas of joint jurisdiction
and also some unique jurisdiction. We look forward to seeing the
mark so we will know how to better move in that direction.

There is one area that I do want to point out that I think we
need to do some more fine-tuning, and that is the renewable elec-
tricity standard. I think that we do need to have a broad use of the
NES. I think that it is important for us as we start to move toward
more energy independence. But it should not be punitive to dif-
ferent parts of the country.

And I would ask the committee staff please to put a chart up if
you have it. There we go.

So if you can see that chart, and it is not mine, it is the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, and what you will see there is the
green area is where current technology can be used for biomass.
The blue is for wind, and the red is for solar. And as you see, there
is some broad swaths of the country—you know, we are all sitting
here for our own constituents, so you can see parochially if you look
down on the east side of the Texas all the way up through the
Southeast, up toward Bart Stupak’s up there, there really are very
few types of alternative energies that we can use and that are ap-
propriate for those communities.

So hopefully, again, we do not want something that is going to
be punitive, and I have some suggestions in that area. First of all,
we should allow real credit for energy-efficiency improvements. Ex-
panding the definition of what is renewable power, I think, is im-
portant, including giving the Secretary of Energy some authority
for future technologies. If we are going to get from here to there,
we can’t do it on today’s technology. And so there is going to be dif-
ferent types of, I think, renewable power in the future that we need
to recognize in that regard.

I think it is important that we don’t apply the mandates to small
and midsize municipalities and cooperative utilities. I think it is
also important that we consider the use of nuclear power and coal
through CCS, and also reducing the alternative compliance pay-
ments.

So while we have begun a conversation or continue that with
you, I suggest any other Members here that would like to be a part
of that, we would welcome you to join in that. And again, thank
you for this hearing and all the hearings you have this week.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman very much.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Hall.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH M. HALL, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And today we are embark-
ing on what I would call a mad dash to examine almost 650 pages
of text, which includes various mandates and an incomplete cap
and trade proposal containing no specifics on how CO, emissions
allowances would be allocated in the unprecedented expansion of
environmental litigation placed and based on perceived risk.
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Despite the amount of paper it is printed on, the discussion draft
lacks detailed information on the disposition of allowances. Will the
allowances be distributed or auctioned? Would there be 100 percent
auction? If auctioned, what are the cost-control mechanisms, and
where would the proceeds be directed?

This lack of clarity, Mr. Chairman, leaves the Congressional
Budget Office absolutely unable to properly score the bill to start
with, and American businesses and consumers in the dark to sug-
gest how much this bill is going to cost. The entire promise and the
premise on which the climate change debate hinges is on the idea
that we can accurately measure, monitor and verify greenhouse gas
emissions coming from all sectors of the country.

Second, a cap implies that we know where we currently stand.
We are betting the U.S. economy on the assumption that verifiable
data collection and monitoring is as simple as you indicate it to be.
Without U.S. regulation of greenhouse gases, what impact would
we have if other major carbon-emitting countries do not follow suit?
And would this reality put America in the position of shouldering
the burden of cleaning up the world and having our citizens bear
the high cost? What would regulations mean for electricity rates?
Are these costs we are willing to accept given the uncertainty about
whether regulations would even help at all?

Recently Energy Secretary Chu mentioned that under the admin-
istration’s bill, the price of energy would increase. These costs will
be passed on to the consumers, and the United States would be at
a disadvantage to other nations. Just last month China’s top cli-
mate negotiator proffered that any fair international agreement to
curb gases blamed for global warming would not require China to
reduce emissions caused by or manufactured to meet demands else-
where in the world. If China, the world’s largest emitter, is not
willing to play, are we comfortable putting America’s economic se-
curity in further jeopardy by moving forward with this legislation?

The key question facing all of us here in Congress is, quote, what
is the appropriate policy for the United States to move our Nation
toward affordable, reliable and clean energy sources? It is not an
easy question to answer. We must discuss what the U.S. could ac-
complish with the right investments in energy research and devel-
opment. For example, many, including myself, hope that carbon
capture and sequestration technologies will make it possible for
coal-fired power plants to limit their emissions while providing af-
fordable electricity. Technologies researched and developed by the
oil and gas industry in partnership with universities and national
labs and utilized for enhanced oil recovery make for—the potential
for carbon capture and sequestration make that possible.

This innovation should be nurtured and not stymied. However,
on top of a cap-and-trade system, this bill places a command-and-
control regime on coal-fired power plants. Mandating that after
2009 no new coal-fired plants without CCS technology in place may
be built sets an unreasonable deadline. Even Energy Secretary Chu
recently acknowledged that such CCS technologies will take many
years to develop and even longer to be put into practice. What is
to be gained by such a short time line?

The elimination of the use of one of the most abundant domestic
energy resources, while at the same time increasing the demand
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for electricity, what energy source will be used to replace fossil
fuels to meet the increased electricity demanded and triggered by
the various mandates in this bill? If not clean coal, what about nu-
clear power? Unfortunately, nuclear is never featured among the
almost 650 pages of your text.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time. I am very concerned about
this bill, the effect it is going to have on this country, the effect it
is going to have on taxpayers in the future, the effect it is going
to have on those of us who rely on energy and right now relying
on countries that we don’t trust and don’t trust us for the energy
we have. Surely there is a better way to go.

I thank you, and I yield back the balance of my time if I have
any.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hall follows:]



7

OPENING STATEMENT
HONORABLE RALPH HALL
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY & COMMERCE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY & ENVIRONMENT

Hearing on:
The American Clean Energy Security Act of 2009
Tuesday, April 21, 2009

Thank you Mr. Chairman. Today we embark on
a mad dash to examine almost 650 pages of text
which includes various mandates, an incomplete cap
and trade proposal containing no specifics on how
CO2 emissions allowances would be allocated and
the unprecedented expansion of environmental

litigation based on “perceived” risk.
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Despite the amount of paper it is printed on the
discussion draft lacks detailed information on the
disposition of allowances. Will the allowances be
distributed or auctioned? Would there be a 100
percent auction? If auctioned what are the cost
cbntrol mechanisms and where would the proceeds
be directed? This lack of clarity leaves the
Congressional Budget Office unable to properly
score the bill. And American business and consumers

in the dark as to just how much this will all cost.
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The entire premise of the climate change debate
hinges on the idea that we can accurately measure,
monitor and verify greenhouse gas emissions coming
from all sectors of the economy. Setting a cap implies
that we know where we currently stand. We are
betting the entire U.S. economy on the assumption
that verifiable data collection and monitoring is as

simple as wanting it to be.

With U.S. regulation of greenhouse gases, what
impact would we have if other major carbon emitting

countries do not follow suit?
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Would this reality put America in the position of
shouldering the burden of cleaning up the world and
having our citizens bear the high costs? What would
regulations mean for electricity rates? Are these costs
we Aare willing to accept given the uncertainty about

whether regulations could help?

Recently, Energy Secretary Chu mentioned that
under the Administration’s plan the price of energy
will ihcrease, these costs will be passed on to the
vconsumers, and the United States will be at a

disadvantage to other nations.
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Just last month China’s top climate negotiator
proffered that any fair international agreement to curb
gases blamed for global warming would not require
China to reduce emissions caused by goods
manufactured to meet demand elsewhere in the
world. If China, the world’s largest emitter, is not
willing to play are we comfortable putting America’s
economic security in further jeopardy by moving

forward with this legislation.

The key’ question facing all of us here in
Congress is what is the appropriate policy for the
United States to move our nation towards affordable,

reliable and clean energy sources?
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It is not an easy question to answer. We must
discuss what the U.S. could accomplish with the right
investments in energy research and development.

For example, many, including myself, hope that
carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) technologies
will make it possible for coal fired power plants to
limit their emissions while providing affordable
electricity. Technologies researched and developed
by the oil and gas industry in partnership with
universities and national labs and utilized for
Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) make the potential for

CCS possible. This innovation should be nurtured not

stymied.
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However, on top of a cap and trade system this
bill places a co@and and control regime on coal
fired power plants. Mandating that after 2009 no new
coal fired plants without CCS technology in pléce
may be built sets an unreasonable deadline. Even
Energy Secretary Chu recently acknowledged that
such CCS technologies will take many years to
develop and even longer to be put into practice.
What is to be gained by such a short timeline? The
elimination of the use of one of the most abundaht
domestic energy resources while at the same time

increasing the demand for electricity?
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What energy source will be used to replace fossil
fuels to meet the increased electricity demand
triggered by the various mandates in this bill? If not
clean coal what about nuclear power? Unfortunately,
nuclear is never featured among the almost 650 pages

of text.

It is the»promotion of wise investments in energy
technology research and development, investments
that tap into American’s innovative spirit that will
lead us to a future where our energy supply is
affordable, reliable and clean and we remain

competitive.
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I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. MARKEY. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. Green.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GENE GREEN, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And the following week
will now be historic for the Energy and Commerce Committee.
After years of debate on the root causes, impacts and potential so-
lutions to address global climate change, our committee will soon
consider comprehensive legislation that seeks to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions both home and abroad.

Both the full committee Chair and you, Chairman Markey, have
worked quickly on a discussion draft which sets the markup for ac-
tion on climate in the House of Representatives. It is an under-
statement to say that all Americans in the entire world are closely
watching how this debate unfolds. That is why I am pleased you
have set an aggressive hearing schedule this week with distin-
guished panelists to learn more about the American Clean Energy
and Security Act, or ACES, released shortly before the April recess.

Since the draft’s release, the Environmental Protection Agency
has issued a finding that greenhouse gas emissions pose a threat
to public health and welfare. If Congress does not act, greenhouse
gas emissions could be regulated administratively without input
from Members that represent diverse constituencies nationwide.

While I commend Chairman Waxman and your work, Chairman
Markey, on the draft, and I hope to support the final product, I
have serious concerns with the impact ACES may have on my con-
stituents and job base in the overall economy. First, we must pro-
tect our U.S. Energy-intensive domestic industries, including refin-
eries, so we do not simply export those jobs abroad to nations with-
out carbon controls and lax environmental regulations.

I represent the Houston Ship Channel, a petrochemical complex
that stretches along the Texas Gulf Coast and is home to thou-
sands of chemical industry and petroleum refining jobs. These en-
ergy-intensive industries we left vulnerable to foreign competitors
not facing carbon regulations if we do not carefully craft transi-
tional policies to prevent job leakage. We cannot allow the petro-
chemical and refining industries to migrate out of America. They
are vital to our economy and to our national security.

I want to thank Congressman Inslee and Congressman Doyle for
putting forward a proposal to provide free allowances of certain en-
ergy-intensive industries regulated under a climate program. I urge
the committee to provide ample allowances sufficient for all ex-
posed industries, including domestic refineries, which will place our
refineries on an equal footing with their competitors in the Euro-
pean Union, which are considered energy-intensive, trade-exposed
industries. Border adjustment policies must level the playing field
in the global market for all trade-exposed products, and our export
and import polices under the cap-and-trade program must not place
our domestic industries at a competitive disadvantage.

None of these proposals, however, can substitute for the need for
a strong international agreement with binding carbon reductions
amongst the world’s largest emitters, including developing coun-
tries.
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Second, our transportation fuel policy must be based on sound
science, and avoid duplicative regulation, and enhance our broader
national energy security. The draft discussion includes a low car-
bon fuel standard, which does not reflect the consensus-based prin-
ciples issued by the U.S. Climate Action Partnership, and raises
more questions than answers. Under the cap-and-trade program,
refiners must already purchase emission allowances for all fuels
produced, with the total volume in the nationwide emission allow-
ances declining over time. Layering an additional regulatory
scheme on fuels may be the least efficient way to reduce carbon
emissions and must be weighed against the impact the proposal
would have on consumer gasoline prices.

Third, complementary policies addressing renewable electricity
and energy efficiency standards must reflect State and regional ca-
pabilities, avoid overlap, and not unduly burden low-income Ameri-
cans with higher home energy bills. A mechanism must be in place
to adjust targets if energy prices escalate, or if transmission capac-
ity is inadequate.

Fourth, a final proportion of allowances must be allocated for
consumer assistance programs. Assisting with higher electricity
prices is one piece of the puzzle. An effective rebate program must
also address higher gasoline prices as well as the price of all goods
that rely on energy inputs. If our climate policy leads to energy
supply disruptions and price spikes without effective remediations,
consumers and voters will begin to question that policy, and they
will respond.

Finally, the overall design of the cap-and-trade program must be
improved. Any final bill should include realistic emission reduction
targets, more effective cost-containment mechanisms, and enhance
carbon market oversight provisions. I hope to work with Chairman
Waxman, Chairman Markey and all the members of our committee
on other concerns to craft a climate policy that protects both our
environment and our economy.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Green follows:]
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Congressman Gene Green
Energy and Commerce Committee
Full Committee Legislative Hearing on
“The American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009”
April 21, 2009

Mr. Chairman, the following weeks will no doubt be historic for
the Energy and Commerce Committee.

After years of debate on the root causes, impacts and potential
solutions to address global climate change, our committee will
soon consider comprehensive legislation that seeks to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions both at home and abroad.

Both you and Subcommittee Chairman Ed Markey have worked
quickly on a discussion draft which sets the marker for action on
climate in the House of Representatives.

It is an understatement to say that all Americans, and the entire
world, are closely watching how this debate unfolds.

That is why I am pleased you have set an aggressive hearing
schedule this week with distinguished panelists to learn more
about “The American Clean Energy and Security Act”- or
ACES -- released shortly before April recess.

Since the draft’s release, the Environmental Protection Agency
has issued a finding that greenhouse gas emissions pose a threat
to public health and welfare.

If Congress does not act, gréenhouse gas emissions could be
regulated administratively without input from Members that
represent diverse constituencies nationwide.
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While I commend Chairman Waxman and Markey’s work on
the draft -- and I hope to support the final product -- I have
serious concerns with the impact ACES may have on my
constituents, job base, and the overall economy.

First, we must protect all U.S. energy-intensive domestic
industries, including refineries, so we do not simply export these
jobs abroad to nations without carbon controls and lax
environmental regulations.

I represent the Houston Ship Channel, a petrochemical complex
that stretches along the Texas Gulf Coast and is home to
thousands of chemical industry and petroleum refining jobs.

These energy-intensive industries will be left vulnerable to
foreign competitors not facing carbon regulations if we do not
carefully craft transitional policies to prevent job leakage.

We cannot allow the petrochemical and refining industries to
migrate out of America. They are vital to our economy and to
our national security.

I want to commend Congressman Inslee and Congressman
Doyle for putting forward a proposal to provide free allowances
to certain energy-intensive industries regulated under a climate
program.

I urge the Committee to provide ample allowances sufficient for
all exposed industries, including domestic refineries, which will
place our refineries on an equal footing with their competitors in
the E.U. which are considered energy-intensive and trade
exposed industries.
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Border adjustment policies must “level the playing field” in the
global market for all trade-exposed products, and our export and
import polices under the cap and trade program must not place
our domestic industries at a competitive disadvantage.

None of these proposals, however, can substitute the need for a
strong international agreement with binding carbon reductions
amongst the world’s largest emitters, including developing
countries.

Second, our transportation fuels policy must be based on sound
science, avoid duplicative regulation, and enhance our broader
national energy security.

The discussion draft includes a Low Carbon Fuel Standard
which does not reflect the consensus-based principles issued by
the U.S. Climate Action Partnership and raises more questions
than it answers.

Under the cap and trade program, refiners must already purchase
emission allowances for all fuels produced, with the total
volume of nationwide emission allowances declining over time.

Layering an additional regulatory scheme on fuels may be the
least efficient way to reduce carbon emissions and must be
weighed against the impact the proposal will have on consumer
gasoline prices.

Third, “complementary policies” addressing renewable
electricity and energy efficiency standards must reflect state and
regional capacities, avoid overlap, and not unduly burden low-
income Americans with higher home energy bills.
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4
Mechanisms must be in place to adjust targets if energy prices
escalate or if transmission capacity is inadequate.

Fourth, a substantial proportion of allowances must be allocated
for consumer assistance programs. Assisting with higher
electricity prices is only one piece of the puzzle. Effective
rebate programs must also address higher gasoline prices as well
as the price of all goods that rely on energy inputs.

If our climate policy leads to energy supply disruptions and
price spikes — without effective remediation — consumers and
voters will begin to question that policy.

Finally, the overall design of the cap and trade program must be
improved. Any final bill should include realistic emission
reduction targets, more effective cost-containment mechanisms,
and enhanced carbon market oversight provisions.

I hope to work with Chairman Waxman, Markey, and all
Members of this Committee on these and other concerns to craft
a climate policy that protects both our environment and our
economy,

Thank you Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time.
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Mr. MARKEY. The gentleman’s time has expired. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Burgess.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the Chairman, and I thank the Chairman
for the opportunity to have this day of opening statements as we
begin a week of doing these hearings with several dozen witnesses.
And I am assuming that we will hear over and over again wit-
nesses tell this committee that the draft bill under consideration is
the answer to all of our energy and security problems, as well as
a vehicle that our economy needs to carry us through this economic
downturn.

I would argue that in its current form, this bill may do more
harm to our economy than any bill that is likely to come before
Congress the rest of this year, perhaps during my natural lifetime.
That is because this cap-and-trade proposal will increase the daily
overhead cost for businesses, increase the cost of running our fami-
lies to work and school and in jobs of businesses unless they are
explicitly protected in the language.

Let me say that again: unless they are explicitly protected in the
language. In other words, we will have a system of earmarks for
what businesses we favor. Once again, Congress, in full trans-
actional mode, will be able to pick winners and losers.

hCrgc%ilt allocations are conspicuously absent from the language in
this bill.

I would also argue that some of the witnesses the committee has
put together should be scrutinized for their support of this bill. I
believe that some merely see a business opportunity to create stra-
tegic alliances in order to gain a greater share of future energy
market. Certainly we have dealt with problems in the futures mar-
ket and energy last summer when oil went up so high, and inter-
estingly enough, Thomas Friedman, writing in an article a week,
week and a half ago, said if we are going to be honest about it, let’s
just tax carbon; let’s not play this elaborate game of hide the ball
from the American public. The American public deserves to know
what we are doing, and we are only going to create a system where
the buying and selling of carbon futures are going to mimic that
of energy futures last summer.

Now, I would like to highlight the fact that some of the largest
corporation industries affected by this draft bill are absent despite
the seemingly unending list of witnesses that we have had before
us this spring and are going to have this week. I have also noticed
for the second time in two attempts the witnesses representing the
U.S. Climate Action Partnership have avoiding hearing opening
statements from members of the committee. Now, I know they are
boring, and I know that people don’t like to pay attention to them,
but this is an historic time, and they should be here.

I am looking forward to hearing from Secretary Chu, Secretary
LaHood, Administrator Jackson at tomorrow’s hearings. As mem-
bers of this committee, we really haven’t had an opportunity to
hear from them. In fact, we have created our whole budget without
any input from the Secretary of Energy or the Secretary of Trans-
portation. In the previous administration we would bring the En-
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ergy Secretary in, we would bring the Secretary of Transportation
in and get their views and estimates before we created the budget.
We didn’t get to do that this year, so maybe tomorrow will be a
good opportunity to ask about the views and estimates for their
budget and how this bill will be incorporated into each agency’s re-
sponsibility and roles in government over the coming years. That
opportunity for Members to question agencies about their budget is
an important role of Congress, and I will appreciate the oppor-
tunity to exercise that tomorrow.

I would also point out that it is up to the Congress to—we hold
the pursestrings, and if indeed the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy is producing regulations that are damaging to the economy, we
do have the ability to withhold funding for their activities during
the appropriations process, and perhaps some clever person can
draft an amendment that will do just that.

Now, fortunately, this draft legislation today is only a draft. We
still have time to make changes to this bill, and I hope some of our
witnesses will offer suggestions, constructive suggestions, for how
we can do this without further damaging the economy. For exam-
ple, if the goal is to reduce emissions, 1 ton saved through energy
efficiency should receive the same treatment as 1 ton saved
through technology transfer, fuel switching or renewable produc-
tion. I think energy efficiency is the real common ground in this
energy discussion because it reduces consumption and saves
money.

And finally, the aggregate cost of this bill is a very serious con-
cern. The current draft makes it nearly impossible to estimate the
eventual cost because we are still not sure how the allowances will
be distributed. But comparing this draft to similar bills that have
already been scored brings this bill to well over $1 trillion. One tril-
lion dollars is still what it used to be even in the recent time of
$1 billion and $1 trillion bailouts.

I have said it before in this committee: Strong and growing
economies are more likely to develop the technology breakthroughs
we needed to spur the next wave in energy innovation. That is
something we can address without imposing a cap on carbon or es-
tablishing a trading platform where sophisticated investors can
work up exotic carbon options to trade or mandate the use of non-
reliant or unavailable technology.

So I certainly look forward to questioning the witnesses, Mr.
Chairman, and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Let me thank the gentleman.

The Chair now recognizes the Chairman emeritus of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Dingell.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing
today. Climate change is one of the most serious issues facing the
Nation. The effect the legislation discussed this week will have
both on the environment and the economy cannot be overstated.
The fact that the committee is dedicating such time in going
through the regular order is of the utmost importance. And both
you and Chairman Waxman are to be commended for your han-
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dling of these matters within the regular order. You are also to be
commended for the outreach you have done to the members of the
committee to enable the committee and its members to understand
the issues each of us faces in our unique and geographical and eco-
nomically diverse districts.

In reading through the legislation, and in talking to stakeholders
over the recess, I am impressed with the draft bill before us. Of
course, the question of auction versus allocation still lies before us,
and that is a very serious question, some might say deal breaker,
for many Members.

I would note that this bill bears strong similarities to the rec-
ommendation of USCAP and also to language of legislation intro-
duced by Mr. Boucher and I during the last session of the Con-
gress.

I do remain concerned about the aggressive nature of the renew-
able electrical standard as written in the draft. While a strong re-
newable standard is critically important as we move forward, and
would certainly go a long way in preventing the dash to gas, I
worry that 25 percent in 15 years might be more than States can
handle. One possible solution to this would be to back nuclear out
of the baseline that has been done for waste energy and existing
hydro. It is my sincere hope that we could work together to find
a standard that is both workable and achievable and fair.

I would also like to work with you and Chairman Waxman on
the provisions dealing with autos. Included in this legislation I
would like to see a doubling of the authorization of the Department
of Energy’s section 136 Advanced Technologies Vehicle Manufac-
turing Incentive Program. I would note that this country has been
in and out of programs like this, like Murphy’s glass eye, and every
new administration that comes along has changes which will give
us better, they say, technology assistance to the auto-manufac-
turing industry. But this has left us with a very unstable and unre-
liable situation. The program that I refer to has proved wildly suc-
cessful, and applications to date far outweigh current funding lev-
els. And we are seeing how this kind of program will work and has
worked in other countries like Japan, China and Korea, which are
now exporting batteries to this country and other advanced tech-
nology in the automobile industry.

I would also propose dedicating 1 percent of the allowance values
a direct funding source for section 136, and generally for retooling
to help the domestic auto industry meet the higher fuel economy
standard. In addition, I would like to see the inclusion of the so-
called “cash for clunkers” bill.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you and other
members of this committee as we work towards compromise lan-
guage between the Sutton bill and the Inslee bill. Any compromise
must favor automobiles built in the United States and not exacer-
bate the disadvantages our domestic auto industry already faces. It
would indeed be curious if we were to spend money to stimulate
the economy of the United States by supporting autos built in
Japan, Korea or China.

I also want to applaud Representative Doyle for his work on en-
suring that the United States manufacturing is not placed at a
competitive disadvantage as a result of this legislation. His leader-
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ship has been valuable, and, again, I commend him for it. I support
your efforts also, Mr. Chairman, in this area and look forward to
doing so.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as we move forward, I am committed to
securing a dedicated fund for natural resource adaptation. As we
heard in the testimony before the subcommittee at a hearing on
adaption, the forest assessment report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change noted, and I quote, observational evi-
dence from all continents and most oceans shows that many nat-
ural systems are being affected by regional climate changes, par-
ticularly temperature increases, closed quote. In that same report
we are warned that in the lifetime of a child born today, 20 percent
to 30 percent of the world’s plant and animal species will be on the
brink of extinction if we don’t take action now.

One of my great heroes, and a great conservationist, and the
26th President of the United States, Theodore Roosevelt, taught us
that conservation is a great moral issue, and that it is our duty as
i;c e(rilsures the safety and the continuance of the Nation and man-

ind.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from the many wit-
nesses over the next several days and working with you as we con-
tinue to work to address climate change in a manner which pro-
tects the environment and which must protect jobs and the econ-
omy. I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman from Michigan very much.

And we now turn and recognize the gentleman from Kentucky,
Mr. Whitfield.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Chairman Markey, thank you very much. And
before I give my opening statement, I would like to ask unanimous
consent that the statement of Mr. Radanovich of California be sub-
mitted for the hearing record.

Mr. MARKEY. Without objection, it will be included.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Radanovich follows:]
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Statement

By
The Honorable
George Radanovich
Before the
Committee on )
Energy and Commerce

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling these hearings on your draft climate change legislation, the
American Climate and Energy Security Act.

While | aim certainly skeptical about carbon dioxide’s contribution to the warming or cooling of the
Earth, | understand that this hearing is not intended to investigate the science behind global
warming but rather to examine the legislation that Chairman Waxman and Chairman Markey
have drafted.

| recognize that the Chair has been working very hard on this legislation; however | am concerned
that we are holding this hearing slightly prematurely. | say this because in my opinion, the bill we
are examining today is woefully incomplete. In fact, one of the most important eiements of any
cap and trade bill—language regarding allocations and auctions of carbon credits—is completely
missing from ACES. | know that the EPA has run economic models on this legislation, but | am at
a loss as to how those calculations were made without any mention of allocations and auctions in
the bill text. 1find myself absolutely unable to appropriately comment on the implications of a
piece of legislation, particularly one of this magnitude, with such a gaping hole in the payment
plan.

Further, as it is apparent that Congress and this Administration are determined to do something
to limit carbon dioxide emitting sources of energy, the absence of a nuclear energy title
represents another gaping hole in this legislation. if Congress and the Administration are truly
serious about reducing greenhouse gasses, nuclear energy has to be part of the plan. Let me be
clear, nuclear energy cannot be an after thought or something to address down the road; nuclear
energy must be one of the focal points of any climate change legisiation. Yet, its absence in the
bill before us today is noticeably conspicuous.

One of the witnesses before the Committee today is Energy Secretary Chu, who last February
made a statement regarding the future of CA agriculture. Dr. Chu cited a study that claimed
global warming would destroy our natural water storage and claimed that up to 90 percent of the
Sierra Nevada's snow pack could disappear. Specifically, Dr. Chu said, “We're looking at a
scenario where there’s no more agricuiture in California.”

What Dr. Chu probably didn’t realize when he said that is that he was half right—California
agriculture is already going extinct. In fact, the reason it's going extinct is the real impetus behind
this entire hearing-—not global warming, but environmental alarmism—in form of the Endangered
Species Act. In addition to ESA, the most extreme and immediate threat to California agriculture
isn't global warming, it's a cap and trade bill that will cause electricity and prices to necessarily
skyrocket, as President Obama has previously stated.

Agriculture has absolutely no chance of surviving with $8 per galion gas or electricity rates that
have increased by 128 percent as some have predicted will happen under a cap and trade plan
such as the Waxman-Markey bill.

Another section of this bill focuses on the need for America to invest, or rather subsidize, a new
“green” economy. However, a recent study of Spain’s green job program revealed that over the
past decade 2.2 regular jobs were lost for every 1 green job manufactured and subsidized by the
Spanish government. Even worse, only 1 in 10 of the jobs actually created through green
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investment is permanent. On top of this, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) has
show that Spain’s annual emissions of carbon dioxide have increased by nearly 50 percent since
the nation began its aggressive push for “green jobs.”

Finally, and most importantly, my ultimate concern with this legisiation is the cost to American
families and businesses. | have seen numbers ranging from $1,300 to $3,100 in potential cost to
each American household. | don't know many families in my district that could handle that type of
a tax just for flipping on their light switch. This is especially concerning when we don't know
where that money is going or what it is going to be used for in the future.

Mr. Chairman, again, thank you for calling this hearing and as you can tell, |, along with many of
my colleagues have a lot of questions and concerns about this legislation and about imposing a
national energy tax during one of the most serious recessions this country has ever known.
Thank you and | yield back.
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Mr. MARKEY. And any opening statements from any of the Mem-
bers who cannot attend this session will be included by unanimous
consent in the record.

[The prepared statements of Ms. Eshoo, Ms. Capps, and Messrs.
Blunt, Sullivan, and Gingrey follow:]
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Statement of Representative Anna G. Eshoo
The American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009
March 31* Discussion Draft
Full Committee on Energy and Commerce
2123 Rayburn House Office Building
April 22, 2009

Thank you, Chairman Waxman for holding today’s hearing. We’ve come a long way since the
first Full Energy and Commerce Committee hearing on climate change of the 110™ Congress
held January 15,

I’'m very proud that you, and Chairman Markey, the Obama Administration, and the House
Leadership are addressing the most pressing issues facing our nation head-on. You said on
January 15% that the Energy and Commerce Committee would act swiftly and decisively to
reduce global warming and end our dependence on foreign oil. Today is Earth Day, and just four
months into the new Congress we’re discussing a comprehensive bill that will bring us closer to
a sustainable and secure energy future.

This is a key juncture of the climate change debate in the U.S and internationally. Given the
economic crises we face, some might say it would be easier to walk away from this tremendous
challenge, but our constituents and the world community expect us to rise to meet it and do
what’s necessary to create a clean energy foundation for generations to come.

I'm pleased that Chairmen Waxman and Markey have crafted a bill that incorporates the best
ideas and suggestions of the Members of the Energy and Commerce Committee including my
bill, H.R. 1742. This legislation promotes the regional deployment of the infrastructure needed to
support the widespread use of electric drive vehicles — facilitating the integration of smart grid
equipment and making electric charging stations or battery exchange locations as common as gas
stations.

Passing a sensible and well-crafied American Clean Energy and Security Act may be one of the
most important pieces of legislation in a generation and I’'m eager to work with my colleagues on
this effort. The consequences of “business as usual™ are too great, and the price to the global
environment, economy, and human welfare are too large to delay action any longer.

Thank you Chairmen Waxman and Markey, and the Administration officials with us today, for
recognizing and acting on this principle.
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Rep. Lois Capps
Hearings on “The American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009”
April 21,2009

Thank you, Chairman Waxman and Chairman Markey, for holding this critically important series
of hearings. :

Thank you also to our many esteemed witnesses for traveling here to testify.

The American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009 is groundbreaking legislation. It seeks to
address the biggest environmental and energy challenge of our time.

It tackles the energy crisis and climate change — two issues that seep into every facet of our daily
lives, threatening the security of our country, our economic stability, and the health of our
planet.

For this bill to succeed and for us to successfully cap greenhouse gas emissions, we must
implement a nationwide Renewable Electricity Standard and the Energy Efficiency Resource
Standard.

Investing in renewable energy resources and energy efficiency will create jobs, save consumers
and businesses billions, bolster innovation, reduce our dependence on foreign energy sources,
and cut greenhouse gas emissions.

By implementing a national energy efficiency sténdard, California alone is projected to net
almost 21,000 jobs by 2020.

Clean energy is the future. But we have to get it right.

We need to maintain the provisions in this bill that protect the least among us, and ensure that
those least responsible for the current crisis do not bear its burden.

We need to remember that this is a global crisis.

This legislation includes important language that provides assistance to vulnerable developing
countries to help them adapt to climate change.

We also have to stop deforestation. It is estimated that roughly 20% of greenhouse gas
emissions are a consequence of deforestation. The solution is simple: Stop indiscriminately
cutting down trees. And this bill provides countries with incentives to accomplish that.

But despite our best efforts, the climate will change. And we need to be ready.

This legislation must provide the resources necessary to ensure that the natural world can adapt -
that our oceans, our water resources, and our wildlife are all protected.
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And we need to make sure that the research and resources are in place to protect and promote the
health of all the world’s citizens.

Now is the time to rise up and seize the unprecedented opportunity before us.

The legislation we pass will be the legacy we leave for our children and our grandchildren. To
protect them, and all that come after us, we must pass a comprehensive energy and climate

policy.
I yield back.
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BLUNT STATEMENT FOR E&C SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND THE ENVIRONMENT
April 21, 2009

Mr. Chairman,

Thank you for holding this hearing on “The American Clean Energy and
Security Act.of 2009”. It will come as no surprise to you or others on this
committee that I'm concerned about this legislation and hope that committee
members have a chance to weigh the economic impact of a bill that severely

limits energy production during a time of economic downturn.

Every credible study I've seen tells me that a cap-and-trade program will
increase the cost of energy and hurt businesses and consumers throughout
Missouri and the United States. I doubt there’s ever a good time to burden
Arherican consumers with extra costs, but I believe that now is probably the
worst time to implement an energy program that will pass the costs directly
to the consumer every time we flip on a light switch, turn up the thermostat,
fill up our gas tank or purchase an American-made product. This type of
energy policy will be even more damaging to states like Missouri where
almost 90 percent of electricity is coal generated and where consumers will

pay even more than the average American under the proposed legislation.
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And the damage this bill does to our economy doesn’t stop with this hidden
tax hike. American manufaéturers could be forced out of business, in part
because of the unfair cost advantage this bill will give foreign companies.
The National Association of Manufacturers recently estimated that under
similar climate change legislation, Missouri alone would be threatened with
23,000 to 76,000 job-losses. An MIT study found that under that same
system, the average American family 's share of increased costs would be

around $3,100 per year.

The way in which emission allowances are allocated, whether by auction or
giving out allowances for free, is a critical component of cap and trade
legislation. The discussion draft of this legislation does not contain a
decision on permit allocations versus auctions. Without these critical facts,
how can any of my colleagues can possibly claim to know what this billvwill
cost in terms of jobs and consumer price hikes? I am concerned that this bill
is not ready to be fully discussed. I also believe that three days of hearings
on the discussion draft are not sufficient and more hearings should be held
that fully explore additional issues, such as defining what constitutes an

allowable carbon offset and the role of nuclear power in carbon reduction.
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There is nothing wrong with ultimate goal of protecting our environment, but
we must look at the real ramifications this bill will have on our already
struggling economy. Our nation does, in fact, need a new energy policy, but
we need one similar to the " all of the above strategy " I advocated for last
year — more conservation, more domestic production and more reliance on
alternative fuels. We also need to focus on developing new teclinologies and
exporting those technologies as well as promoting conservation, encouraging
investment in next generation technologies, and providing tax incentives for
businesses and homeowners who improve their energy efficiency. Telling
Americans that the choices are this or to do nothing is a falsehood and no way

to create a sustainable and common-sense energy policy.

I'm hopéful that this subcommittee can find ways to work together to avoid
imposing an increased burden on consumers and on the cost of doing business
in these tough economic times. To that end, I look forward to working with the
chairman, Mr. Upton the ranking Republican, as well as my colleagues in the

full committee to achieve good policy in a bipartisan way.
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April 21, 2009

Opening Statement
Congressman John Sullivan
Legislative hearing on the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009
House Energy and Commerce Committee

Chairman Waxman,

Thank you for calling this hearing today to examine the American Clean
Energy and Security Act of 2009.

Like all Americans, I want to work to ensure clean air, clean water and a
healthy environment for today but also for future generations. We must
be good stewards of our planet. Unfortunately, the incomplete discussion
draft before us today will take our nation in the wrong direction.

By holding a marathon legislative hearing on a discussion draft lacking
key carbon cost provisions, I do not believe we can have an honest
discussion on the scope and cost of this legislation without these critical
issues being addressed before conducting a hearing on the bill. Without
filling in these critical blanks, American families and business in every
sector will be left in the dark on how much their energy bills will go up
under the draft legislation.

I feel that this discussion draft is a backdoor attempt to enact a national
energy tax that will have a crushing impact on consumers, jobs and our
economy- while doing little to protect the environment. Estimates vary
but in its current form, it would increase American household utility
bills by up to $3,100 per year. It does this by spending trillions of dollars
to remove a small amount of carbon dioxide that is contained in our
atmosphere, while placing the United States at a competitive
disadvantage. The bill would place additional costs on Oklahoma oil
and gas producers and refiners, American manufacturers of all sizes and
will surrender our economic vitality to overseas competitors not subject
to limits on greenhouse gas emissions.
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Like most Americans, I support an’ all of the above’ energy plan that
will promote the use of alternative fuels, encourage conservation and
increase environmentally-safe production of American energy.

I urge the committee to recognize that families and small businesses in

Oklahoma and all across the United States already are struggling during
this recession, and increasing their energy costs will only make matters
worse. -

Again, I feel that this incomplete bill that takes our nation in the wrong
direction by imposing a national energy tax and unreasonable rules and
regulations on our nation’s energy sectors that will ultimately result in
the closure of businesses, loss of American workforce to other countries
and stifled American productivity.

I yield back the balance of my time
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U.S. Congressman Phil Gingrey
Opening Statement

Committee on Energy and Commerce
“The American Clean Energy Security Act of 2009”

April 21, 2009

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Today, this committee undertakes a process
that our Chairman and the Speaker hope will
yield a bill to significantly limit carbon
dioxide emissions in the United States.
What each and every one of us must
honestly and deliberately determine is at

what cost—and to what benefit?
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Differences in scientific perspectives aside,
the underlying draft requires us to make
very serious value judgments at a time of
historic economic peril. We have to
truthfully ask ourselves: is the danger of
carbon dioxide so great that we have no
choice but to saddle upon every American
household potentially an additional $3,000

per year in energy costs.

Is this Congress prepared to make people

choose between feeding their family or
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lighting their house? Is this Congress
prepared to make a senior citizen choose
between life-saving medication or having

heat in the winter?

Mr. Chairman, I don’t believe that any
member of this Committee or this Congress
would ever want to imperil Americans with
such decisions, but that could be effect of

this legislation if it is enacted.
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Energy costs touch almost every aspect of
our society and our economy. While decades
of bad housing and financial sector policy
was the foundation for the current economic
downturn, one should not discount the role
of staggering energy costs in exacerbating

this crisis.

Many of my friends on the other side of the
aisle may bristle at the term “Cap and Tax,”
but it is hard to ignore the reality that these

increased costs in energy production will
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have to come from somewhere—and that
somewhere will be the pockets of
consumers. Even if we were to institute
some type of limited subsidy, the funding
for these subsidies will likewise have to
come from somewhere—and that
somewhere will eventually be the pockets of

taxpayers. These facts are inescapable.

We are therefore faced with a value
judgment. Though I believe each of us

wants a cleaner environment to pass on to
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our children, grandchildren, and future
generations, we have a similar obligation to
pass on to them an economic future just as
bright. And if we destroy our economy by
crippling our citizens with regulation and
energy taxes, America will not be able tb be
a global leader on anything—including

environmental stewardship.

As the Representative for the people of
Northwest Georgia, I am extremely

concerned about the impact that this
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proposal’s renewable energy standard will
have on the Southeast. The Southeast is
neither in the Wind Belt nor the Sun Belt,
and this draft’s exclusion of nuclear energy
and new hydropower sources will lead to
additional significant increases in the cost of
energy for Americans living ‘in the

Southeast.

Mr. Chairman, while I always seek
opportunities for bipartisan cooperation, I

will not be able in good conscience to stand
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behind any proposal that raises energy costs
for every American and puts those I

represent at a particular disadvantage.

I urge all my colleagues to proceed
cautiously and thoughtfully as we move

forward on this proposal. I yield back.
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Mr. MARKEY. If the Chair is recognized, we will put it back at
5 minutes.

The gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. Whitfield, is recognized for
his opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ED WHITFIELD, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF KEN-
TUCKY

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you very much, Chairman Markey.

And I would like to say that while climate change may be one
of the most urgent problems facing our country, the way that this
bill affects our production of electricity and the production of the
fuel we use for our transportation needs in America may very well
dwarf the climate change problem. Now, why do I say that? I say
that because it is essential, as we move forward to produce cleaner
energy, that we balance the need of cleaner energy versus the need
of protecting jobs in the U.S. and keeping the U.S. competitive in
the global marketplace.

Now, President Obama and others have said that the jobs cre-
ated as this country moves into clean energy will far offset the jobs
that we lose with our traditional energy sources. I have read a lot
of studies, and there are some studies that say that that is actually
the case. But you can find just as many studies that say the jobs
created as we move into a greener economy will not offset the jobs
of the traditional economy, and so I think we have to look very
carefully at that as we move forward.

I would also point out that recently we met with a group of Chi-
nese, and they were very emphatic when they met with us. And
they indicated that every 2 weeks they are bringing on a new coal-
powered plant in China. And also the same type of activities taking
place in India. And I might say that those coal plants in China and
India frequently do not have scrubbers, they certainly don’t have
carbon capture and sequestration, and those countries are utilizing
coal because it still is the most economical way to produce elec-
tricity. And they want to maintain low transportation costs, they
want to maintain low electrical costs, they want to maintain low
labor costs, because they want to be the most competitive country
in the world. And if we move unilaterally to address some of these
issues as is set out in this legislation, I think there is a real danger
that we are going to be less competitive in the global marketplace.

Renewables under this legislation, we want to produce 20 per-
cent of our electricity by renewables by the year 2025. And I think
Mr. Barton in his testimony showed very clearly that in States like
Missouri, Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Ohio, Flor-
ida, Georgia, you simply cannot produce that much electricity by
wind power and solar power. It simply cannot be done, and yet this
legislation will provide a penalty for those utilities that are unable
to do so.

I would also point out that we know that we produce 51 percent
of our electricity by coal, and in order to continue to do that, and
also to help using coal around the world, that we have to perfect
capture and storage technology. Recently I have had some con-
versations with Dr. Curt Halice, who is one of the few people that
I know that actually wrote and received a doctoral degree on car-
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bon capture and sequestration. He has looked at this legislation,
and he is also involved with a company that right now is featured
in the New York Times on Saturday that they are contemplating
building a $5 billion carbon capture and sequestration plant that
will store carbon dioxide on the ocean floor. But when he made
comments on this legislation, and I think this is very constructive
comments that we should look at as we move forward—and I would
also ask unanimous consent that I be able to submit for the record
his comments on the carbon capture and sequestration part of this
bill. So if there is no objection, I hope that that would be admitted.

Mr. MARKEY. Without objection, it will be admitted.

[The information was unavailable at the time of printing.]

Mr. WHITFIELD. But one of the suggestions that he made, and
this is the only one that I will talk about, and I think it is some-
thing we should think about, was to reduce the bill’s floor for the
amount of CO, that a plant emits before it can qualify for funding
from this act. He suggests lowering it from 250,000 tons of CO to
100,000 tons of COa.

He also has some other, I think, very constructive recommenda-
tions on the carbon capture part of this bill which will play a vital
role if we are going to continue to utilize coal and be competitive
in the global marketplace.

So I want to commend the Chairman and the others who have
worked on this bill, and we look forward to working with you as
we move forward.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman very much.

And now we turn and recognize the gentlelady from California,
Ms. Harman.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JANE HARMAN, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Ms. HARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for hold-
ing what will be 24/7 hearings for the next few days.

There are some young people in the audience that are wearing
green shirts. Those shirts say “Power Shift 2009,” and their hard
hats say, “Green Jobs.” Now, I just want to say, Mr. Chairman,
that what we do here with this legislation is about you folks. It is
about the kind of world you will inherit and the kind of jobs you
will [ﬁarform. We can get it right, or we can blow it. I am for getting
it right.

I would suggest that your legislation, Mr. Chairman, and Mr.
Waxman’s legislation, is very thoughtful, has a few holes to fill in,
but it is based on a sound foundation, and that foundation is the
USCAP blueprint for legislative action. I know it was no accident
that you had USCAP appear here as our first witness in this ses-
sion of Congress to talk about climate change legislation. I would
just like to read the list of its partnership members, or some of
them: Alcoa, BP America, Caterpillar, the Chrysler Group, Duke
Energy, the Environmental Defense Fund, General Electric, Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, The Nature Conservancy, Shell
Oil, Siemens, Xerox.

Now, this is not your average advocacy group, I would say. This
is a, I assume, bipartisan, very bipartisan, and very unusual group
of folks who probably had extremely different positions when they
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formed the group, but have now been able to arrive at consensus
principles. It is a sound foundation for the legislation, and it is a
bipartisan foundation for the legislation. And I think the fact, as
the Chairman emeritus said, that we are moving in the regular
order speaks to the fact that this committee, with a great history,
will build on a sound foundation and bipartisanship and produce
a great bill.

I would just like to point out two of its more brilliant provisions.
One is section 211 that relates to outdoor lighting efficiency. Every-
one should know that Congressman Upton and I introduced this as
a stand-alone bill. It is based on the way we were able to achieve
success with respect to indoor lighting, and it set tough standards
over a series of years to increase lighting efficiency.

That would be one of the brilliant provisions, and the other
might be section 214, which is about cash for clunkers. It is a sys-
tem of incentives to get Americans to replace their older, energy-
wasting washing machines, refrigerators and other household ap-
pliances, to trade them in so that they no longer consume excess
energy and get replacements that are efficient.

This is the kind of material in this very thoughtful bill. It will
need, as I said, us to come together on some of the tough details,
but it is built on a sound foundation. And I predict to you kids out
there that we are going to do the right thing, and that you can feel
that you were part of a very impressive project which the 111th
Congress is about to undertake.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentlelady.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Scalise.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STEVE SCALISE, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

Mr. SCALISE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the hearings you have scheduled this week; however,
I am very concerned about how we plan to mark up this bill while
the details of how the administration intends to issue exemptions
versus auctioning permits off is not included in the draft of this
bill. Similarly, we cannot know the true cost of this bill until the
permit issue has been decided.

While the debate on the causes of climate change are far from
settled, as well as the cost of this bill, what has not been disputed
is the fact that a cap-and-trade energy tax will cost this country
millions of good jobs and will force the average American family to
pay thousands of dollars in increased energy costs. This bill is ex-
pected to raise over $640 billion in new taxes on energy. Even the
Congressional Budget Office notes regardless of how the allowances
were distributed, most of the cost of meeting a cap on CO, emis-
sions would be borne by consumers who would face persistently
higher prices for products such as electricity and gasoline.

The President has acknowledged that his plan will lead to higher
electricity prices when he stated, quote, under my plan of a cap-
and-trade system, electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket, un-
quote. According to the President’s Budget Director Peter Orszag,
the average annual household cost increase would be about $1,300
a year for a 15 percent cut in CO, emissions, which is 80 percent
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less than the cut sought in the President’s proposed budget. In fact,
Peter Orszag testified last year before Congress that price in-
creases borne by consumers are essential to the success of their
cap-and-trade energy program.

Rather than a national energy tax, we need a comprehensive na-
tional energy policy that takes an “all of the above” strategy. We
need to encourage conservation, we need to pursue an increase in
technologies and renewable sources of energy like wind and solar,
but we also need to explore our own natural resources like oil, nat-
ural gas and even clean-coal technologies; but we also need to
make nuclear power part of a renewable energy portfolio standard,
because clearly nuclear power is a reliable and successful and effi-
cient source of energy that most of Europe is using, and it emits
no carbon. This bill doesn’t include nuclear in part of that strategy.

This cap-and-trade energy tax will send millions of our energy-
intensive manufacturing jobs overseas to countries like China and
India. According to the National Association of Manufacturers, an
estimated 3 to 4 million net American jobs will be lost under cap-
and-trade energy tax. Some estimates on job losses go even higher,
well over 7 million jobs that would be lost in our American econ-
omy. Surely at a time when we need to be creating jobs, this bill
goes in the opposite direction.

Moving into a cap-and-trade tax system would place the United
States’ economy at a distinct competitive disadvantage because it
would place additional costs on American manufacturers and cede
market share to overseas competitors that are not subject to the
limits on greenhouse gas emissions. What this bill will do is redis-
tribute wealth from American families and consumers to special in-
terests. As we speak, deals are being cut right now with special-
interest groups to grant them free allowances in exchange for their
support on this legislation.

Is that really the change in the way of doing business that so
many Americans were promised? That is why so many of the de-
tails of this cap-and-trade bill are not yet available to us on the
committee, as well as to the public, and so there is a clear lack of
transparency in this legislation in part because of the deals that
ilrfe currently being cut, with those details that are conveniently
eft out.

Furthermore, government-run cap-and-trade systems smother in-
novation since companies are artificially constrained in their eco-
nomic activities, and this will dampen the incentive to create new
products and services.

For those who are concerned about reducing carbon emissions,
this cap-and-trade energy tax will ironically increase the worldwide
carbon emissions, because many of the millions of American jobs
that will be shipped overseas due to a cap-and-trade energy tax
will be, in fact, sent to countries who do not follow the environ-
mental standards that are in place here in America. So while those
jobs will be shipped overseas, and we will lose that economic oppor-
tunity here in our country, the countries that don’t participate in
cap and trade, like China, India and others, actually emit more
carbon in the way that they produce the same goods.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this issue in a
broad context this week; however, without the details on some of
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the most significant portions of the bill, this committee is doing a
disservice to the American people by purporting to have a hearing
on a bill that is incomplete.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Mr. MARKEY. The gentleman’s time has expired. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Washington State, Mr. Inslee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAY INSLEE, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you.

It is Earth Day tomorrow, but I want to point out this is not just
a green bill one way, it is a green bill two ways. It is not just about
decreasing pollution, it is about increasing jobs. And with this bill
we are on the launching pad for the single most ambitious, the sin-
gle most promising job-creation program since the launch of the
Apollo project under the leadership of John F. Kennedy.

And I think we ought to approach this with three basic American
attributes, the first being confidence. And I just want to share
some reasons why I am confident that we will fulfill America’s des-
tiny of being the clean energy arsenal to the world.

Last week I was at home for a couple of weeks, and I just want
to share some of the people that I talked to in one week. I talked
to the people at the SAFIRE energy company which just announced
yesterday that they intend to have an algae-based biodiesel
biofuels, zero CO2 emission, up and running by 2011 at twice the
levels that they originally predicted, using only sunlight and salt
water and no feedstock.

I talked to the A123 Battery Company that is ready to manufac-
ture a lithium-ion domestically produced battery to drive Amer-
ican-produced electric cars. We ought to have confidence we are not
going to allow China to dominate the world economy in electric cars
and lithium-ion batteries. This bill is going to make sure that that
industry stays here.

I talked to the Infinia Company in the Tri-Cities, Washington,
which has a sterling solar-powered engine, which is now selling
well in Spain and we want to start selling well here, and this bill
will make sure that that happens.

I talked to the Ramgen Company. A lot of people have talked to
coal—about the need to sequester coal CO,. We have a technology
at the Ramgen Company that leads the world in the ability to com-
press CO, so we can bury it permanently and create jobs in this
country.

I talked to the AltaRock Company, which is one of the world’s
leading companies to do engineered geothermal, which we can do
perhaps in 50 percent of the United States.

The list goes on and on and on. But what these Americans need
is a policy jump-start so that these jobs get created in America, and
fundamentally this is what this bill does. So we ought to have con-
fidence.

Second, we ought to act as a union, recognizing the very dis-
parate nature of our country, and that is I am very pleased to be
working with Mike Doyle, to have—and I appreciate Chairman
Waxman and Mr. Markey’s including our provision that will pre-
vent job leakage and not give an advantage to our international
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competitors by, in fact, giving some free permits to domestic high-
energy-intensive industry. It is the right thing to do, and it is our
answer to the international situation.

But further, I want to mention one thing that I hope we will ad-
dress as we go forward in the bill. To truly act as a union, we have
to unify the electrical grid system of the United States. If you look
at the map that Mr. Gordon put up about the disparate access to
very renewable sources, we have to have a grid system that is fit-
ting for this century. And I hope that we will find a solution to site
these grid systems and finance these grid systems. It is both nec-
essary and possible to do so. Can you imagine what the Interstate
Freeway System would look like if we just did it county by county?
We need to have a backstop so that Uncle Sam can help out local
communities site these systems.

The third thing we need to do in this bill is be smart, and I want
to mention a couple of things in that regard. The smartest thing
we can do is to learn from the lessons of Europe. Europe essentially
used a cap-and-trade system that we invented here to deal with
sulfur dioxide. It has been extremely successful in our American
experience. We have tamed sulfur dioxide at probably half the cost
that was originally anticipated. I believe there is a possibility to do
the same with carbon dioxide.

But there are some lessons from Europe. I just want to mention
one of them. When they started the cap-and-trade system in Eu-
rope, they gave away all the permits. And the reason they did that
is it created less controversy to simply give away the permits. And
it was a spectacular disaster when they did that because it ended
up consumers bore the cost, rather than utilities, of the cost of this
program, and there were scandals galore in Europe about that. And
they did not achieve in the first 3 years of their program what they
wanted because they gave away the permits and did not create an
incentive to go to low-carbon fuels.

We ought to be like the guy who putts second. You always follow
the putt of the guy who went first. And we ought to learn from the
lessons of Europe and have a more reasonable disposition of these
permits. And when we do that—I want to make one important
point here—this is going to be the largest recycling program in
American history because a huge amount of these dollars are going
to be recycled right back to the American consumers to help with
their utility bills. You can make sure we are going to grow jobs,
help consumers and get this job done. Thank you.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman.

The gentleman’s time is expired. The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Pitts.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. PITTS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. PiTTs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding this
hearing.

Like all of us, I believe we should work to decrease the amount
of greenhouse gas emissions in our atmosphere and be good stew-
ards of this Earth and its resources. However, I don’t see how these
3 days of marathon hearings will shed light on how the discussion
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draft of the Cap and Trade Act proposes to actually decrease green-
house gas emissions and not cause devastating harm to our econ-
omy. The discussion draft is incomplete. The most important provi-
sion regarding the allocation of allowances has yet to be decided or
even written. Because of this, CBO said they cannot score the bill.
And industries, and thus consumers, cannot truly define how the
bill would impact them. How then can we have legislative hearings
and engage in fruitful dialogue and debate about a bill that is in-
complete?

Even though the most critical portion of the bill is not included,
we can talk about the numerous ways in which this bill will inevi-
tably increase energy costs and negatively impact working families
across America. The last major cap-and-trade provision considered
in Congress was the Warner-Lieberman Climate Security Act. As
far as decreasing greenhouse emissions, according to the Institute
for Energy Research, Warner-Lieberman would have only reduced
global temperatures by 18/100ths of 1 degree by 2050. As far as
economic impact, according to the Heritage Foundation, in the first
20 years alone, the ramifications of that bill would have resulted
in aggregate real GDP losses of nearly $5 trillion. In the first 20
years, it would have destroyed 900,000 jobs and caused nearly 3
million job losses in the manufacturing sector by 2029, many jobs
driven overseas. In my State of Pennsylvania, it was projected that
gver 94,000 jobs would have been lost in the manufacturing sector

y 2030.

Yet the Waxman-Markey draft is far more sweeping than War-
ner-Lieberman, and thus economic consequences will be even
worse. The bill imposes a tax on every energy producer for their
carbon emissions. This tax will most certainly be passed on to con-
sumers. President Obama acknowledged this in a meeting with the
editorial board of the San Francisco Chronicle in January of 2008
when he said, quote, under my plan of a cap-and-trade system,
electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket. That will cost money.
They will pass that money on to the consumers, end quote.

In Pennsylvania, 56 percent of energy demand that relies on coal,
with the advent of a harsh energy tax that discriminates against
coal-powered electric utilities, hard-working families will have to
devote a larger proportion of their income to increasing energy
prices.

Every American realizes that we are in a time of economic trou-
ble, so we must ask the question, is it prudent to pass a cap-and-
trade bill which will increase the cost of energy and conceivably
cause 3.75 million job losses? Is it prudent to pass legislation that
will make matters even worse by levying a new national energy tax
that could cost families over $3,100 per year per family?

Mr. Chairman, we need to carefully consider the negative impact
that a cap-and-trade bill will have upon our economy. I do not be-
lieve it is in the best interest of American families to pass a bill
that will make their way of life harder and more challenging by job
losses and higher energy costs.

In addition, despite the harmful economic consequences, the bill
is even short-sighted in what it considers alternative and renew-
able energy. Nuclear energy, a prime source of clean energy, is en-
tirely excluded from this bill, as is waste energy, which has been
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successfully used in my district for decades to produce energy from
municipal solid waste. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I hope that these
hearings will be substantive, clarify several aspects of the discus-
sion draft that are puzzling at best and harmful to the consumers
at worst. I look forward to hearing from our witnesses over the
next 3 days, and I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pitts follows:]
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Thank you Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing.

Mr. Chairman, like all of us, I believe we should work to decrease the
amount of greenhouse gas emissions in our atmosphere and we should be
good stewards of this earth and its resources.

However, I don’t see how these three days of marathon hearings will shed
light on how the discussion draft of the cap and trade bill proposes to
actually decrease greenhouse gas emissions and not cause devastating harm
to our economy.

The discussion draft is incomplete—the most important provision regarding
the allocation of allowances has yet to be decided or even written. Because
of this, CBO said they cannot score the bill. And industries, and thus
consumers, cannot truly define how the bill would impact them.

How, then, can we have legislative hearings and engage in fruitful dialogue
and debate about a bill that is incomplete?

Even though the most critical portion of the bill is not included, we can talk
about the numerous ways in which this bill will inevitably increase energy
costs and negatively impact working families across America.

The last major cap and trade provision considered in Congress was the
Warner-Lieberman Climate Security Act.
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As far as decreasing greenhouse gas emissions, according to the Institute for
Energy Research, Warner-Lieberman would have only reduced global
temperatures by eighteen one hundredths of one degree by 2050.

As far as economic impact, according to the Heritage Foundation, in the first
20 years alone, the ramifications of that bill would have resulted in
aggregate real GDP losses of nearly $5 trillion.

In the first 20 years, it would have destroyed 900,000 jobs, and caused
nearly 3 million job losses in the manufacturing sector by 2029—with many
jobs driven overseas.

In my state of Pennsylvania, it was projected that over 94,000 jobs would
have been lost in the manufacturing sector by 2030.

Yet, the Waxman-Markey draft is far more sweeping than Warner-
Lieberman and thus economic consequences will be even worse.

The bill imposes a tax on every energy producer for their carbon
emissions—this tax will most certainly be passed on to consumers.

President Obama acknowledged this in a meeting with the editorial board of
the San Francisco Chronicle in January 2008. He said, “Under my plan of a
cap and trade system electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket ... that
will cost money. They will pass that money on to consumers ...”

In Pennsylvania, 56% of energy demand relies on coal. With the advent of a
harsh energy tax that discriminates against coal-powered electric utilities,
hard working families will have to devote a larger proportion of their income
to increasing energy prices.

Every American realizes that we’re in a time of economic trouble. So, we
must ask the question, is it prudent to pass a cap and trade bill which will
increase the cost of energy and conceivably cause 3.75 million in job losses?

Is it prudent to pass legislation that will make matters even worse by levying
a new national energy tax that could cost families over $3,100 per year per
family?
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Mr. Chairman, we need to carefully consider the negative impact a cap and
trade bill will have upon our economy. I do not believe it is in the best
interest of American families to pass a bill that will make their way of life
harder and more challenging by lost jobs and higher energy costs.

In addition, despite the harmful economic consequences, the bill is even
short-sighted in what it considers alternative and renewable energy. Nuclear
energy, a prime source of clean energy, is entirely excluded from this bill, as
is waste-to-energy, which has been used successfully in my district for
decades to produce energy from municipal solid waste.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I hope that these hearings will be substantive and
clarify several aspects of the discussion draft that are puzzling at best and
harmful to consumers at worst.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses over the next three days.

I yield back.
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Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Wisconsin, Ms. Bald-
win.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TAMMY BALDWIN, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Ms. BALDWIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for all
of your leadership in bringing us to this moment. We have an op-
portunity before us to address climate change in a real and mean-
ingful way.

Our greenhouse gas emissions have put our global environment,
social structure and security at risk, and if we fail to act boldly,
comprehensively and decisively, the impact will reverberate during
the later decades of this new century with the loss of human lives,
declines in health, species extinction, destruction of ecosystem and
increase of social conflict.

Among the challenges that we face is that we are asking current
generations to conserve and live a lower carbon lifestyle in order
to improve the lives and well-being of future generations, genera-
tions yet to come. I often remind folks, especially my colleagues,
that the future doesn’t have a voice or a lobbyist. Our great, great,
great grandchildren don’t have a voice or a lobbyist. The present
has plenty of lobbyists. Those of us who are here on Earth today
have a voice. We know that it is up to us. We know the science,
we know the consequences of inaction and we must act on behalf
of both those who are here today and those who will inherit this
Earth in generations to come.

Now, if we are truly to be successful in our effort, it is necessary
for our energy legislation to address climate change while spurring
innovation, creating jobs and containing costs. The bill we have be-
fore us begins to set us down such a path. It is not perfect, but
with four key components of this legislation—increases in renew-
able energy requirements, higher energy efficiency standards, a
cap-and-trade program to address emissions and assistance incen-
tives for transitioning to a low-carbon economy—our opportunities
for success are achievable.

I cannot overstate, our Nation’s security, our planet’s sustain-
ability and our children’s future hang in the balance, and the world
is watching our every step. They are looking to us, with the largest
economy, most talented innovators and the richest resources, to
bring leadership and commitment to Copenhagen and beyond. We
absolutely cannot show up empty handed.

I look forward to hearing from the experts who will address us
in the panels throughout this week and to working with my col-
leagues to ensure that we craft a bill that meets all of our diverse
needs regionally, our challenges and our opportunities.

Like my colleague, Mr. Inslee, I also had the chance to tour cut-
ting-edge businesses in Wisconsin over the spring recess, who are
doing incredible innovative things with regard to energy efficiency
and renewable electrical and liquid fuel production. I had a chance
to go to Orion, who is manufacturing a solar light pipe technology
that can eliminate factory floors electricity free. I visited Johnson
Controls that is focusing on building efficiency and lithium ion bat-
teries for plug-in hybrids and fully electric vehicles of the future.
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I had a chance to visit We Energies and their carbon capture dem-
onstration project and a chance to tour a wind farm in my State
and to see a farm with a manure digester generating enough elec-
tricity for 600 homes in the area.

As I toured these innovative businesses throughout the State of
Wisconsin, what I took from that is that we can do this. Folks are
doing it right now. Many are already leading the way. The goals
that we have to confront the challenge of climate change are within
our reach, and we must lead at this moment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back my remaining time.

Mr. MARKEY. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
Murphy.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TIM MURPHY, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENN-
SYLVANIA

Mr. MURPHY OF PENNSYLVANIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I re-
member as a young boy one day hearing my parents talk about this
thing called Sputnik that was launched into space and they were
worried, as were many Americans, that somehow the Russians
were beating us at something that—what we thought was a back-
wards sort of country, the Soviet Union that really didn’t have
much science at all.

But it did spark an incredible change in America. In our schools,
it emphasized science. And our universities, they really began to
look more beyond just our streets and into our skies.

And then came this incredible challenge by the President of the
United States that said, Within 10 years we will put a man on the
moon safely and bring him home. And indeed we did that because
over a 10-year time span, our Nation came together to meet the
challenge of its generation to do that.

Well, now, we have a new challenge for our generation and that
has to do with energy. Now, I am not a climatologist or a physicist,
and I am not here to argue about any of the things that people do
discuss with regard to climate change and its causes and what that
might be. But I have a background in health, and I am concerned
that where we should find common ground is that we do want a
clean planet with clean air and clean water and clean soil. And we
can get there if we pull together to do that; the question is how.
And the question is, can we do this in a way that boosts our econ-
omy and not hurts it, that creates jobs in America and not sends
them overseas and really and truly works in a way that American
families find opportunity and not the loss of more jobs.

To that end I think we have three things we should do:

One, we need to explore. We need to find domestic energy
sources and make sure we clean them up and not just continue
business as usual. As it is, nothing should sicken us more than
when we find that we are sending hundreds of billions of dollars
overseas and, in essence, funding both sides in the war on terror
when we see other countries use that money from oil to buy bombs
or create them and use them against our soldiers, and to fund ter-
rorism. That is unacceptable to all of us.
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What we need to do is find ways of using our domestic resources,
as abundant as they are, of coal, of natural gas, of oil, but clean
it up so we are not polluting this planet and leaving it dirtier than
when we came.

The second thing we have to do is conservation. Many of my col-
leagues and I have companies in our districts that are coming into
their own now as they find many ways to conserve energy. We will
recognize that homes and farms and factories and offices perhaps
use only about 40 to 50 percent of the energy effectively, but they
pay for 100 percent. And—it is unacceptable for our economy that
we waste so much, and we have to work on ways of conserving that
with every conceivable thing from manufacturing to transportation
to education.

The third thing, however, we have to do is innovation. The Apollo
Project of our generation is energy, and we need the idea, the
science, the research and the funding to get there. We need to have
a sense of awe, and wonder what we can do; and we need to be
dealing with, Is this the truth? We cannot afford to have commer-
cials sniping each other with people pretending there is no such
thing as clean coal. I suppose the Wright brothers faced the same
sort of challenge and other people said there is no such thing.

If there is any country in this world that can clean it up, we can
do it. My friends, that is Nobel prize stuff to find someone who will
find a lump of coal and find a way of getting all of the energy out
of it, not 40 percent, and do it without pollution. We ought to be
funding that.

We do so many other things with innovation, but where I must
say I have agreement with many parts of this legislation before us,
I hope the door is still open to do some other things that deal with
innovation. I am deeply concerned that what this bill will do with
cap and trade is not really stop pollution, because it merely sells
pollution credits and does not reinvest in cleaning up our coal
plants and, I believe, will actually send many, many jobs to China,
to Brazil and to India.

We have to gather together and find ways that we can use our
abundant resources in effective ways. We can do that. But it also
means we have to put that money back into these things and not
siphon it off and send it off to the Federal Government to use for
other sources.

It is going to take a lot of work here; and I hope, as we proceed
in this, we remember the awe and wonder in which we were—
many of us were inspired back in the 1960s, and instead of sniping
at each other with regard to political gain, we gather together. Be-
cause the end is something we have to agree on: energy independ-
ence and a clean planet, with a good future for our children and
their children.

I yield back.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arkansas, Mr. Ross.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE ROSS, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding today’s hearing.
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Let me begin by stating that, like all of you, I am concerned
about climate change, and I believe that we must develop a com-
prehensive plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and invest in
alternative and renewable fuels like wind and solar, cellulosic eth-
anol, biodiesel, biofuels, as well as nuclear power and clean coal.

As the leader of the Free World, I also believe we must lead by
example. However, we must embrace a commonsense approach to
imposing regulations that will help to improve our environment
while still maintaining jobs and strengthening our Nation’s econ-
omy here at home in America.

In order to do this, we must ensure that we do not allow our
laws to get ahead of our technology, but that when the appropriate
technology becomes available, we demand that industry use it.

In addition, I think we must be very careful in enacting climate
legislation to ensure that we do not enact a policy that will simply
result in shipping our jobs and our carbon dioxide emissions over-
seas, which would do nothing for Planet Earth. I recognize that few
things get done without U.S. leadership and action, but our action
must include compelling other countries to join us. The reality is
that between now and 2040, 97 percent of all new carbon emissions
will not be produced in North America or Europe, but in places like
China, India and the Middle East. We must do all we can to ensure
that the rest of the world works with us towards a goal of improv-
ing our environment and reducing carbon dioxide emissions. We
are not trying to fix a problem in the United States of America; we
are trying to address a problem that affects the entire planet.

I believe that the draft we will be discussing this week is a sig-
nificant step in the right direction. Or maybe a better word would
be to say “correct” direction. For example, I was pleased to see that
the draft addressed and embraces carbon capture and sequestra-
tion. In my own State of Arkansas, there are massive deposits of
lignite coal, over 9 billion tons to be exact. However, there must be
a serious investment in carbon capture and other new carbon tech-
nologies in order for lignite to realize its full potential.

The bottom line is that, you know, if you didn’t like $4 gasoline
last summer, you are really not going to like your electric bill
sometime between now and 2030. We are going to have an elec-
tricity crisis sometime in this country, and I say we could do it all.
We need to do more nuclear. We need to continue to find ways to
clean coal up. We need to do all those things in the science lab
today. We need to find ways to move them to the marketplace. A
few of them, to me, sound a little goofy, but if we can make them
work, we should embrace them. The sooner we can do that, the
fewer dollars we will be sending overseas and the more of those
dollars we can keep at home, make our energy here at home and
put people back to work.

While I believe that the draft is a good first step, there are a
number of concerns I have. I am deeply concerned that the more
traditional renewable resources—wind, solar, geothermal—do not
exist in places like Arkansas in sufficient amounts to satisfy a Fed-
eral renewable electricity mandate, especially an aggressive one.
This draft needs to expand its definition to include biomass to a
much larger degree than what it does today.
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I represent a very rural and poor district. As a result, any in-
crease in electric rates due to a renewable electricity standard will
fall disproportionately on consumers in my district. And I want to
ensure that this does not happen.

I hope to work with the chairman to ensure this legislation will
not create a burden, much higher electricity bills for consumers
and business, and to ensure that all of our available natural re-
sources like biomass are included to the fullest extent possible in
that definition.

I also believe that our Nation’s farmers and agriculture commu-
nity can play an important role in the fight against climate change
by growing our fuels and restoring carbon in their fields. I am
hopeful that we can work to make that possible in this legislation.

I also believe that we must ensure that energy-intensive indus-
tries like the refining industry are still able to supply our Nation
as we transition to more renewable forms of energy. This U.S. In-
dustry must remain viable, and I hope to work with the committee
to ensure that.

Finally, I believe that the draft provides a strong framework to
protect natural resources, but I want to ensure that there is signifi-
cant funding to protect our Nation’s wildlife and natural resources
as well as the low-income consumers who could be disproportion-
ately affected by this legislation.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I realize I am out of time, and I thank
you for the opportunity.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman very much.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Stearns.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFF STEARNS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. STEARNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think that what concerns us on this side, Mr. Chairman, is that
this economy is obviously struggling in the worst economic crisis in
over 70 years. The majority, I think, should move very carefully
here and not hastily move the bill or craft an incomplete emissions
mitigation plan that lacks any procedure for distributing the alloca-
tions in a very precise manner.

Since 1997, Europe has engaged in a similar-style cap-and-trade
system that certainly should serve as an example of how such a
hastily crafted system can be manipulated. Their cap-and-trade-
system as been plagued with industry closures, price spikes and
windfall profits. European governments and industries, in an at-
tempt to head off a negative economic impact of cap and trade,
freely handed out emission allowances that resulted in an emission
permit market that constantly fluctuated. With the price of carbon
up and down by an average of 17.5 percent per month, with daily
price shifts as great as 70 percent, European companies have been
left to simply guess at how much their environmental compliance
costs might be every month. Meanwhile, European consumers have
suffered as the rates for energy have increased, with homeowners
in Germany paying 25 percent more for electricity now than they
did before the implementation of the cap and trade.

The intellectual architects of this U.S. cap-and-trade plan ac-
knowledge higher energy prices would result from an emission cap
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here as well. In fact, they rely on it. This will force manufacturers
and small businesses to absorb the cost of higher energy prices,
which they will do by raising prices, cutting costs by laying off em-
ployees or, of course, being forced to close. This is what we don’t
want in this economic situation.

Now, the National Association of Manufacturers estimates that
a cap-and-trade plan will cost up to 4 million jobs. The Heritage
Foundation also estimates the loss of up to 5.5 million jobs. The
Charles River Associates estimates job losses as high as 7 million.
The consensus seems to be that a cap-and-trade plan will cost mil-
lions of U.S. jobs.

Besides instituting a bureaucratic cap-and-trade plan, the major-
ity draft here also mandates that 25 percent of U.S. electricity gen-
eration come from a limited list of renewable sources by 2025. Be-
cause my State of Florida and the Southeast have limited avail-
ability of solar, land-filled gas and virtually no wind power, electric
consumers in our region would be forced to pay through their elec-
tric bills for renewable energy credits, if available; or for alter-
native compliance payments essentially amounting to a tax on elec-
tricity used by businesses and other consumers. This will drive up
energy costs and hurt economic growth with no guarantee that the
money collected would actually be invested in generation and effi-
ciency projects in their State.

If Congress were to enact a 25 percent renewable electricity
standard, as proposed in this bill, it would cost my State over $10
billion between now and 2030.

Renewable energy programs should be based on consumer de-
mand, regional differences and appropriate incentives, not on unre-
alistic Federal mandates that selectively penalize electricity con-
sumers in certain regions of our country. Ultimately, it should be
States, not the Federal Government, that should be responsible for
the design and implementation of renewable energy directives af-
fecting electricity consumers in their areas.

The fact remains that despite political favoritism and billions in
subsidies, wind power still only accounts for 1 percent of U.S. net
electricity generation, and solar power accounts for just 100th of 1
percent. Any meaningful effort to achieve long-term, sustainable re-
duction in global greenhouse gas emissions will depend on the de-
velopment and deployment of new energy technologies, including
advanced clean coal technologies and carbon capture and seques-
tration. The rapid development and demonstration and widespread
deployment of such technologies are of paramount importance in
any reasoned and effective effort to address climate change con-
cerns.

The expansion of nuclear power production in the United States
must also be part of this plan to address carbon dioxide reduction,
yet nuclear power is only mentioned twice in the entire 648-page
bill.

So, Mr. Chairman, I think this bill requires amendments, and I
look forward to the markup. Thank you.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr.
Butterfield.



62

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. G.K. BUTTERFIELD, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH
CAROLINA

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for con-
vening this important hearing this week. I know that you told us
at the beginning of the session this would be a long, robust debate;
and I thank you very much for getting it started.

You know, I have been listening very carefully to my friends on
the other side of the aisle this afternoon to see if there is any sup-
port for the notion that the science is unsettled in this area. I have
not heard that today and that is very pleasing to hear that. The
science is indeed clear, the planet is warming, sea level is rising,
so I don’t see how we can deny that human beings are indeed con-
tributing to this warming. To continue to debate the science, if that
is going to happen this week and next week, does a disservice to
this enormous issue.

So we must lead the way on climate change. We simply cannot
wait, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for at least getting it started.
I know it would be nice to wait on developing countries; I have
heard that argument made and that is not wise. We must lead the
way. We cannot wait until the recession ends. I don’t know when
that is going to be, but we must begin this debate this week; and
so I am ready to engage in this process.

But, Mr. Chairman, having said that, I have some deep and seri-
ous concern about some aspects of the bill, and I want to associate
myself with some of the comments made by Bart Gordon earlier in
this hearing this afternoon. I also want to thank Mike Ross from
Arkansas for his comments, as well as those of Mr. Stearns, my
friend from Florida.

The RES, the renewable electricity standards, I am very con-
cerned about that mandate on some of our States, particularly my
home State of North Carolina. We cannot achieve, Mr. Chairman,
a 25 percent mandate by 2025. Not only is it impractical, it is im-
possible.

But there are ways that we can address my concerns and the
concerns of others. We can reduce the RES mandate to 15 percent,
for example, or some other number by the year 2025, or we can au-
thorize a greater mix of renewable sources. We can certainly look
at including nuclear power in the mix; I am not opposed to that.
We can look at the possibility of maximizing the use of biomass;
I am not opposed to that, as well.

Also, I would not rule out, Mr. Chairman, a conversation about
allowing special consideration for those States in the condition of
my State. There are several States in the Southeast who are simi-
larly situated, and I think there could be some language put in the
bill that would allow some special consideration.

Also, Mr. Chairman, I am particularly concerned that the eco-
nomic impact will be devastating on low-income families in Amer-
ica. Low-income families simply cannot absorb the increase in con-
sumer prices that are sure to come. We must make sure that we
devise a way to offset the increased prices. We can do that. We can
do it in a variety of ways that we should discuss and debate, and
I have some proposals that will be offered at the appropriate time.
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Finally, Mr. Chairman, I encourage us to move deliberately on
this important legislation, and as Ms. Harman said earlier, to get
it right. If we fail to get it right, the result will be very painful to
many American families.

Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. MARKEY. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Braley.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Barrow.

I am sorry. The gentleman from Iowa is here. I think we should
stay in regular order. My apologies to the gentleman from Georgia.
We will recognize the gentleman from Iowa for his opening state-
ment.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your extraordinary
leadership on this important legislation. And I want to join Con-
gresswoman Harman in welcoming all the young people that are
here today because we are really here to talk about a blueprint for
an energy revolution that is going to affect you the rest of your
lives. And for somebody my age—I am not going to be around as
long as you are to see the impact that this bill is going to have,
not just on your lives, but on the future of this planet; and that
is why the work we are doing here is so significant.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your efforts on the Amer-
ican Clean Energy and Security Act. We all know addressing cli-
mate change and energy independence are two of the greatest chal-
lenges facing this country. It has taken a lot of work and consensus
to try to come up with language that balances the need of people
with businesses, but this discussion draft is a great start, and I am
pleased that you have brought so many people to the table from di-
verse industries and interest groups to put together this legislation.

This year I was proud to form the Populist Caucus, the only cau-
cus in Congress devoted solely to addressing middle-class economic
issues. I can take this bill back to caucus members and tell them
there are provisions here that will help working class Americans.

I am extremely encouraged by several provisions included in this
draft to appropriate green jobs, and I think that your presence here
today confirms that. This bill should be seen as an opportunity to
put in place a green industry in the United States and take advan-
tage of a world-class education system to make sure we have ade-
quately trained workers for careers in renewable energy, energy ef-
ficiency, climate change mitigation; and the grant program that is
a part of this bill will be a good step toward accomplishing those
goals.

Tomorrow, President Obama will be in Newton, Iowa, where I
got my first drivers license at the age of 16, to discuss the impor-
tance of this legislation to economic revitalization. For over 100
years, Newton was the world headquarters of Maytag Corporation,
a leader in home appliances, making washers and dryers. When
Maytag shut down, the Newton facility, some of my high school
classmates, lost their jobs. Now that facility is putting Iowans to
work building wind turbine components to meet the growing de-
mand for wind energy in Iowa, the United States and the world.
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These are the kinds of job opportunities that make a renewable
energy investment pay off for America. This is no silver bullet, but
I am proud that Iowa is now second in the Nation in wind genera-
tion; an Iowa success story is further evidence that investment in
renewable energy is working. Iowa is currently home to six wind
manufacturing companies, representing thousands of green collar
jobs and an investment of nearly a quarter of a billion dollars in
our State’s economy. Recently, Iowa surpassed California and now
has the installed capacity over 2,700 megawatts this amount of
wind generation will provide about 18 percent of Iowa’s total elec-
tricity needs.

We can all benefit from investments in wind energy and other re-
newables through newly created jobs, cheaper energy, cleaner skies
and a reduced dependence on foreign oil.

One of the things I would like to see as a part of this bill is an
allowance allocation for renewable energy deployment. I have been
working with many renewable energy groups to discuss a subsidy
matrix that takes into account distributed generation versus cen-
tralized generation and matured technologies versus emerging
technologies. I hope we will soon have some language that the com-
mittee can consider as a part of the base language, and I believe
this type of approach will bring new technologies to the market
faster and ensure that effective technologies have resources they
need to expand.

I also think it would be helpful to have an expansion of the tem-
porary program for the rapid deployment of renewable energy and
electric transmission projects. The program modeled after the De-
partment of Energy’s loan guarantee program is designed to speed
commercial adoption and use of advanced renewable energy tech-
nologies by providing low-interest, government-backed loans to
companies investing in the implementation of technologies, includ-
ing advanced biofuels technologies. The stimulus program expires
on September 30, 2011.

I am also glad there is language in place that will help low- and
middle-income Americans lower their energy costs, like money for
weatherization of homes. And I am also hopeful there will be addi-
tional protections for working-class Americans as part of this legis-
lation. I want to make sure that some kind of mechanism is in
place to provide rebates to middle- and low-income Americans to
help balance their energy costs. Including additional projects in
LIHEAP money would also be welcomed.

I am glad there is a requirement to report and set forth a unified
and comprehensive strategy to address the key legal and regulatory
barriers for the commercial-scale deployment of carbon capture and
sequestration. According to the legislation that we are considering,
the EPA is to write regulations for certifying, maintaining and
trading offsets. I am hopeful they would see the benefits that farm-
ers can provide in reducing carbon emissions and include these
things such as methane digesters and no-till farming.

The Energy Revolution has begun. We need your help to make
it a reality. And I yield the balance of my time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Braley follows:]



65

April 21, 2009

Congressman Bruce Braley Opening Statement

Hearing on “the American Clean Enerqy and Security Act”
Thank you Chairman Markey.

I commend you for your efforts on the American Clean Energy
and Security Act. Addressing climate change and energy
independence are fwo of the greatest challenges facing us. | know it's
taken a lot of work and consensus to try to come up with language
that balances the needs of people and businesses, but the discussion
draft is a great start. | am pleased that you have brought so many
people to the table from diverse industries and interest groups to put
together this legislation.

This year | was proud to form the Populist Caucus, the only
caucus in Congress devoted solely towards addressing middle class
economic issues. | can take this bill back to caucus members and tell
them that there are provisions in here that will help working class

Americans.
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I am encouraged by several provisions included within this draft
to promote green jobs. This bill shoufd be seen as an opportunity to
put in place a green industry within the United States. We should take
advantage of our world-class education system to make sure we
have adequately trained workers for careers in renewable energy,
energy efficiency, and climate change mitigation, and the grant
program that is a part of this bill will be a good step towards
accomplishing these goals.

Tomorrow, President Obama will be in Newton, lowa—where |
got my first driver’s license when | was 16-—to discuss the importance
of this legislation to economic revitalization. . For over 100 years,
Newton was the world headquarters of Maytag Corporation, a world
leader in home appliances like washers and dryers. When Maytag
shut down its Newton facility, some of my high school classmates lost
their jobs. Now that facility is putting lowans to work building wind
turbine components to meet the growing demands for wind energy in
lowa, the US, and the world.

There is no technology silver bullet, but | am broud that lowa is
now second in the nation in wind generation. lowa’s success story is

further evidence that investment in renewable energy is working.
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lowa is home to six wind manufacturing companies representing
thousands of green collar jobs and an investment of nearly a quarter
of a billion dollars in our state. lowa surpassed California and now
has the installed capacity of over 2,700 MW. This amount of wind
generation will provide about 18% of lowa's total electricity needs.

We can all benefit from investments in wind energy and other
renewables through newly created jobs and industries, cheaper
energy, cleaner skies, and a reduced dependence on foreign oil.

One of the things | would like to see as a part of this bill is an
allowance allocation for renewable energy deployment. | have been
working with different renewable energy groups to discuss a subsidy
matrix that takes into account distributed generation vs. centralized
generation and mature technologies vs. emerging technologies. |
hope that we'll soon have some language that the Committee will
consider as paft of the base language. | believe that this type of
approach will bring new technologies to the market faster and ensuré
that effective technologies have the resources they need to expand.

| also think ft would be helpful to have an expansion of the
Temporary Program for the Rapid Deployment of Renewable Energy

and Electric Transmission Projects. The program, modeled after the
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Department of Energy’s Loan Guarantee Program, is designed to
speed commercial adoption and use of advanced renewable energy
technologies by providing low interest, government-backed loans to
companies investing in implementation of the technologies, including
advanced biofuels technologies. The stimulus program expires on
September 30, 2011. '

I'm glad there’s language in place that will help low- and
middle-income Americans lower their energy costs like money for
weatherization of houses. I'm also hopeful there will be additional
protections for working-class Americans as a part of this legislation. 1
want to ensure that there is some kind of mechanism in place to
provide rebates to low- and middie-income Americans to help
balance their energy costs. Additional protections, such as Low
Income Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) money, would also be
welcomed.

It is also encouraging that energy-intensive, trade-exposed
industries are given special consideration under this legislation. The
last thing any of us want to happen is for energy-intensive industries
to move oversees to avoid regulations implemented as a part of this

bill. The provisions for these industries will provide better safeguards
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for keeping manufacturing jobs in the United States and will uitimately
result in lower carbon ehissions, as opposed to these factories going
to places where they receive little incentive to reduce their
greenhouse gas emissions.

I'm also glad there is a requirement for a report to set forth a
unified and comprehensive strategy to address the key legal and
regulatory barriers for the commercial-scale deployment of carbon
capture and sequestration. The reality is that we use a lot of coal that
isn’t easily replaceable, especially over the short-term, and carbon
capture and sequestration needs to be looked at to see the potential
for reducing the amount of carbon that goes into the air.

According to this legislation, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is to write regulations for certifying, maintaining, and
trading offsets. | hope they'll see the benefits that farmers can provide
in reducing carbon emissions and include things such as methane
digesters and no-till farming in this list.

The energy revolution has begun. We need your help to make

it a reality.
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Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman. The Chair recognizes the
gentlelady from Tennessee, Mrs. Blackburn.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEN-
NESSEE

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Last week the EPA positioned itself to regulate carbon dioxide
emissions under the Clean Air Act without congressional consent.
We are then faced with a choice. We can acquiesce to bad regula-
tion that will have certain and disastrous impacts on our economy,
or we can legislate an even more harmful system. It is as though,
when faced with a gun to our head, Congress is going to take it
and shoot ourselves in the chest.

For the record, I would remind the committee of my bill, H.R.
391, which will prohibit the EPA from taking action under the
Clean Air Act and allow Congress the time we need to craft intel-
ligent legislation. My bill would also save farms who, under the
EPA’s proposed regulations, would face steep levies on livestock.

Laying aside my skepticism of the underlying science that led us
to this bill, I would like to address some of my concerns on the leg-
islation itself. There are at least two provisions that we know will
be detrimental to the economy at a very bad time.

First are the renewable electricity standards imposed by the bill.
Currently 3 percent of our electricity is generated by renewable en-
ergy. The chairman’s bill calls for 25 percent by 2025 to meet these
standards. Under current electricity usage levels it would require
20,000 megawatts of renewable energy to come on line each year
until 2025. That is 20,000 megawatts a year.

I would remind my colleagues that only 10,000 megawatts’ worth
of renewable electricity came on line last year. The Energy Infor-
mation Administration estimates that only 8,000 additional
megawatts will come on line over the next 4 years, and that is in
total. This makes the renewable energy requirements in this bill
unrealistic, and that is under current usage rates.

This bill aims to increase electricity usage without accommo-
dating the increased usage in the standard for renewable genera-
tion. They also happen to be exceedingly expensive. We are sad-
dling our States and our energy consumers with unrealistic de-
mands at prohibitively high prices.

Secondly, while there are large blanks in the chairman’s bill
when it comes to the mechanics of a cap-and-trade proposal, few
in this room doubt that we are actually talking about a cap-and-
tax system. Electricity rates are going to rise and Washington is
going to pocket the profits.

I take no comfort from any assurance I hear from my colleagues
across the aisle or down the street that energy consumers will be
compensated in some way. We must be plain, and we must be hon-
est when we discuss this system. It will pull thousands more out
of the family budget each and every year. There is simply no way
around it, and we are wrong to try and sugarcoat it.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the committee will give as yet unfore-
seen compounding effects of this bill due consideration. We know
that the renewable energy standard will increase electricity costs;
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there are ample case studies to prove it. We also know that the
cap-and-trade system will drive up electricity costs. The President
himself has told us the prices will—and I am quoting him—“nec-
essarily skyrocket,” for consumers. What we don’t know, what we
must know before this bill becomes law, is what the compounding
effect of an expensive renewable energy standard and an expensive
cap-and-trade system will be to the family budget. As my col-
leagues and I work on this legislation, that is what I am going to
be paying the closest attention to.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Blackburn follows:]
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Statement of Rep. Marsha Blackburn
April 21, 2009

Mr. Chairman, last week the EPA positioned itself to regulate carbon dioxide emissions
under the Clean Air Act, with or without Congressional consent. We are then, faced with
a choice, we can acquiesce to bad regulation that will have certain and disastrous impacts
on our economy or we can legislate an even more harmful system. It is as though, when
faced with a gun to our heads, Congress is opting to shoot ourselves in the chest.”

"For the record, I would remind the Committee of my bill, H.R. 391, which would
prohibit the EPA from taking action under the Clean Air Act and allow Congress the time
we need to craft intelligent legislation. My bill would also save small farms, who under
the EPA’s proposed regulations would face steep levies on livestock.”

"Laying aside my skepticism of the underlying science that led us to this bill, I would like
to address some of my concerns over the legislation itself. There are at least two
provisions that we know will be detrimental to the economy at the worst possible
moment."

"First, are the renewable electricity standards imposed by this bill. Currently, 3% of our
electricity is generated by renewable energy. The Chairman’s bill calls for 25% by
2025. To meet that standard under current electricity usage levels would require 20,000
megawatts of renewable energy to come online each year until 2025."

"I would remind my colleagues that only 10,000 megawatts worth of renewable
electricity came online last year. The Energy Information Administration estimates that
only 8,000 additional megawatts will come online over the next four years."

"This makes the renewable energy requirements in this bill entirely unrealistic, and that is
under current usage rates. This bill also aims to increase electricity usage without
accommodating that increased usage in the standard for renewable generation. The
proposed standards also happen to be exceedingly expensive. We are saddling our states
and our energy consumers with unrealistic demands at prohibitively high prices."

"Secondly, while there are large holes in the Chairman’s bill when it comes to the
mechanics of a Cap and Trade proposal, few in this room doubt that we are actually
talking about a Cap and Tax system. Electricity rates are going to rise and Washington is
going to pocket the profits. Itake no comfort from any assurance I hear from my
colleagues across the aisle or down the street that energy consumers will be compensated
in any way."

"We must be plain, and we must be honest when we discuss this system. It will pull
thousands more out of the family budget every year. There is simply no way around it
and we are wrong to try and sugar-coat it."
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"Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the committee will give the as yet unaddressed compounding
effects of this bill due consideration. We know that the renewable energy standard will
increase electricity costs. We also know that the Cap and Trade system will drive up
electricity costs. The President himself has told us that prices will “necessarily
skyrocket” for consumers.”

"What we don’t know- what we must know before this bill becomes law- is what the
compounding effect of an expensive renewable energy standard and an expensive Cap
and Trade system will be to the family budget.”

"As my colleagues and I work on this bill, that is what I am going to be paying the most
attention to."
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Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentlelady.

The Chair recognizes once again the gentleman from Georgia,
Mr. Barrow.

Mr. BARROW. I thank the chairman. And I want to thank you for
holding this marathon series of hearings this week.

Mr. Chairman, if I were to adopt the mood of my colleague,
Brother Murphy over here, and go back to what I learned as a
child, I would have to recall learning about the wonders, the mir-
acle of the carbon cycle, the idea that what plants emit as poison
to them is food to us, and what we emit as poison to us and is food
to them just struck me as such a miracle of evolution. But I have
to acknowledge that the Almighty had a carbon sequestration plan
of his own in mind in order to be able to create the conditions in
which this balance could exist, and we busted the Almighty’s car-
bon sequestration plan all to hell with our own activities.

So climate change is real, our role in it is real, and I want to sup-
port the work of the committee in trying to do something about it.
I have to say, though, this bill has potential for far-reaching im-
pacts in our economy, both good and bad, and we are going to have
to be very, very precise about how we craft the programs that are
contained in this legislation.

There are big gaps that remain in the language. It seems that
we have an awful lot of work yet to do.

I look forward to a productive week of hearings. And I look for-
ward to working with my chairman and my colleagues to craft
what I hope will be a reasonable bill.

With that, I yield the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Gonzalez.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES A. GONZALEZ, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I will
commend, of course, your fine work and that of the chairman of the
full committee bringing us this far and this quickly. And we will
be moving with great dispatch in the next couple of weeks.

I will make some very general statements first and then be spe-
cific as to one issue of great consequence, I think. First, I would
hope that all of us will recognize the different challenges that face
the different regions of this country. While we all must represent
our distinct districts we need to understand that we are all not
similarly situated. I do not have to live in Salt Lake City or Boston
or Los Angeles to understand that their situation there may be dif-
ferent than those of the citizens in San Antonio, Texas.

I would like to be specific when it comes to automobiles. We have
over 200 million vehicles in the United States, which are respon-
sible for approximately 20 percent of greenhouse gas emissions. We
will start with a system with greater efficiency of the internal com-
bustion engines with emphasis on hybrid technology, with eventual
conversion to battery-based powered vehicles. The question is, how
long will this conversion take.

What we do know is that traditional transportation fuels will be
required during this transition period. To determine the amounts
needed during this transitional phase, we must establish first the
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number of vehicles in use today using hydrocarbon-based fuels and
the duration of their expected use, because we know just recently
what we used to think in terms of what would be the replacement
rate of vehicles in the United States has been reduced drastically.

And, secondly, the characteristics of replacement vehicles: Will it
be hybrids and what type of hybrids, battery operated, hydrogen
cell, alternative fuel powered and so on? And the technological fea-
sibility of placing a sufficient and affordable number of these vehi-
cles in the marketplace, I believe that the inevitable conclusion is
that the United States will require an increase in the domestic pro-
duction in refining capacity of traditional carbon-based fuels. This
does not mean that we will abandon our clean air objectives, but
rather adopt a transitional approach that allows us to achieve our
goals in a realistic fashion. Should we ignore what will be required
during this conversion period, we will find that we have created a
situation that exposes us to greater dependence on foreign sources
of transportation fuels with the attendant costs to our Nation’s
economy and security.

In closing, while a cost-benefit analysis will not be ignored, we
need to understand that increased costs and the required change
in consumption behavior by our citizens in this country will not
represent insurmountable obstacles to the passage of a meaningful
energy reform legislation.

Thank you very much. And I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Melan-
con.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLIE MELANCON, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOU-
ISIANA

Mr. MELANCON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am finally getting
used to being the second Louisiana guy. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to do an opening statement.

And thank you, Mr. Waxman, for your work on this legislation.

We are now considering the most important energy legislation of
our generation. This bill and the final version of this bill will shape
our environment, our energy consumption, our independence and
our economy. These issues deserve thoughtful consideration and
diligent debate.

Before we can discuss the specific provisions of this bill and their
merit, we must acknowledge the science of climate. Some choose to
debate whether the cause of climate change is man-made or a re-
sult of natural cycles.

To be frank, the cause does not matter. We have all seen the im-
pact of change in climate on our land and our oceans. Droughts
damage our crops, while rising water levels threaten to erode our
shores. My home, Louisiana, has the tragic distinction of bearing
witness to increased hurricane strength, a result of the warming of
waters in the Gulf of Mexico.

Energy policy has been at the forefront of American politics for
decades. The shortages of the 1970s, the manipulation in the 1990s
and the technology shifts of today all reflect our Nation’s depend-
ence and growing demand for energy.
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I believe that any responsible energy legislation should consider
the broad spectrum of energy sources that are available today. Just
as American innovation can create new sources of energy, it can
take our existing resources and adapt them to a low-carbon envi-
ronment.

America has been blessed with rich deposits of energy that have
driven our economy for decades and through many wars. As we
strive for energy independence, we should focus on reducing foreign
imports first, allowing domestic production to continue and be the
bridge our economy needs to flourish. Technologies may eventually
exist that replace fossil fuels, but even under the most optimistic
of projections, those technologies are decades away for large-scale
commercial viability.

As this country makes the transition to renewable fuels and elec-
tricity generation, we must be open to all energy solutions. Climate
change legislation offers the promise of millions of green jobs, but
those jobs will not materialize overnight, and to avoid the loss of
even more jobs, we must be deliberate and considerate in the poli-
cies we draft. American innovation has the capacity to make us
world leaders in the export of new energy technologies, and those
future firms and construction opportunities mean good, decent-pay-
ing jobs for Americans.

However, let us not forget the contribution existing companies
have made to that same goal. The oil and gas service companies
in my district have provided gainful employment to millions of men
and women for generations. These are jobs that require skill and
good work ethic, and they pay livable wages in return. The loss of
those jobs would cripple the economy of Louisiana and many other
blue collar and oil jobs in energy-producing States across the coun-
try.

I commend you, Chairman Markey, and Chairman Waxman, for
your diligence on these issues. I would also like to express my ap-
preciation for the dedication to regular order, allowing input from
all the members of both full and subcommittee. The staff has also
shown tremendous commitments to this legislation and have pro-
duced a solid working document, and I thank them also.

I look forward to working with this committee now and into the
future on energy policy that will be good for this country.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman very much.

And we now turn and recognize the gentleman from Utah, Mr.
Matheson.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JIM MATHESON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. MATHESON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have a number of concerns I want to raise. I think I partici-
pated in close to 2% years of hearings on climate change before
this subcommittee. We have a 648-page draft that we are looking
at right now. This is a huge piece of legislation, this is an excep-
tionally complicated issue, and I am concerned of moving so quickly
that when we go to markup next week, we may not get it right.
And I just want to make sure that we are deliberate in how we go
about this.
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The draft has, as many members have pointed out, significant
holes right now in terms of how we will address the issue of allow-
ances. So I just want to express that concern.

Second, major or landmark legislation that has been passed
through this Congress historically in terms of environmental issues
has often had a bipartisan component. I believe good policy on this
subject should be bipartisan. I implore all members on this com-
mittee, on both sides of the aisle, to step up to the plate on this
issue. It is a serious issue and everybody ought to get engaged.

Third, the idea, if your goal is to reduce carbon emissions and
you talk about cap and trade, one of the things that people like
about cap and trade is, it provides a certainty about how the emis-
sions will be reduced year to year and allows the marketplace to
decide the most efficient way to go about doing that. But then we
have other sections in this bill where Congress starts to dictate
how we are going to reach these emission reductions.

Now, we ought to have a discussion in this committee about if
and when that is appropriate. We have got a renewable electricity
standard here. We have got renewable fuel standards. We have
talked about an energy-efficient standard. Those are all good dis-
cussions to have. But in the context of the cap and trade where
people want to let the marketplace decide how to achieve emission
reductions, how far should Congress go in stovepiping down into
specific issues, as well, and mandating what happens?

Next issue: I want to talk about targets that were established in
this bill. It is my understanding that this draft uses the high end
of the targets, the most aggressive end of the targets—the USCAP
developed for its year-by-year targets for emissions.

When USCAP testified before this committee, I asked, how did
they arrive at these targets, what was the justification, what was
the economic modeling. I haven’t gotten an answer on that. That
is one of the most significant aspects of any climate change bill,
and this committee needs to have a discussion about that; and I
hope we do that in these legislative hearings, because we haven’t
done it yet.

Number five: I have expressed many times in hearings about this
concern of what I call a potential regional income transfer. There
are many ways that this can happen. It can happen through the
way our allowance system is structured. It can happen through a
renewable electricity standard. It can happen even—through per-
haps even the efficiency standard. But there are a lot of ways that
that could happen. And I think from a substantive and, quite
frankly, a political standpoint, that is a really important issue for
this committee to understand better than it has so far.

Allowances: It has been mentioned many times we have got to
figure out what we are doing with that. It is silent right now. We
don’t even have a bill that says how it is going to be addressed,
and yet we are looking to mark up next week.

RPS: Twenty-eight States in the district have an RPS already. I
question whether there ought to be a Federal standard, and we
shouldn’t set up a policy to encourage the rest of the States to do
this. If there is a standard, if the goal here is really to have lower
carbon emissions, then should we care how we produce the elec-
tricity if the kilowatt hour doesn’t produce carbon?
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So why are we picking just one set of technologies? Shouldn’t we
include nuclear? Shouldn’t we include zero-emission coal as the
Utah voluntary RPS does right now?

Next issue: Energy efficiency. That is a good thing. And the en-
ergy efficiency resource standard which calls for 15 percent effi-
ciency by 2020 and 10 percent for natural gas by 2020, that is a
good thing to have; but I am concerned that we are piling on when
we are already looking at the renewable electricity standard.

I also think that decoupling for electricity has to be on the table.

Next issue: Transmission. There is nothing real for transmission
in this draft. People are talking about going to 25 percent renew-
able electricity generation in this country. If we don’t deal with our
transmission issue, you can’t do it. So we have got to get serious
about transmission.

Offsets: I am pleased with the Offsets Integrity Board provision,
but I think we are being unfair to businesses by trying to discount
offsets. If the offsets are real, then a turning of five offsets for full
reduction credits doesn’t make sense to me. This should be a one-
to-one ratio and it should also include the western climate initia-
tive offsets.

Next issue: International offsets. This should not link up with
the CDM. Witnesses have testified before this committee that the
international program has had major problems. Language should
be tightened to preclude international offsets are not of equivalent
quality to U.S. offsets.

Next issue: Fuels. This committee wasn’t involved in writing the
RFS that went through Congress. It wasn’t run by this committee,
and its feedstock mandates don’t make any sense. Our corn ethanol
policy is a failure, and we ought to address that issue as well.

Two more issues, Mr. Chairman; I will be real quick as my time
is running out.

CAFE: I think we have to have some harmony between where
Federal and State policy is on this. I am concerned about getting
the checkerboard pattern of how this policy is set in this country.

Last issue: Where do revenues go? The President suggested reve-
nues from auction of offsets should go to pay for the middle-class
tax cuts. I think that is bad policy. I think that any revenues that
come out of this policy need to be plowed back into the climate
change set of issues; and this whole discussion about costs to rate
payers, until you identify where the money goes from the auction
of some allowances—and I am not for 100 percent auction, by the
way—but until you figure out where those revenues go, any discus-
sion about cost to consumers is a moot point because we are not
talking about where the money is going to come from to help miti-
gate those cost components. So let us address that issue as well.

That was 14 quick issues, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for your pa-
tience and letting me go over time.

Mr. MARKEY. Let me thank the gentleman. You have crammed
more into a 5-minute statement than—it was like Olympic-level
issue identification.

The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from the Virgin Islands, Ms.
Christensen.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you. And thank you, Chairmen Wax-
man and Markey, for your commitment and leadership on this im-
portant issue. It is an honor for me to be on this committee at such
a historic time, because the work that we do in this committee in
this Congress will determine the future of our country for genera-
tions.

I also want to take the opportunity to thank the President for his
commitment to also reducing our dependence on foreign oil and en-
suring a better quality of life for everyone in this country and, in-
deed, the world because, as we will discuss in one of the hearings,
this effort to provide clean air, reduce the process of climate change
and mitigate the impact of global warming has to be one of inter-
national collaboration.

We are on the cusp of creating a whole new green economy, a
green revolution through increased adoption of renewable energy,
a green revolution that is reminiscent of the Industrial Revolution
of the 18th and 19th centuries. My colleagues and I on the Energy
and Environmental Task Force of the Congressional Black Caucus
have written to both of you, and I want to reiterate here, as move
we forward, we ensure that the needs of minority and underserved
communities, who are not a part and do not benefit in the Indus-
trial, be fully included in this one.

As we support science-based legislation to reduce domestic green-
house gas emissions to at least 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050, we want to see included a serious attempt to address the
education, training and employment of workers who live in inner-
city urban, rural and island communities. We want to see a career
pipeline created for low- and middle-income communities that will
not only lead to the much touted green jobs, but the entrepre-
neurial opportunities in distressed communities, and for edu-
cational opportunities at the vocational schools, community col-
leges, universities that serve rural communities, that serve our ter-
ritories and racial and ethnic minorities.

We also look for an adequate transition for those who work in
high-emitting industries to meaningful work in the emerging low-
carbon economy.

As a representative of an island community and as a representa-
tive of the other territories of the United States, it is clear that de-
spite our minimal contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, we
stand to be severely impacted by global warming, and so reducing
it is vital to our interests and survival. From the loss of coral reefs,
to the rise of sea levels, to the spread of tropical diseases, my col-
leagues and I are requesting that the special needs of our offshore
areas be looked at carefully as we prepare this landmark legisla-
tion.

The CBC task force has also asked that steps be taken to ensure
that the cost of this new energy is not prohibitive but affordable
to all. It is important to note that energy costs in the island terri-
tories that are part of the U.S. family are already among the high-
est in the Nation. At present, provisions that would address afford-
ability are not yet completely written.
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So I look forward to being involved in that process and to work-
ing with you, Chairman Waxman and Chairman Markey, and my
other colleagues to examine and discuss the other issues, especially
finalizing the details of cap and trade. I look forward to passing
comprehensive energy legislation that creates a robust economy,
that meets the energy needs of today and also the energy needs
and environmental needs of people and our planet for generations
to come.

And I thank you for the opportunity to make an opening state-
ment.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentlelady.

Tllle Chair recognizes the gentlemen from Pennsylvania, Mr.
Doyle.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL F. DOYLE, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. DoYLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today with a lot of hope that these hearings
will serve as a big first step towards eventually passing a com-
prehensive climate bill through our committee, so that it can con-
tinue on to the House and Senate floors and eventually make it to
the President’s desk for his signature. I applaud your decision to
use regular order, and I hope that the members of this committee
on both sides of the dais will use this opportunity to offer construc-
tive ideas so that the eventual law is reflective of the combined ef-
forts of the entire committee.

After all, climate change is not a problem that will affect only
Democrats or Republicans. It will affect each and every one of us,
as well as our children and our grandchildren.

As I have said in the past, the draft that you and Chairman Mar-
key released on March 31st was a good starting point from which
this committee can begin to craft our answer to the question of cli-
mate change. However, I would also like to say that this bill was
just that, a starting point. As everyone in this room knows, many
of the key questions that will define this bill’s workability have yet
to be answered, and I, for one, look forward to working with you,
Mr. Chairman to fill in these blanks.

These are questions such as, where are credits allocated? What
are the appropriate time frames and reduction goals? How will we
minimize the cost imposed on our constituents? And how will we
encourage and deploy next-generation clean energy technologies?
These are not simple questions with simple answers. They are very
complex and challenging issues, one that will require a careful look
at to where we are today, where we want to be tomorrow and most
importantly how are we going to get there.

As I have said many times, the threat of climate change is really
a question of two things, technology and transition. What tech-
nologies can we bring about through innovation, research and de-
ployment that will ensure that America has the energy it needs to
power our country for generations in the future, while at the same
time reducing and eliminating the carbon footprint resulting from
the way we power ourselves today? What are the appropriate tran-
sition steps that need to be made not only to encourage these tech-
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nological advances, but to ensure that we preserve current jobs
while creating new green jobs? And what transition steps need to
be taken to ensure we don’t greatly increase our constituents’
power bills?

This bill gives us a bit of a framework picture as to how we are
going to answer those questions, but much work will need to be
done to fill in these blanks if we are going to adequately address
climate change.

Like most Democrats on this committee, I hope that we can all
work together to answer these questions so that we can bring about
a bill that we can all eventually support. Unlike some of my friends
on the other side of the aisle, I have long ago taken the position
that it isn’t enough to just say “no”; we must be able to find a way
for all of us to say “yes,” and I am committed, as I have been all
along, to working to help us get to that place.

I must admit I have a lot of concerns with the renewable electric
standard as it is currently written. I think a better standard would
be like the one we already passed through the House in the last
Congress. That is a standard that is workable and one that will not
penalize many of our constituents simply because of where they
live.

Any new renewable standard must do more than this bill cur-
rently does to recognize that different regions have different re-
sources available to them. And I look forward to discussions on this
matter.

Furthermore, we need to do more to encourage CCS deployment.
Without widespread deployment of this technology, all other reduc-
tions in this bill won’t matter. This fact needs to be reflected more
in the bill, and we need to ensure the framework and funding for
these technologies is certain.

Similarly, the transmission piece of this bill is quite inadequate,
in my opinion, and I would like to see more work done there also.

I would also like to see the provisions that Jay Inslee and I
worked on regarding emissions and job leakage tightened.

These are a few examples of places where I think the bill needs
some improvement. It is a good starting point, and I, for one, am
ready to work with our chairman to refine and improve the start-
ing text. I personally appreciate our chairman’s efforts to this
point, especially in areas such as including the Doyle-Inslee EM-
PLOY Act provisions, as well as the Boucher CCS bill.

It will be critical for us to concentrate on transitional and techno-
logical issues as we move forward with our attempt to fundamen-
tally alter how we produce and use power in this country for the
first time since the Industrial Revolution.

Mr. Chairman, I believe, if done right, this bill will serve as an
engine to transform our economy to ensure that America is the
world’s leading manufacturer and exporter of clean fuel tech-
nologies. The jobs that can be created by this transformation are
needed in every region of this country, and it is critical that Mem-
bers from all regions of our country work together to create them.

I, for one, am ready to do my part; and with that, Mr. Chairman,
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Space.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ZACHARY T. SPACE, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. SPACE. I want to begin by thanking you, Chairman Markey,
and also Chairman Waxman, for the initiative you have under-
taken in approaching such a monumental and ambitious task.

Today, we have before us one of the most significant pieces of
legislation that Congress will consider in our lifetime. As we pro-
ceed with our deliberations, we must be mindful that we are oper-
ating in the shadow of history and at a moment pivotal in the lives
of this generation.

Without question, our Nation faces a significant challenge in ad-
dressing the issues of climate change and energy production. While
current sources of energy, such as coal, are critical components of
our Nation’s economy, creating a new energy policy that encourages
investment and expansion in new green jobs offers important op-
portunities that cannot be overlooked. It is incumbent upon us in
this committee to seize upon those opportunities.

As the committee considers this critical legislation, I am mindful
of the fact that I represent a district facing significant challenges
of poverty. Even when times are good, the economy of Appalachian
Ohio can claim unemployment rates approaching 10 percent and
poverty rates exceeding 20 percent. Thus, as the committee pro-
ceeds, it is my intention to view this legislation through the lens
not of any one group represented here in Washington, but through
the perspective of the residents of Ohio’s 18th Congressional Dis-
trict.

I believe this legislation offers significant opportunities for my
district. The provisions of this bill pertaining to carbon capture and
sequestration offer the promise of continued employment for the
mine workers I represent as we strive to create a future for this
critical domestic resource.

This bill also includes legislation I introduced, the Renew
Through Green Jobs Act that authorizes grants for new green job
training programs. These training programs are a critical link in
the creation of a new green economy, and I thank the chairman for
the inclusion of this provision.

Finally, this legislation also includes important investments in
building efficiency that will provide badly needed stimulation to the
insulation and glass industries. Many of these industries have
faced layoffs and furloughs in the face of declining demand, and I
am hopeful this legislation can provide new life to this sector.

However, this legislation is larger than these provisions and rep-
resents an effort to comprehensively overhaul how we produce and
consume energy in this country. As such, we must move with cau-
tion to ensure the same people we are striving to protect are not
harmed by this legislation. We must be cautious to ensure that this
legislation means a brighter future for those we represent, not
darker days to come.

I believe we have an opportunity in this legislation to create a
stronger future for two critical industries in Ohio, coal and manu-
facturing. This legislation creates a pathway forward to real invest-
ments and technology, and I appreciate the time of the committee
today and look forward to hearing more perspectives from the
many witnesses over the coming days.
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And I yield back my time.

Mr. MARKEY. We appreciate the gentleman’s work.

And now we will, I think, complete—no. We have another mem-
ber who is joining, and we will then recognize the gentleman from
Vermont, Mr. Welch, for his opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PETER WELCH, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Mr. WELCH. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I thank you
and Chairman Waxman for the ambitious work you have set before
our committee.

I agree with much of what my colleagues have said. We now
have a consensus that climate change is real, it is urgent, and we
have to address it. And this bill is the first attempt of this Con-
gress, really any Congress, to undertake a challenge that we too
long ignored.

In the process of moving from a fossil fuel-based economy to one
that is based on efficiency, alternative energy and getting the most
out of the energy that we do use is going to be very daunting, and
it will impose some dislocations. So the points that have been made
by our colleagues on this committee about the regional interests
and about the real-world impact of climate change legislation is
something that has to be taken very seriously by all of us.

But the big question that will allow us to proceed forward is
whether we have confidence that by undertaking the challenge that
is ours to undertake—and that is to eliminate or dramatically re-
duce carbon greenhouse gas emissions by 2050; and this bill has as
its goal an 80 percent reduction by 2050—the question is, do we
have the confidence to undertake that challenge, knowing if we do
it wisely, we do it energetically and we do it well, we can actually
creatg jobs, create foreign independence and clean up the environ-
ment?

The Union of Concerned Scientists has just done a study that has
found that if we, in fact, enact policies—and we have to do it the
right way, from renewables to efficiency—our climate bill will bring
the cost to consumers and businesses down.

In 2030, according to this study, the policies implemented under
the blueprint would save business and consumers $465 billion
while maintaining the same—the same—rate of economic growth.
An average U.S. household, if we do it right, with enjoy net savings
of $900 on their energy bills and that includes $580 on transpor-
tation costs and $320 on electricity, natural gas and heating oil.
Business collectively would realize net energy bill savings of $130
billion by 2030.

And what we know is that if we are going to achieve this goal,
we have to start with efficiency. It is the most cost effective at cost
containment. And in fact, one of the byproducts of our fossil fuel-
based approach to economy is this notion that we had an endless
and cheap supply and it led to wasting energy that we should
never waste. This legislation should focus on a number of things,
but first and foremost, among them is efficiency. And I am de-
lighted, Mr. Chairman, that you see fit to include in this title an
energy efficiency legislation that I have sponsored and that we
have used in the State of Vermont with real success. And that is
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for building retrofits. In the carbon emissions that come out of our
buildings, residential and commercial, it is about 50 percent of the
greenhouse gases.

And if we give the tools to our businesses and our homeowners
to save that energy through energy efficiency, we are going to cre-
ate jobs and go a long way towards achieving our goals. Thank you
very much, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to working with you and
our colleagues on this committee to achieve our goal of an 80 per-
cent reduction by 2050.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman very much. And we recog-
nize the gentlelady from California, Ms. Matsui.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DORIS O. MATSUI, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Ms. MATsul. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you for convening this week’s hearing on the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. I commend you and Chairman
Waxman for both your leadership and your determination to ad-
vance this bill to where it is today. The legislation we are dis-
cussing will be an achievement for the American people. And it is
an achievement for future generations of Americans. Because of
this legislation our children and grandchildren will live in a coun-
try that is more sustainable, more economically viable and more ef-
ficient than the country we live in today. And for my hometown of
Sacramento, the bill is more than an achievement, it is a necessity.

My district sits at the base of the Sierra Nevada Mountains and
at the confluence of two great rivers, the American and the Sac-
ramento. The threat of flooding in Sacramento is ever present and
is made worse by a warming planet. California’s Department of
Water Resources projects that the Sierra Nevada snowpack will ex-
perience a 25 to 40 percent reduction by 2050. These are not empty
numbers. They represent real impacts of climate change that trans-
late into serious and unpredictable risk for my constituents. As
California’s climate warms more of the Sierra Nevada snowpack
will contribute to peak storm runoff. High frequency flood events
are projected to increase as a result. In a city like Sacramento we
simply cannot afford to ignore the reality that global warming and
flooding are interconnected. We have no choice but to adapt to
these realities. My constituents realized this long ago.

As a result the majority of them have long supported taking ac-
tion to cap the carbon emissions that are warming our planet. They
recognize that taking bold action today means a more secure future
for Sacramento tomorrow. I also recognize this truth which is why
I support the American Clean Energy and Security Act so strongly.
But fighting global warming is not just about preserving our cur-
rent way of life, it is also about creating a cleaner stronger econ-
omy that will power the United States into the future. When I was
home last week I saw numerous examples of how Sacramento is al-
ready generating new clean energy opportunities. I toured a renew-
able energy testing center that is about to open at the converted
site of the former McClellan Air Force Base. This center is working
to give small businesses the support they need to take clean energy
companies to the commercial stage. I visited an innovative com-
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pany called Synapsis that helps data centers improve their cooling
capabilities.

Synapsis is working HID Laboratories which is developing en-
ergy efficient lighting technologies. Both companies revolutionize
the way commercial businesses save money on energy efficiency
strategies. I also saw UC Davis biogas energy project, an innova-
tive way of converting organic waste into biogas fuels and other
valuable products. This technology has so much potential that
Campbell Soup is interested in using biogas digesters to fuel their
plant in Sacramento. These businesses and technologies are not
dreams in someone’s mind, they are neither ideas nor concepts on
a paper, instead they are the realities of the modern American
economy. They are real businesses creating real jobs, real tech-
nologies, during a revolution in Sacramento’s regional economy.
With the help of the American Clean Energy and Security Act,
every city and community in America can emulate the clean energy
blueprint that Sacramento has pioneered. What is needed today are
strategic investments in clean energy infrastructure that will help
similar projects expand and prosper.

With the American Clean Energy and Security Act we are mak-
ing these smart investments. We are giving entrepreneurs the tools
they need to create clean energy jobs that demand American skills
and that put our country in a strong position to compete inter-
nationally. These tools will continue to help the economy grow even
as we reduce the carbon dioxide emissions that threaten our very
way of life. In this way, clean energy will be the building block of
a new era of American economic strength. With the American
Clean Energy and Security Act, we will show the rest of the world
that America is back and they are ready to lead again. I will look
forward to remarks of the many and varied witnesses who will tes-
tify before us in the coming days in regard to this groundbreaking
legislation. And with that I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentlelady. And the Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Hill.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARON P. HILL, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, thank you
for your work and leadership on this issue. It is not easy to tackle
such a big problem, but this draft represents an important first
step in the process. These hearings will be instructive for us as we
hear an array of viewpoints. Addressing climate change is an issue
of utmost urgency. Though we may differ on the details of how to
tackle this problem, we agree on the broader picture. This draft
represents an important first step but much more work remains.
We must ensure that States like my own are not unfairly punished
for using abundant resources that are legal and viable. I want to
urge you, Mr. Chairman, to ensure each region of the country is
treated appropriately and that the committee recognizes that cer-
tain areas will be affected more by this legislation than others.

I would also like to call to the committee’s attention to municipal
solid waste. I believe this is a proven technology that has been im-
proved over the years and will be an important tool for us to solve
climate change. In order to gain the full benefit from this tech-
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nology, I believe that it should be classified as a renewable energy
source. I also hope that we will work with our Republican col-
leagues to produce a bill that produces the desired environmental
results, spurs investments in new technologies and creates the new
jobs that we desperately need. I believe entrepreneurs can find the
technology to solve this problem better than any politician can.

Clean coal technology, while helping us at home, has the poten-
tial to be an important export for years to come. I believe that
farmers by growing our fuels and storing carbon in their fields are
a valuable asset in reducing our greenhouse gas emissions. I be-
lieve that we don’t need government micromanagement. Set smart
pollution standards and show American business what needs to be
done. They will figure out the fastest cheapest way to do it. I recog-
nize that nothing important in the world gets solved without U.S.
leadership and action. And the U.S. will lead. And that must in-
clude compelling China and other countries to do their part too.

For those who believe China should get a pass I say no chance.
These investments will make our country’s economy stronger and
more secure. America has the opportunity to be a leader in these
issues. And I look forward to working with Chairman Markey and
Waxman to ensure that this bill puts us on the right path. And I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. The gentleman’s time is expired. The Chairman
recognizes the gentleman from Maryland, Mr. Sarbanes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN P. SARBANES, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARY-
LAND

Mr. SARBANES. Thank you very much, Chairman Markey. Chair-
man Waxman, thank you for your tremendous leadership on this
issue. When it comes to energy policy, this American Clean Energy
and Security Act of 2009 is really turning the titanic around and
setting targets that are going to help us get to a new place when
it comes to energy independence, when it comes to clean jobs, when
it comes to these exciting new technologies that we are going to
see, and obviously with respect to progress on global warming. My
view has always been that government’s role is to take the frame-
work that operates and every so often move it forward in a signifi-
cant way.

And if we do that, what happens is the entrepreneurs of this
country and ordinary citizens then come in and they take up the
charge. For too long, that framework has been stuck when it comes
to our energy policy and our environmental policy, and the pent up
passion and creativity and ingenuity of the country has been held
back. Now, what this proposal does is it opens the floodgates, I be-
lieve, to a whole new generation of ingenuity and creativity.

I come from Maryland. The Chesapeake Bay is a national treas-
ure. And we consider ourselves stewards of the Chesapeake Bay.
The other day I was at a high school in Anne Arundel County and
I met with the environmental club there. And I know what is going
to happen when we pass this bill. Led by the next generation, led
by young people in this country who are going to take up this
charge, we are going to go places we can’t even conceive of right
now. We think about how much we can dent our energy portfolio
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with respect to wind power and solar power and other sources of
clean energy and we estimate 5 percent, 10 percent, 15 percent. I
will bet you that in 2 years or 3 years, once we let loose this inge-
nuity on clean technologies, we will be making even more progress
with respect to that portfolio. That is what is about to happen.

And we have to seize this moment in time. And I thank you for
your leadership, I thank Chairman Waxman for his leadership.
And I look forward to the hearings that we are going to be holding.
Thank you, and I yield back.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentleman from Maryland very
much. The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Ohio, Ms. Sutton.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BETTY SUTTON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Ms. SuTTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It was not long ago that
gas was over $4 a gallon and people across this country struggled
with those high energy costs. Energy and its related costs impact
every segment of our lives. It impacts our economy, it impacts our
manufacturers and our industries, it impacts jobs, and it impacts
our national security, it impacts our health and clearly it impacts
our environment. And that is why we are here today. It will be a
challenge for our country to transform the way we operate and to
transition to a green economy. But the cost of not addressing cli-
mate change far outweigh the challenges. We cannot afford to delay
but we must be smart. Scientific evidence confirms that unre-
strained growth in greenhouse gas emissions poses a danger to
public health and the environment. The American Clean Energy
and Security Act boldly seeks to address the global warming crisis,
and I would like to commend Chairman Waxman and Chairman
Markey on the enormous task of drafting this landmark legislation.
We most bolster our national security by mapping out a more en-
ergy dependent future for our country. Today the United States im-
ports nearly 60 percent of the oil that we consume. By expanding
our energy supply we can reduce our dependence on foreign oil and
increase our energy security.

And most importantly we can bolster our economy by creating
hundreds of thousands of new green jobs. With the economic reces-
sion Americans are hurting, and the resolve of the middle class is
being tested. The economic downturn has taken a toll on U.S. man-
ufacturing, including the steel plants in my congressional district.

Ohio’s unemployment rate hit 9.7 percent in March and con-
tinues to be higher than the national rate. We can turn our country
around and at the same time bring America to a cleaner safer more
productive future. With the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act we made a down payment investing billions of dollars to spread
the development of clean renewable energy production and trans-
mission. Just last night, I spoke at an Avon Lake city council meet-
ing to explore the potential forming a community-based wind en-
ergy co-op in Lorain County, Ohio. It is encouraging to see people
working toward solutions that will create jobs, help local economies
and improve our environment. And we must do all we can to con-
tinue to encourage this type of creative thinking and innovation to
develop energy from renewable sources.
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I support a national renewable energy standard that shifts to-
wards wind solar biomass and other forms of energy to meet our
electricity needs. Investments in alternative sources of energy,
clean technology and energy efficiency will create new industries
and jobs, revitalize American manufacturing, jump start economic
growth and revive the middle class. And as we move forward in our
efforts to retool our economy and our workforce it is important that
there are safeguards in place for worker transition and assistance.
We cannot leave our workers and communities behind. We cannot
leave a section of our Nation in the wake. We have an opportunity
but we also have a responsibility. We must also remember that
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change are global problems.
The atmosphere recognizes no borders. For industries like steel,
some emissions are an unavoidable part of the manufacturing proc-
ess.

Currently neither science nor technology exists to mitigate them.
And many in the country make their living as steel workers. Yet
while the U.S. steel industry has become 33 percent more energy
efficient since 1990, the Chinese steel industry emits as much car-
bon as the rest of the global steel industry combined. The produc-
tion of a ton of steel in China generates anywhere between 2 and
4 times the carbon emissions of a ton of steel produced in the
United States. Any increased cost imposed by climate change laws
must not put domestic industries at a severe competitive disadvan-
ta,clge to industries that are not subject to similar environmental
rules.

If we allow that to happen, it will work against the very goals
of environmental integrity that we seek to achieve. And as we put
our Nation on a new course in energy policy, as I said, we must
ensure that no region and no state is left behind. Throughout my
district, long established companies want to be a part of the solu-
tion and are transitioning to green technologies. Companies that
have produced brakes for helicopters are now producing brakes for
wind turbines. Companies that have manufactured bearings for the
auto industry are now finding another market with renewable en-
ergy system. And there are several companies that are trying to
start up during some of the most difficult economic times our coun-
try has ever seen. These companies are developing advanced waste
heat recovery systems, biowaste electricity generation systems and
algae-based biofuels. Recently, President Obama announced that
the General Services Administration will accelerate its purchase of
17,600 new fuel efficient vehicles produced by American auto com-
panies. The President’s announcement about modernizing the fleet
of a government is welcome news, and I share his commitment to
shoring up jobs for American auto workers while improving our en-
vironment.

That is why I introduced the Consumer Assistance to Recycle
and Save Act of 2009. The CARS Act will help consumers stimulate
our economy, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on
foreign oil and help our domestic auto and related industries. The
President’s announcement demonstrates that finding ways to
achieve these multiple goals can be done. My colleagues, Rep-
resentative Steve Israel and Jay Inslee have introduced similar leg-
islation. I look forward to continue a collaboration with them to
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enact a green vehicle purchase incentive program that will meet
these multiple goals. And I look forward to working with Chairman
Waxman and Markey and my colleagues to implement a balanced
and effective measure to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and ad-
dress global climate change.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentlelady very much, and we look for-
ward to working with her. And with the completion of your testi-
mony, your opening statement, all time for opening statements
from the members has now been completed. Tomorrow morning at
9:30 at that witness table we will have the Secretary of Energy
Steven Chu, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, Lisa Jackson and the Secretary of Transportation, Ray
LaHood. 9:30 tomorrow morning we begin to write history in the
United States. With that, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 5:25 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry A. Waxman
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Present: Representatives Waxman, Dingell, Markey, Rush,
Eshoo, Stupak, Green, DeGette, Capps, Doyle, Harman, Gonzalez,
Inslee, Ross, Matheson, Melacon, Barrow, Matsui, Christensen,
Castor, Sarbanes, Murphy of Connecticut, Space, McNerney, Sut-
ton, Braley, Welch, Barton, Hall, Upton, Stearns, Whitfield, Shim-
kus, Blunt, Radanovich, Pitts, Bono Mack, Walden, Terry, Rogers,
Myrick, Sullivan, Murphy of Pennsylvania, Burgess, Blackburn,
Scalise, and Gingrey.

Staff present: Phil Barnett, Staff Director; Kristin Amerling,
Chief Counsel; Karen Lightfoot, Communications Director, Senior
Policy Advisor; Bruce Wolpe, Senior Advisor; Earley Green, Chief
Clerk; Greg Dotson, Chief Counsel, Energy and Environment; Alex-
andra Teitz, Senior Counsel, Energy and Environment; Michal Goo,
Counsel; Alex Barron, Professional Staff Member; Melissa Bez, Pro-
fessional Staff Member; Ben Hengst, EPA Detailee; Jen Berenholz,
Deputy Clerk; Caren Auchman, Communications Associate; Matt
Weiner, Special Assistant; Mitchell Smiley, Special Assistant, Matt
Eisenberg, Staff Assistant; Peter Spencer, Minority Professional
Staff; William Corty, Minority Professional Staff, and Garrett
Golding, Minority Legislative Analyst.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. WaXMAN. The committee will please come to order. This
week we begin our consideration of comprehensive energy legisla-
tion, the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009. Since
the beginning of last Congress, this committee has been working
hard on energy legislation. We held 41 days of hearings since Janu-
ary. We received testimony from 61 witnesses. This week alone, we
will hear from 67 more witnesses. And I want to thank all the
members of the committee on both sides of the aisle for their inten-
sive involvement on energy reform. You have made a major com-
mitment of your time, your staff’s time, and this is crucially impor-
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tant to our success. I also want to warn the members that as hard
as we have been working, the pace is going to accelerate over the
next 4 weeks. There are many issues that we need to discuss and
resolve between now and Memorial Day. We will be working hard
because the goals are so important. The energy legislation we are
considering will create millions of jobs, revive our economy and se-
cure our energy independence. It will also protect our environment.

In February, President Obama spoke to Congress and the nation
about the need for comprehensive energy reform. He called on Con-
gress to pass legislation that would transform our economy, protect
our security, and preserve our planet. Our job on this committee
is to meet those goals. We are fortunate today to have 3 cabinet
level officials testifying to our committee for the first time, Energy
Secretary Steven Chu, EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson, and
Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood. They will explain the Presi-
dﬁznt’s objectives and how we can ensure our legislation meets
them.

As Chairman Markey and I worked on the draft legislation our
blue print was a plan proposed by the U.S. Climate Action Partner-
ship, a coalition of industry CEOs and environmental organiza-
tions. We will hear today from 6 leaders of U.S. CAP, DuPont,
ConocoPhillips, Duke Energy, Alcoa, NRG, and the Natural Re-
sources Defense Counsel. They will tell us how well we did trans-
lating their blue print into legislative language. I want to thank
them and all our witnesses for their participation in this hearing.
Some have said that true energy reform will undermine our econ-
omy. They argue that there is a fundamental conflict between eco-
nomic growth and clean energy. This is a false choice.

Our economic future and clean energy are inextricably inter-
twined. The economy that will grow the fastest in this century will
be the one that makes the greatest investments in new energy
technologies. Nearly 40 years ago this committee passed the origi-
nal Clean Air Act. Since then, we have reduced dangerous air pol-
lutants by 60 percent or more. During the same period, our popu-
lation has grown by 50 percent, and our economy by over 200 per-
cent. Twenty years ago under the leadership of John Dingell this
committee passed the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act. Op-
ponents of the legislation said that stopping acid rain would bank-
rupt the utility industry. In fact, we cut emissions in half at a frac-
tion of the cost the naysayers predicted.

We have a similar opportunity and responsibility this year. The
legislation we will be considering today has 4 titles. The clean en-
ergy title will spur investment in the technologies of the future,
clean renewable energy, electric utilities, electric vehicles, and the
smart grid. The energy efficiency title will reduce our dependence
on foreign oil and save consumers billions of dollars by making our
homes, our appliances, and our transportation system more energy
efficient. The global warming title will create a market-based sys-
tem for reducing carbon emissions to safe levels, and the final title
will provide our industries, our workers and American families
with the support they need during the transition to a clean energy
economy.

It is no longer a question whether we will act to reduce CO
emissions. The endangerment finding released by EPA last week
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answers that issue. The real question is whether we will do so in
a way that strengthens our economy, creates new jobs, and ends
our dangerous dependence on foreign oil. These are achievable
goals but to reach them Congress needs to act, and we on this com-
mittee need to lead the way. We can succeed, but we will need to
work together to forge consensus and a workable solution. And I
look forward to working with all the members of the committee as
we embark on this process. I want to recognize Mr. Barton now for
opening comments he wishes to make.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOE BARTON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to welcome our
distinguished panel of Administration officials, especially Mr.
LaHood, a former colleague. Of course, Dr. Chu, who I had some
dealings with in the laboratories, and the Honorable Ms. Jackson,
we appreciate you being here. I think it is interesting, Mr. Chair-
man, that we are trying to go ahead and move a bill that will re-
duce CO2 emissions in the United States to below 83 percent of
their base line of 2005. If you want an idea of what that is like in
terms of carbon foot print, you might try living in Nigeria today be-
cause that is the emission level that they have right now. If you
have a time machine, you might dial your time machine to 1875,
and feel what it is like to live in America back in 1875 with a car-
bon foot print of approximately 2%2 tons per person.

I don’t think most of the today citizenry in the United States
would enjoy that type of a lifestyle too much. I also think that it
is interesting that a lot of people seem very determined to raise en-
ergy prices in this country. Our current President, President
Obama, has said during the campaign that capping carbon and
trading emissions would make electricity bills necessarily sky-
rocket, and that is his quote, necessarily skyrocket. The people that
global warming is religion believe that carbon dioxide, CO,, which
is naturally occurring in nature, is the devil’s brew and they appar-
ently think that we can only achieve salvation by putting our faith
in the United States Federal Government. Our government will
offer indulgences in the form of emission permits and we all atone
for our past sins and our economy’s past sins by paying through
the nose with these expensive new energy carbon taxes.

It is no secret that I am a skeptic. I don’t believe that mankind
is the primary cause of climate change. I do accept that CO; levels
are rising. I think it is a debatable proposition, whether that is a
good thing or a bad thing, but in any event to put some sort of
blind faith in a cap and trade system that hasn’t worked anywhere
in the world in terms of CO2, won’t work here in the United States,
and if we take it to the level that the draft bill that Mr. Waxman
and Mr. Markey have put out. It will de-industrialize the United
States of America in the next 40 years. I am not going to be a part
of that. I am just not going to do it. The dark side of economic op-
portunity will always be that somebody thinks they can benefit
from it, and I believe that that is one reason so many U.S. compa-
nies, some of which are going to be before us later this afternoon,
support the cap and trade because they think they can benefit eco-
nomically, either having allowances to sell or by trading in the al-
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lowance market. And I understand the need to make a dollar, but
I think it is a terrible thing if we are going to set up a system
where the only people that benefit are the people that are in the
trading system and the people that get these free allowances be-
cause of what they have done in the past.

Now I understand that your draft is silent on that. My under-
standing is that you and Mr. Markey have decided at least so far
to not have free allowances. You are going to have an auction sys-
tem. I hope you stick with that. I was here in the Clean Air Act
amendments when we did SO2 back in the early 1990s and I re-
member the fights we had on base line, and I remember the fights
we had on allowances for particular plants and things like that.
That will be a picnic compared to what we will have if we go down
where we start trying to—we, not me, but you and Mr. Markey
start trying to buy votes by giving allowances to this group or that
group or whatever. I think it is interesting that we don’t have a
score from CBO because you have not put anything out that CBO
can score so apparently if and when we go to markup, we are going
to have this miracle draft that comes forward in terms of a man-
ager’s amendment, and lo and behold there will be something to
score, but CBO won’t have time to score it.

If it is anything close to what we had last year in the Senate
with the Warner-Lieberman bill, it is going to be very, very expen-
sive. If it close to what the Obama Administration put in their
budget, according to the CBO director it is probably going to be
score in the neighborhood of $2 trillion negatively over an 8-year
period. That is a pretty expensive package, Mr. Chairman. If you
look at where our economy is today, what the unemployment rate
is today, where the stock market is today, I don’t think that is a
cost that we can bear. As long as we are talking about cost, let us
talk about just the straight increases in energy costs. Every esti-
mate that I have seen, Mr. Chairman, says that energy costs are
going to go up across the board. The electricity cost could go up
somewhere between 44 to 125 percent, gasoline costs could go up.
You name the cost. It is going to go up.

How does that affect the unemployment rate? Michigan right
now has an unemployment rate of 12 percent. Indiana has an un-
employment rate of 10 percent. Ohio is at 9.7. California and Geor-
gia are at 9.2 percent. Even my great State of Texas where the
economy is relatively better off has got an employment rate over
6 percent. I mean if energy prices go up lots and lots of Americans
are going to lose their jobs and then that in turn is going to cause
even more deficit spending on behalf of the federal government.
How is that costed into this draft? However, you cost it, it is going
to be a negative cost. I could go on and on, Mr. Chairman, but I
have already gone over almost 2 minutes, and I appreciate your in-
dulgence. Put me down as undecided on your bill and I look for-
ward to hearing from our panel, and then trying to work with you
and Mr. Markey and members of the committee to do something
that is positive.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Barton. I now want to recognize
the chairman of the Energy Subcommittee, Mr. Markey.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. First, I
want to thank Secretary LaHood, Secretary Chu, and Adminis-
trator Jackson for being with us here today. The presence of this
all star lineup is a testament to the priority that the Obama Ad-
ministration places on developing sound energy legislation and
fighting global warming. Today, Earth Day, 2009, we begin the
process of writing history as we work to pass new energy legisla-
tion that will revitalize our economy, enhance our energy security,
create millions of new jobs, and end the global warming crisis. We
arrive at this crucial moment with much at stake and not a mo-
ment to spare.

Winston Churchill once said courage is what it takes to stand up
and speak. Courage is also what it takes to sit down and listen. In
the days ahead, we will need to have both the courage to speak out
and the courage to sit down and listen. If we do that, we can pass
legislation that will create millions of new jobs and reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil all in a way that meets our environmental
and economic needs. We have reached a crossroads where inaction
is simply not an option. Our economy cannot continue to depend
heavily on foreign oil. Our energy system cannot continue to be
highly inefficient.

We cannot continue energy policies that look to last century’s en-
ergy sources while other nations race ahead to take the lead in de-
veloping and marketing clean energy technologies and green jobs.
Germany’s second largest export after cars is wind turbines. China
is becoming the leader in renewable energy. Japan and Korea are
leap frogging America in advanced vehicle technology. Nor can we
pretend that business as usual has shielded us from harmful, nega-
tive changes in our economy or from increases in energy prices. It
has not. Attempts to seek refuge in the status quo have left us fur-
ther behind in the ongoing global economic and energy race.

Those who predict our bill will result in soaring energy costs fall
into a long line of doomsayers who have eventually been proven
wrong. Environmental statutes have saved lives and smart energy
policies have saved money, and done so at a fraction of the high
cost projected by industry. Nor will global warming or oil-driven
foreign regimes wait for us to act. Just last Friday, Administrator
Jackson issued her proposed endangerment finding stating that cli-
mate change is an enormous problem and “the greenhouse gases
that are responsible for it endanger public health and welfare.”
Among the impacts that flow from global warming are increased
drought, more frequent and intense heat waves and wildfires and
harm to water resources, agriculture, wildlife, and ecosystems.

And EPA also emphasized that global warming will have dis-
proportionate impacts on the very poor, the very young, the elderly,
those already in poor health, and those living alone are dependent
on few resources. Left unabated, global warming and our depend-
ence on oil will jeopardize America’s national security and increase
our economic risk. Whether it is in the hundreds of billions we send
every year to unfriendly regimes or the hundreds of millions glob-
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ally who could be without drinking water from increased drought,
we cannot wish away these problems.

Chairman Waxman and I have developed our discussion draft
with all of these factors in mind. In the discussion draft and going
forward, Chairman Waxman and I will strive to get reductions in
global warming pollution that meets science-based targets by using
cost saving, energy efficiency, and clean energy solutions. We will
continue to develop strategies to help keep costs low from the use
of offsets, to banking and borrowing, and through the use of a stra-
tegic reserve of allowances that can limit any costs that are higher
than expected. We will continue to fund clean energy solutions that
will allow new American companies to prosper creating clean en-
ergy jobs that can’t be shipped overseas, and we will continue to
provide opportunities and incentives for energy efficiency to save
families money.

We will continue to ensure that we assist and benefit consumers,
especially low income consumers. We will ensure that our most
internationally competitive industries are not left exposed to for-
eign inaction, and we will hold ourselves to high standards and we
will hold the international community to high standards. Nor are
we finished improving this legislation. As we proceed through these
hearings, we will hear dozens of other witnesses, some with posi-
tive comments and some with suggestions for improvements. We
welcome these comments, and we look forward to working with all
the members of this committee to develop legislation that will cre-
ate a new clean energy economy free of the threat of dangerous
global warming and free of our dependence on foreign energy
sources. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Markey. Now I wish to recognize
for an opening statement the ranking member of the energy sub-
committee, Mr. Upton.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRED UPTON, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. UproN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and before I begin my
opening statement, I would like to submit a number of articles for
the record. First of all, from last week’s Washington Post, India Re-
jects Calls for Emission Cuts. With regards to the President’s push
to combat climate change, Indian officials said it was unlikely to
prompt them to agree to binding emission cuts. From the New York
Times, Thirsty for Energy in India’s Boon Town and Beyond, I
quote, “Almost half of India’s population has no access to the elec-
tricity grid. About 700 million Indians rely on animal waste and
firewood as fuel for cooking.” From the Saginaw News, Terrible
Time for Higher Bills, “As a result of the recent green mandates
sticking people with an average of $125 utility bill increase seems
kind of cruel in a state that is suffering 12%2 percent unemploy-
ment.” From the Detroit News, Cap and Trade Plan will Hit the
Heartland, with a quote, “Cap and trade system is a giant eco-
nomic dagger aimed at the nation’s heartland, particularly Michi-
gan.”

From the Hill, Not All Senators Warming to Obama Cap and
Trade. Sherrod Brown, former member of this committee, Obama’s
plan would lead to an increased energy cost and would drive Amer-
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ican firms abroad. From the Wall Street Journal, Who Pays for Cap
and Trade, with a quote, “An economy wide tax under the cover of
saving the environment is the best political money maker since the
income tax.” And from the U.S. News and World Report, The Next
Bernie Madoff, Emissions Cap and Trade Aids the Corrupt, Hurts
the Little Guy, and on and on.

I would like in advance to thank the 60 some witnesses who will
be testifying before our committee this week, and due to the lim-
ited time, I would like to submit the following 4 questions to each
of our witnesses and would ask them to address these during their
opening remarks. Number 1, will the legislation increase energy
costs? If so, is there anything in the underlying bill that prevents
these costs from being passed on to consumers? 2, since the legisla-
tion applies only to the U.S. but not other nations like China,
India, and Mexico, is there a chance it will result in American jobs
being shipped overseas, and how many jobs will be lost? 3, what
is the cumulative cost per household of this legislation, and, 4, ab-
sent other nations adopting the same reduction policy, how much
will the legislation actually reduce global temperatures, if at all?

I do believe that we need to reduce emissions, but we must do
it in a common sense way that takes into account the economic and
global realities of the issue. This week it was reported in the New
York Times that China discovered 180 miles of the Great Wall that
they didn’t know existed. How on earth are they going to be able
to monitor and reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, and I won-
der how many coal-fired plants that they might have discovered in
the last couple of years as they were analyzing this new 180 miles.
We are not engaged in a guessing game. We have the luxury of ex-
amining empirical evidence of past forays into different policies. All
one has to do is to examine the results of the EU’s cap and tax
scheme. It was a failure.

CO; emissions in the U.S. fell by 1.8 percent in 2006 compared
to a .3 percent increase in emissions in the EU according to the
EIA. Both economies grew at a near identical pace in 2006 of about
3 percent. Cap and tax, cap and trade, will essentially kick working
families when they are down. And we thought the American public
was angry at $4.25 gas prices last summer. Just wait till they get
their hands on their utility bills under a cap and tax. In 2008, ap-
proximately 21 percent of all utility accounts were overdue with
folks carrying past due balances on average of $160 in electric bills
and $360 for natural gas. And in Michigan the account debt totaled
$367 million with 1 out of 3 behind on their bills in some of our
areas.

Times are tough, yet this proposal puts a bulls eye on the back
of working families who are struggling to feed their families and
to keep the lights on. In fact, in Michigan it came out just yester-
day that we have lost 150,000 jobs in 4 months, and it is expected
that according to the University of Michigan we are going to lose
239,000 jobs in 2009. We are one of the hardest hit in this weak
economy, and we would be disproportionately impacted with this
legislation. NAM did a detailed analysis of the impact on Michigan,
and, quite simply, jobs are going to be lost, electric prices are going
to go up, and household incomes will be decimated and any growth
will absolutely disappear.
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Let us put the scale of emissions reductions called for into per-
spective. Current proposals would mean that the U.S. cannot emit
more in the year 2050 than we emitted in 1910. That is a pretty
daunting task considering that in 1910 the U.S. had only 92 mil-
lion people compared to about 420 million expected in 2050. And
to reach the lofty goal of 80 percent reductions emissions from the
entire transportation sector would have to drop to 0. Emissions
from all electricity generation would have to drop to 0, and then
we would need to reduce everything else by 50 percent. Climate
change is a serious problem that necessitates serious solutions, but
how can we address such a critical issue without nuclear even
being addressed in this measure even though nuclear power ac-
counts for 70 percent of our nation’s emission free electricity.

We are in desperate need of a reality check. Without inter-
national participation jobs and emissions will simply shift overseas
to countries that require few, if any, environmental protections
harming the global environment as well as the U.S. economy. If our
objective is to send manufacturing jobs overseas, destroy the Mid-
west, mortgage our future, and hand the keys over to our super
power status, then I would say job well done. This bill does it. The
stakes are high, the planet is warming, and this is no time to
throw in the towel all in the name of cap and tax. So I guess, Mr.
Chairman, you can put my name as undecided with Mr. Barton. I
yield back.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Upton. We are pleased
to welcome 3 representatives from the Obama Administration, Sec-
retary LaHood, Secretary Chu, and Administrator Jackson. Your
prepared statements will be in the record in full, and we would like
to recognize each of you to make an opening statement. And we
will have a clock that will indicate 5 minutes. When you see the
red light on, we would like you to recognize your time is up and
to summarize so we will have plenty of time for questions and an-
swers by members of the committee. Administrator Jackson, we
would like to start with you.

STATEMENTS OF LISA JACKSON, ADMINISTRATOR, UNITED
STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY; STEVEN
CHU, SECRETARY, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EN-
ERGY; AND RAY LaHOOD, SECRETARY, UNITED STATES DE-
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATEMENT OF LISA JACKSON

Ms. JACKSON. Thank you. Thank you, Chairman Waxman. Chair-
man Waxman, Chairman Emeritus Dingell, Ranking Minority
Member Barton, Congressman Markey, Congressman Upton, and
members of the committee, thank you for inviting me to testify
about the draft American Clean Energy and Security Act, and
happy Earth Day to each and every one of you. Let me begin by
commending this committee for embarking on the serious, difficult,
and essential work of crafting comprehensive, detailed energy legis-
lation and moving it through an open and careful process in which
representatives hold hearings, make amendments, and cast votes.

When President Obama was inaugurated 92 days ago, the United
States found itself in the worst economic crisis since the Great De-
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pression. So the President worked with Congress to pass the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act. That law is now creating
good jobs for Americans. Thanks to the Act, EPA is putting Ameri-
cans to work, overhauling clean water systems, restoring and rede-
veloping polluted properties, installing clean air equipment on die-
sel engines, and cleaning up leaking underground fuel tanks. The
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act also injected an essential
shot of adrenalin into the American energy sector. That immediate
relief is essential to economic recovery. But President Obama has
also leveled with the American people. Lasting economic recovery
will come only when the federal government looks beyond the quick
fix and invests in building the advanced energy industries that will
help restore America’s economic health over the long term.

So President Obama has called on Congress to pass forward-look-
ing energy legislation. That legislation should create here in Amer-
ica millions of the clean energy jobs that cannot be shipped over-
seas. It should catapult American innovators past the foreign com-
petitors who, due to aggressive investments by their governments,
now enjoy a head start in the advanced energy technologies that
represent the new Internet revolution, the new biotech wave. The
legislation should reduce our dependence on oil and strengthen
America’s energy security. And it should start in a real and tan-
gible way to tackle greenhouse gas pollution, which threatens to
leave to our children and grandchildren a diminished, less pros-
perous, less secure world.

Three weeks ago, Chairman Waxman and Markey released draft
legislation that strives to accomplish the goals I just listed. The
American Clean Energy and Security Act would introduce a clean
energy requirement for American electric utilities and new energy
efficiency programs for American buildings. Those initiatives aim to
create good American jobs that cannot be shipped overseas. The
legislation would launch programs to promote electric vehicles and
deploy technologies for capturing, pipelining, and geologically stor-
ing carbon dioxide produced at coal-fueled power plants. Those in-
centives aim to help American companies make up for lost time in
the advanced energy industries that will be to the 2010 what Inter-
net software was to the 1990s.

The legislation would institute new low-carbon requirements for
vehicles and fuels, as well as programs to reduce vehicles miles
traveled. Those proposals aim to increase America’s energy security
and cut back on the hundreds of billions of dollars that America
throws away every year on oil. And the legislation would put in
place a declining cap on greenhouse gas pollution. That market-
based system aims to protect our children and grandchildren from
severe environmental and economic harm and from great threats
to our national security while further invigorating advanced Amer-
ican energy industries.

The American Clean Energy and Security Act draws on the
thoughtful legislation that Chairman Emeritus Dingell and Con-
gressman Boucher drafted last October, and it tracks many of the
recommendations put forward by the U.S. Climate Action Partner-
ship, a coalition that includes American manufacturers, such as
Alcoa, John Deere, Caterpillar, Dow, Ford, General Motors, and
General Electric. Now the no, we can’t crowd will spin out dooms-
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day scenarios about runaway costs. I do not claim that we can get
something for nothing, but EPA’s preliminary economic modeling
indicates that the investments Americans would make to imple-
ment the cap and trade program in the American Clean Energy
and Security Act would be very modest compared to the benefits
that science and plain common sense tell us a comprehensive en-
ergy and climate policy will deliver.

I ask the members of this committee to recall the Acid Rain
Trading Program, drafted by this committee as amendments to the
Clean Air Act, and signed by a Republican president in 1990. Belt-
way corporate lobbyists insisted that the law would cause, and I
quote, “death for businesses across the country.” But as the mem-
bers of this committee who worked hard on that legislation know
well, it ended up delivering annual health and welfare benefits of
over $120 billion at an annual cost of only $3 billion. Our economy
grew and acid rain was cut by more than 50 percent. The Clean
Air Act amendments dealt with controversial issues, not just acid
rain, but smog, hazardous air pollutants, and the threats to the
ozone layer, but once Chairman Dingell and Chairman Waxman
joined forces with other members of this committee to find con-
sensus the committee reported the amendments favorably to the
full House by a vote of 42—1. I believe this committee can make his-
tory again this year, and the draft American Clean Energy and Se-
curity Act is a great start. It reflects the President’s priorities of
reducing our dependence on oil creating millions of new jobs by
leveraging America’s tremendous capacity for innovation and sig-
nificantly reducing greenhouse gas pollution.

This Administration wants to see this effort move forward, and
I pledge to work with this committee over the weeks ahead to help
you find consensus. Thank you. I look forward to answering the
members’ questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Jackson follows:]
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- Chairman Waxman, Chairman-Emeritus Dingell, Ranking Minority Member Barton, and
members of the Committee, thank you for inviting me to testify about the draft American Clean
Energy and Security Act. Let me begin by commending this Committee for embarking on the
serious, difficult, and essential work of crafting comprehensive, detailed energy legislation and
moving it through an open, careful process in which representatives hold hearings, make
amendments, and cast votes, EPA is grateful for your work.

When President Obama was inaugurated ninety-two days ago, the United States found
itself in the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression. So the President worked with
Congress to craft the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, which he signed into law sixty-
four days ago. That law is now creating good jobs for Americans. Thanks to the Act, EPA is
putting Americans to work overhauling clean-water systems, restoring and redeveloping polluted
properties, installing clean-air equipment on diese! engines, and cleaning up leaking underground
fuel tanks. ~

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act also injected an essential shot of
adrenaline into the American clean energy sector. Economic recovery would not have been
possible without that immediate relief. But President Obama has leveled with the American
people: Lasting economic recovery will come only when the federal government looks beyond
the quick fix and invests in building the advanced energy industries that will help restore
America’s economic health over the long term. ‘

So President Obama has catled on Congress to pass forward-looking energy legislation.

That legislation should create, here in America, millions of the clean-energy jobs that
cannot be shipped overseas. It should catapult American innovators past the foreign competitors
who, due to aggressive investments by their governments, now enjoy a head start in the advanced
energy technologies that represent the new Internet revolution, the new biotech wave. It should
reduce our dependence on oil and strengthen America’s energy security. And it should start, ina
real and tangible way, to tackle greenhouse-gas pollution, which threatens to leave to our
children and grandchildren a diminished, less prosperous, less secure world.

Twenty-two days ago, Chairmen Waxman and Markey released draft legislation that
strives to accomplish those goals.

The American Clean Energy and Security Act would introduce a clean energy
requirement for American electric utilities and new energy efficiency programs for American
buildings. Those initiatives aim to create good American jobs that cannot be shipped overseas.
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The legislation would launch programs to promote electric vehicles and deploy
technologies for capturing, pipelining, and geologically storing carbon dioxide produced at coal-
fueled power plants. Those incentives aim to help American companies make up for lost time in
the advanced energy industries that will be to the 2010s what Internet software was to the 1990s:

The legislation would institute new low-carbon requirements for vehicles and fuels, and
programs to help reduce vehicle-miles traveled with increased transportation options and help for
communities that want to plan for sustainable growth. Those proposals aim to reduce America’s
dependence on oil and cut back on the hundreds of billions of dollars that Americans send
overseas every year.

And the legislation would put in place a declining cap on greenhouse-gas pollution. That
market-based system aims to protect our children and grandchildren from severe environmental
and economic harm, and great threats to national-security while further invigorating advanced,
American energy industries.

The American Clean Energy and Security Act draws on the thoughtful legislation that
Chairman-Emeritus Dingell and Congressman Boucher drafted last October and is a serious
effort at constructing comprehensive energy and climate legislation. We look forward to
working with Congress as this bill moves forward to ensure that it meets the President’s
objectives in the areas of an efficient and comprehensive approach that creates jobs, leverages
our tremendous capacity for innovation, reduces our dependence on oil, and prevents the worst
consequences of climate change.

I would like to note that the Waxman-Markey discussion draft tracks many of the
recommendations put forward by the U.S. Climate Action Partnership, a coalition that includes
American manufacturers such as Alcoa, John Deere, Caterpillar, Dow, Ford, General Motors,
and General Electric. Those employers of American workers recognize, as they declare at the
outset of their Blueprint for Legislative Action, that:

“The United States faces an urgent need to transform our nation’s
economy, make the country more energy secure, and take
meaningful action to slow, stop, and reverse [greenhouse-gas]
emissions to address climate change.”

1 believe that the leadership of this Committee is stepping up to provide the kind of “new
vision and policy direction” that those companies talk about.

Now, the “no, we can’t” crowd will spin out doomsday scenarios about runaway costs.
But EPA’s available economic modeling indicates that the investment Americans would make to
implement the cap-and-trade program of the American Clean Energy and Security Act would be
~cdest compared to the benefits that - ~icnce and plain common sense tell us a comprehensive
energy and climate policy will deliver.
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I ask the members of this Committee to recall the Acid Rain Trading Program, drafted by
this Committee and signed by a Republican President in 1990. Beltway corporate lobbyists
insisted that the law would cause “death for businesses across the country.” But as the members
of this Committee who worked hard on that legislation know well, it ended up delivering annual
health and welfare benefits estimated to be over 120 billion dollars at an annual cost of only 3
billion dollars. Our economy grew by 64 percent even as the program cut acid rain pollution by
more than 50 percent. And past auto-emissions standards sparked key technological innovations
that made cars more appealing to consumers here and abroad.

Achieving energy independence and reducing carbon emissions are not easy challenges.
But this Committee has dealt with difficult challenges before. When Chairman Dingell and
Chairman Waxman joined together with other Members of the Committee to pass the 1990 Clean
Air Act Amendments, they were reported out of this Committee by a 42-to-1 vote. That bill
dealt with controversial issues — not just acid rain, but also smog, hazardous air pollutants, and
the threat to the ozone layer. But you found consensus, and your legislation has ended up cutting
pollution at a fraction u: the cost that was predicted at the time.

There may be more than one dissenting vote this time, but that does not mean that the
Committee’s history cannot be repeated this year. We want to work with you in finding
consensus in the coming weeks, so that we can reduce our dependence on oil, create millions of
new jobs in innovative energy technologies, and significantly reduce greenhouse-gas emissions,

Thank you. 1look forward to the answering the members® questions.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much, Administrator Jackson. Sec-
retary Chu, we would like to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF STEVEN CHU

Mr. CHU. Chairman Waxman and Markey, Chairman Emeritus
Dingell, Ranking Members Barton and Upton, and members of the
committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you
today to discuss the American Clean Energy and Security Act. For
decades our energy strategy has been little or no strategy at all.
For our transportation needs, we have become increasingly ad-
dicted to oil at escalating costs to our economy, our environment,
our security. For our electricity needs, we burn immense amounts
of coal, which is cheap and abundant, but a major contributor to
global warming. We will continue to use coal as a fuel, but we must
learn to do it in a cleaner way. On this Earth Day, we must state
in no uncertain terms we have a responsibility to our children and
their children to curb the carbon emissions from fossil fuels that
have begun to change our climate.

President Obama recognizes that the energy challenge is a defin-
ing challenge of our time, and he is committed to a comprehensive
energy plan that creates jobs, reduces our greenhouse gas emis-
sions, and reduces our dependence on oil. The Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act and the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act have made a down payment on clean energy future. I am
pleased to report that the Department of Energy is getting the Re-
covery Act money into your local communities as quickly as pos-
sible, while maintaining the highest standards of transparency and
accountability. We are already putting Americans to work making
homes and buildings more efficient, which will grow our economy
and cut energy bills for families. The Recovery Act also provides fi-
nancing options that could double the production of renewable en-
ergy and expands investments in the development of break-through
energy technologies.

But we need to do more. We need not only to jump start our
economy today but to lay the foundation for America’s long-term
prosperity. In the years ahead, the work will turn increasingly to
unconventional sources of petroleum, which could lead to higher
prices for consumers. With these rising energy costs and the
mounting challenges of our climate, the development of clean, re-
newable sources of energy will be the growth industry of the 21st
century. The key question is who will lead the world in making en-
ergy efficient vehicles when turbines, solar panels, and other prod-
ucts and technologies that will power tomorrow’s economy? There
are 2 dangers, either of which could dramatically weaken America’s
future. The first is that the world will fail to take action on climate
change in time to prevent its worst potential effects. The second is
that the United States will fail to seize the opportunity to lead and
new clean energy jobs will be created overseas rather than in
America.

We can neither let our planet get too hot or let our economy grow
too cold. We must get off the sidelines of the clean energy race and
play to win. To that end, we in the Administration appreciate Con-
gress’ effort in developing the American Clean Energy and Security
Act. While we are still reviewing the details, it is clear that Chair-
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man Waxman’s legislation would advance the President’s goals of
launching a new sector of clean energy jobs, making our economy
more competitive and weaning the nation from its dependence on
oil. The President looks forward to working with members of Con-
gress in both chambers to pass a bill that would transition the na-
tion to a clean energy economy.

The Administration believes that a gradual marked-based cap on
carbon pollution would also be a significant step for restoring
America’s leadership in the deployment of clean energy technology.
Building on the success of the bipartisan Acid Rain Program cre-
ated in 1990 Clean Air Act, this approach will set clear long-term
emission goals that empower the private sector to find the most in-
novative ways to reduce carbon pollution. The Administration also
believes a renewable electricity standard could help create a stable
investment environment for America’s innovators to do what they
do best, create new jobs and entire new industries. We also believe
it is important to foster continued development of critical tech-
nologies to give the American people advanced clean vehicles, to
capture and store carbon to limit emissions and sustain our envi-
ronment, to accelerate energy efficiency improvements, and to de-
velop a smart grid to improve the efficiency, reliability, and secu-
rity of our electricity transmission system. I applaud Chairman
Waxman and Markey for bringing this bill forward.

Now is the time to take comprehensive and sustained action to
meet our nation’s energy challenge. With the leadership of the
President, the actions of this Congress, and the support and par-
ticipation of the American people, I am confident we will succeed.
Thank you, and I will be glad to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chu follows:]



106

Statement of

Steven Chu
Secretary of Energy

Before the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

April 22, 2009

Chairmen Waxman and Markey, Chairman-Emeritus Dingell, Ranking Members Barton
and Upton, and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you
today to discuss the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009,

For decades, our energy strategy has been to have little or no strategy at all. For our
transportation needs, we have become increasingly addicted to oil at escalating costs to our
economy, our environment, and our security.

For our electricity needs, we burn immense amounts of coal, which is cheap and
abundant but a major contributor to global warming. We will continue to use coal as a fuel, but
we must learn to do so in a cleaner way. On this Earth Day, we must state in no uncertain terms
that we have a responsibility to our children and their children to curb the carbon emissions from
fossil fuels that have begun to change our climate.

President Obama recognizes that the energy challenge is a defining challenge of our time,
and he is committed to a comprehensive energy plan that creates jobs, reduces our greenhouse
gas emissions, and reduces our dependence on oil.

The Energy Independence and Security Act and the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act made a down payment on that clean energy future. I'm pleased to report that
the Department of Energy is getting the Recovery Act money into your local communities as
quickly as possible, while maintaining the highest standards of transparency and accountability.
We are already putting Americans to work making homes and buildings more efficient, which
will grow our economy and cut energy bills for families. The Recovery Act also provides
financing options that could double the production of renewable energy, and it expands
investments in the development of breakthrough energy technologies.

But we need to do much more. We need not only to jumpstart our economy today but to
lay the foundation for America’s long-term prosperity.

In the years ahead, the world will turn increasingly to unconventional sources of
petroleum, which could lead to higher prices for consumers. With these rising energy costs and
mounting changes to our climate, the development of clean, renewable sources of energy will be
the growth industry of the 21st century. The key question is — who will lead the world in making
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the fuel-efficient vehicles, wind turbines, solar panels, and other products and technologies that
will power tomorrow’s economy?

There are two dangers, either one of which could dramatically weaken America’s future.
The first is that the world will fail to take action on climate change in time to prevent its worst
potential effects. The second is that the United States will fail to seize this opportunity to lead,
and the new clean energy jobs will be created overseas rather than in America. We can neither
fet our planet get too hot nor let our economy grow cold, We must get off the sidelines of the
clean energy race and play to win.

To that end, we in the Administration appreciate Congress’ efforts in developing the
American Clean Energy and Security Act. While we are still reviewing the details, it is clear that
Chairman Waxman’s legislation would advance the President’s goals of launching a new sector
of clean energy jobs, making our economy more competitive, and weaning the nation from its
dependence on oil. The President looks forward to working with members of Congress in both
chambers to pass a bill that would transition the nation to a clean energy economy.

The Administration believes a gradual, market-based cap on carbon pollution would be a
significant step for restoring American leadership in deployment of clean energy technology.
Building on the success of the bipartisan Acid Rain Program created by the 1990 Clean Air Act,
this approach will set clear long-term emissions goals that empower the private sector to find the
most innovative ways to reduce carbon pollution.

The Administration also believes a Renewable Electricity Standard could help create a
stable investment environment for America’s innovators to do what they do best: create new jobs
and entire new industries. ’

We also believe it is important to foster continued development of critical technologies to
give the American people advanced clean vehicles; to capture and store carbon to limit emissions
and sustain our environment; to accelerate energy efficiency improvements; and to develop a
“smart grid” to improve the efficiency, reliability, and security of our electric transmission
system. Iapplaud Chairmen Waxman and Markey for bringing this bill forward.

Now is the time to take comprehensive and sustained action to meet our nation’s energy
challenge. And with the leadership of the President, the actions of this Congress, and the support
and participation of the American people, I am confident that we will succeed.

Thank you. I would be glad to answer your questions at this time.
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Mr. WaxXMAN. Thank you very much, Secretary Chu. Secretary
LaHood.

STATEMENT OF RAY LaHOOD

Mr. LAHoOD. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Markey, Mr. Dingell, and Mr.
Barton, and friends all, thank you for inviting me to discuss the
Department of Transportation’s commitment to promote a cleaner,
greener America through effective and innovative transportation
policy. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss the important envi-
ronment and energy policies laid out in the American Clean Energy
and Security Act. I commend the committee for drafting this impor-
tant legislation. Since today is Earth Day, this is an excellent time
to hold a serious national conversation on the most effective ways
to improve energy efficiency, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and
mitigate the impact of climate change.

As you know, one of the highest priorities of President Obama’s
Administration is to develop a comprehensive energy plan that will
not only achieve these goals but also create millions of good paying,
clean energy jobs and help our communities become more livable
in the process. There is no question that the United States must
be the leader in the global effort to address climate change, cut pol-
lution, and find more sustainable ways to keep our society mobile.
The President has already taken concrete steps in this direction.
The Administration has proposed new fuel efficiency standards for
cars and light trucks that would significantly reduce emissions and
save millions of gallons of fuel beginning in model year 2011. And
we are coordinating with the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Department of Energy on new fuel economy standards to take
us through 2016. Our department is also using new statutory au-
thority to explore new fuel economy standards for medium and
heavy duty trucks. Additionally, the department continues to invest
in buses running alternative fuels thereby reducing emissions and
improving air quality in cities and towns across America. Our com-
mitment has helped to quadruple the number of clean fuel bus
fleets across and around the nation since 1998.

Through the Recovery Act, we are making hundred million dollar
grants in grant funds available to help the transit industry to im-
prove fuel efficiency and reduce emissions for bus, rail cars and
other transit equipment. On the climate change front over the last
several years we have invested in research and technology efforts
that will help us to transition away from fossil fuels, improve vehi-
cle efficiency, and optimize our transportation network to reduce
congestion and idling while contributing to higher emission levels.
Across the department, we are committed to programs and policies
that address our environmental concerns. The FAA, for instance, is
working with the private sector on sustainable alternative fuel for
aircraft. The Maritime Administration exploring new technologies
in cooperation with EPA and industries to reduce emissions from
marine diesel engines.

Looking ahead, the Department of Transportation stands ready
to meet the President’s ambitious goals for making transportation
an integral part of our approach to addressing environmental chal-
lenges. In the coming months, we will work with stakeholder
groups around the country to determine how best to invest $8 bil-
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lion in new funding for high speed passenger rail service that will
ultimately improve mobility and reduce congestion, and we will
work closely with Congress to develop a new service transportation
bill that focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions by investing
in green transportation choices such as bike paths, pedestrian
walkways, and building more affordable housing near transit.

In closing, the Department of Transportation will continue to be
your full partner as we move forward with new legislation to help
America address its formidable energy challenges. I look forward to
working with you, Mr. Chairman, and the entire committee.

[The prepared statement of Mr. LaHood follows:]
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Chairman Waxman, Ranking Minority Member Barton, and Members of the Committee,
thank you for holding this hearing, on this important day for reflection on the
environment, Earth Day, to discuss the draft American Clean Energy and Security Act. |
commend you for the hard work you did to craft this bill and for your efforts to engage in
a serious national conversation on the most effective ways to grow a clean energy
economy, promote energy efficiency, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, mitigate the
environmental and societal impacts of climate change, and adapt to climate change.

The Obama Administration, including the Department of Transportation (DOT),
considers a comprehensive energy plan that will generate millions of clean energy jobs,
reduce our reliance on oil, reduce pollution, create more livable communities, and attack
climate change, a major priority. Aggressive action to reduce the impacts of climate
change is needed, and the U.S. must be a leader in the global effort to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions.

The President has already announced a series of aggressive actions to lower greenhouse
gas emissions. These actions include improving the fuel efficiency of automobiles,
intensifying U.S. actions on energy efficiency and renewable energy through the
American Reinvestment and Recovery Act, and asking Congress to pass comprehensive
legislation to make clean energy the profitable kind of energy through a gradual, market-
based cap on carbon pollution. These ambitious and far-reaching actions, combined with
others outlined in the President’s Energy and Environment Agenda, demonstrate a
commitment from the White House to lead efforts confronting climate change.

The Department of Transportation has been and will continue to be a full partner in all of
these efforts, as well as legislative efforts. This is essential because transportation
sources are a significant contributor of greenhouse gas emissions in the U.S. and must be
part of the solution. Ilook forward to working with you as we develop policies to
address the transportation system in this climate change bill to assure that it is fully
integrated with the federal transportation programs and works in concert with the other
statutory duties that DOT has been given by Congress.

The President, like Congress, recognizes the vital role that DOT plays in improving
energy efficiency and combating climate change and has challenged us to:
o make a major investment in building new high speed rail lines.
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» transform the way transportation serves the American people by creating more
choices and encouraging less carbon-intensive transportation.

s provide states and local governments with the resources they need to coordinate
transportation planning with economic development decisions; and

e ensure that additional federal transportation dollars generate affordable transportation
options for persons in the highest-need communities.

My department is working aggressively to implement these forward-thinking policies and
other measures that will reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and improve the lives of
Americans. 1 want to take a few minutes to describe some of our efforts.

DOT recently issued new fuel economy standards for passenger cars and light trucks for
model year 2011 and is coordinating with the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of Energy to develop standards for 2012-2016. These standards will save
billions of gallons of fuel and encourage the auto industry to use more fuel-efficient
technologies that will ultimately save American consumers money.

DOT also is implementing new statutory authority to look at options for issuing fuel
economy standards for medium and heavy duty trucks.

The reauthorization of DOT's surface transportation programs, which will expire at the
end of Fiscal Year 2009, will provide additional opportunities for considering ways to
improve our energy and environmental policies. An important element of the
reauthorization should focus on livable communities. This means fostering pedestrian
and bike-friendly communities, providing more transportation choices, and offering
better access to jobs and housing. Transit-oriented, mixed-use development also has the
potential to contribute significantly to the revitalization of downtown districts and offer
an alternative to urban and suburban spraw! and automobile-focused commuting.

In addition, DOT has been studying both mitigation and adaptation of climate change
over the last ten years. We have long recognized the importance of transitioning away
from fossil fuels, improving vehicle technologies, and optimizing the transportation
network to reduce fuel-wasting activities like idling in traffic.

Furthermore, as the stewards of investments possibly at risk from the impacts of climate
change, we want to equip decision makers with the data and tools they need to ensure that
our transportation infrastructure and systems can sustain sea level rise, changing weather
patterns, and other potential long-term consequences of climate change. For instance, the
Department has atready issued a study alerting State and local officials in the Gulf Coast
to potential changes in climate that could disrupt transportation services. The report
stressed the need to take climate change impacts into account as transportation plans are
developed and investment decisions are made. Subsequent phases of the study are
intended to focus on risks and adaptation strategies for transportation decision makers in
the Gulf Coast region and nationwide.



112

Additionally, DOT funds the development of alternative fuel technologies and
deployment of alternative fuel buses, including hydrogen fuel cell buses, diesel-electric
hybrid buses, and supports alternative fuels infrastructure investment for transit systems
across the United States. The implementation of developing bus rapid transit technologies
holds real potential for reduced greenhouse gas emissions.

The Department also has focused on efficiency beyond highways and transit. In aviation,
we have begun to modernize the U.S. air traffic system, called the Next Generation Air
Transportation System or NextGen, and have put energy and environmental concerns at
the heart of the effort. NextGen will result in the more efficient movement of planes in
the air and on the ground. We are in the process of setting up a research consortium this
year focused on accelerating the maturation of lower energy, emissions, and noise
technologies for aircraft and engines and advancing cleaner alternative fuels. We also
continue to implement the NextGen program, which will result in the more efficient
movement of planes in the air and on the ground, the use of less fuel and the reduction of
emissions. FAA has partnered with manufacturers, airlines, and airports in the
Commercial Aviation Alternative Fuel Initiative to significantly progress toward
sustainable alterative fuels.

‘We have conducted an Aviation Climate Change Research Initiative to better understand
the impacts of high altitude emission impacts. Additionally, in recognition of the global
nature of aviation business, we are expanding international engagement on reducing
aviation emissions by working with the International Civil Aviation Organization
(ICAO), in coordination with the State Department and the Environmental Protection
Agency, to influence how the international aviation community addresses this critical
issue. Finally, through the innovative Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) program
created by Congress, the FAA funds low-emission airport technology, ranging from
alternative fuel vehicles and aircraft ground support equipment to various infrastructure
improvements like gate electrification to reduce aircraft emissions at the gate.

Likewise, the Maritime Administration is focused on the potential of new technologies to
reduce the harmful emissions from marine diesel engines through cooperative efforts
with the Environmental Protection Agency and the maritime industry on alternative fuels
and reduced ship stack emissions.

All of these efforts reinforce DOT’s commitment to tackling the climate change
challenge, achieving America’s energy security, and improving the lives of Americans.

Again, I commend you for all of the valuable work you have done in drafting the
American Clean Energy and Security Act. The draft bill identifies concrete ideas for
discussion and is an important step in solving the challenges we face in freeing ourselves
from our dependence on fossil fuels and charting a new course on energy in this country.
1 also thank you for allowing me, on behalf of DOT, to join in the discussion.
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Mr. WaxMAN. Thank you very much, Secretary LaHood. We will
now recognize members for questions, 5-minute rounds, and I will
start off. The 3 of you gave us testimony on behalf of the Adminis-
tration, and I thank you for your presentations. Our nation is fac-
ing some very difficult energy challenges and we have ignored
them for too long. We are overly dependent on foreign sources of
oil. Our economy is in a recession. We are no longer leading in the
development of clean energy technology and we are polluting our
environment. President Obama is trying to confront these prob-
lems. He has said we need a comprehensive energy policy that cre-
ates new clean energy jobs, promotes energy independence, and
tackles a tremendous threat of global warming.

Chairman Markey and I tried to draft a discussion, a proposal
that addresses these 3 issues. And what I want to ask you is
whether you think our draft accomplishes the President’s goals. Let
me begin by asking about jobs and our economy. Americans are
hurting, and this is the first question on most of our minds. Admin-
istrator Jackson, do you believe the bill would create jobs here in
the U.S. and stimulate economic growth?

Ms. JACKSON. I do indeed, Mr. Chairman. I believe this is a jobs
bill, and it is a jobs bill that focuses our country’s attention on the
growth industry of the future, which is the clean energy industry.
There are opportunities here for us to create literally millions of
jobs in the green energy.

Mr. WAXMAN. Secretary Chu, do you agree, would this bill put
us on the path to a clean energy economy?

Mr. CHU. I absolutely agree with that. I think as you yourself
noted the world has rapidly changed its attitude towards carbon
emissions and it is continuing to do so. So in a future world, it is
very clear that we will be living in a carbon constrained world so
the action will be how do you transition to a sustainable energy fu-
ture. The United States must position itself in a way so that we
can lead this transition, that we take advantage of the full intellec-
tual opportunities and vigor of this country to develop those tech-
nologies that will add to our economic prosperity.

Mr. WAXMAN. And, Secretary LaHood, what do you think about
creation of jobs and helping our economy with the Obama proposal?

Mr. LaAHooDp. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that nothing has
taken as much time for this Administration than trying to get the
economy going. This is the number 1 priority for this Administra-
tion, and I know it is for Congress also, and I know that is why
Congress passed the Economic Recovery Act, which many of us in
this Administration are implementing to try and get our fellow
Americans back to work, and we are certainly doing that at the de-
partment. I believe that the work that you all are doing, the bill
that you have laid out will go a long way to creating jobs, and par-
ticularly I want to note green jobs.

And in the area that we work at the Department of Transpor-
tation, we believe there will be a number of green job opportunities
created around the country as a result of the approach that is
being taken by your legislation and this is the reason that we are
here today.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me ask you this though. The other objective,
one of the other objectives, is to reduce our dependence on foreign
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oil. Americans are tired of sending billions and billions of dollars
overseas for oil in many countries to countries with hostile govern-
ments. Do you believe this bill would reduce our dependence on for-
eign 0il?

Mr. LAHoOD. Absolutely. I think it sets the bar very high and
obviously one of the concerns that all of us in public policy posi-
tions have faced is the ire of the public when a barrel of oil goes
up and gasoline goes up, and people are not able to use their auto-
mobiles. And I think this approach will help. The approach that
you are taking in your legislation will relieve our dependence on
foreign oil by creating other opportunities for people, certainly in
the area of transportation.

Mr. WaXMAN. Thank you very much. I assume, Secretary Chu
and Administrator Jackson, you agree this will reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil as well?

Mr. CHU. Yes, I do.

Mr. WAXMAN. The third goal of this discussion draft is to effec-
tively address the danger of global warming. We want to craft leg-
islation based on science, and that means a bill that makes the
global warming pollution reductions scientists tell us are necessary
to avoid catastrophic climate change. Secretary Chu, does this bill
represent an effective response to the threat of global warming?
Does it take the necessary steps at home to ensure that American
can restore global leadership on this issue?

Mr. CHu. It does.

Mr. WAXMAN. And do the other two of you agree with that posi-
tion? Administrator Jackson?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, I certainly do, Mr. Chairman. This bill in-
cludes strong targets, and it moves us to addressing global warm-
ing pollution by establishment of a cap and trade program which
I think many businesses agree is the way to harness private invest-
ment and capital into on our side in reducing pollution and cre-
ating the green energy economy.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much. My time has expired. Do
you want to add anything, Secretary LaHood?

Mr. LAHoOD. I agree.

Mr. WAXMAN. OK. Good. Mr. Barton.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before I begin my ques-
tions, I want to commend you and Mr. Markey on one thing that
I didn’t in my opening statement. We have had intense debates
about the number of Republican witnesses versus Democrat wit-
nesses at these hearings. In this case, I want to commend you on
your Administration panel. You went out of your way to make sure
we had a Republican witness and we didn’t even have to ask. I
s}}llould have commended you for that, so we appreciate you doing
that.

Mr. WAXMAN. You can commend the American people for that.

Mr. BARTON. Very good. Thank you. And the President for ap-
pointing him. Administrator Jackson, your agency yesterday came
up with an economic impact analysis of the pending draft. How
were you able to do that since the most important economic compo-
nent of the draft has no allocation cost scheme in it?

Ms. JACKSON. At the request of the drafters, we did indeed re-
lease economic modeling and in order to do it, we had to make as-
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sumptions about how allowance revenue would be distributed. At
the request of the drafters those assumptions were put into the
modeling.

Mr. BARTON. I haven’t seen the analysis, but are those economic
assumptions and allowances cost, are those public?

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, they are, and the modeling is public.

Mr. BARTON. They are public. Thank you. Your agency also re-
cently came up with a finding that CO; is hazardous to health and
therefore should be regulated under the Clean Air Act. Just what
is the health hazard since CO- itself is not a pollutant?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, the proposed finding would classify CO, as
a criteria pollutant, and the health impact associated with CO,, es-
pecially for the very young and for the elderly, are exacerbation of
other impacts from pollution. CO, acts to make impacts from pollu-
tion worse because the CO, and the warming that it causes the cli-
mate change is actually

Mr. BARTON. Inhaling CO,, being exposed to CO5, in and of itself
is not a health hazard?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, right. Well, CO- in the absence of oxygen——

Mr. BARTON. You are creating CO> as you talk to me.

Ms. JACKSON. I think I understand your question, sir, which is
if you inhale only CO: certainly that would make you sick. You
wouldn’t live without oxygen. But the CO, and the endangerment
finding is based on scientific analysis of CO, and 5 other green-
house gases and their impact on the welfare of our country and
then human health because of-

Mr. BARTON. Do we have examples in your finding of CO> pollu-
tion causing death or large illnesses? We know SO, and we know
mercury and we know lead. We know the criteria pollutants. Even
ozone causes asthma or can exacerbate asthma. We don’t have that
with CO».

Ms. JACKSON. The finding, the proposal answers the question put
to us by the law and by the Supreme Court, which is do these
greenhouse gases as a class endanger public health and welfare,
and the finding is based on an analysis of what the greenhouse
gases do first to our environment and our planet and what that
means for human health.

Mr. BARTON. I thank you for those answers. Mr. LaHood or Sec-
retary LaHood, former Chairman Dingell in his opening statement
yesterday talked about the need for specific funding for the auto-
motive industry and some assistance in terms of meeting their ad-
mission requirements under legislation that was passed last year.
Have you looked at former Chairman Dingell’s comments, and, if
so, do you support some of the things that he said yesterday?

Mr. LAHooOD. I am sorry, I have not seen his testimony. I will
be happy to look at it, but I haven’t seen it.

Mr. BARTON. He was specifically saying that there should be a
specific funding source in this bill to help the automotive industry
meet the requirements in terms of their emission improvements
that they have to meet, and he also said that for retooling issues
and things that there should be additional funding so you might
just——

Mr. LAHOOD. You mean the bill that is under consideration here
by the committee?
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Mr. BARTON. Yes. If I understood him correctly, that is what

Mr. LAHooD. Well, to be honest with you, Mr. Barton, I haven’t
thought about this, but I would say this. I don’t know of another
Administration or another Congress that has done more for the
American automobile manufacturer than the Obama Administra-
tion and this Congress in the Economic Stimulus Bill and also last
year in what Congress did in terms of the money available to the
American automobile manufacturers. This Administration is com-
mitted——

Mr. BARTON. You don’t have to convince me, Mr. Secretary. I am
one of the Republicans who voted for the auto package so you don’t
have to preach

Mr. LAHoOD. No, if you are asking me if we are committed to
helping the American automobile manufacturer, the answer is, yes,
we have, and I believe the President will

Mr. BARTON. I am specifically asking just to take a look at what
Mr. Dingell said.

Mr. LAHoOD. I didn’t see his testimony, but I will be happy to
look at it.

Mr. BARTON. Dr. Chu, I don’t want to leave you out. You are our
scientist. I have one simple question for you in the last 6 seconds.
How did all the oil and gas get to Alaska and under the Arctic
Ocean?

Mr. CHU. This is a complicated story but oil and gas is a result
of hundreds of millions of years of geology, and in that time also
the plates have moved around, and so it is the combination of
where the sources of the oil and gas

Mr. BARTON. But I mean isn’t it obvious that at one time it was
a lot warmer in Alaska and on the North Pole. There wasn’t a big
pipeline that we created in Texas and shipped it up there and then
put it underground so we can now pump it out and ship it back.

Mr. CHU. There are continental plates that have been drifting
around throughout the geological ages.

Mr. BARTON. That just drifted up there?

Mr. CHu. That is certainly what happened, and so it is a result
of things like that.

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Markey.

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. Secretary
Chu, I know you spent a lot of time thinking about new energy
technologies. Are you concerned that we could lose our leadership
in new energy technologies to other countries?

Mr. CHU. I am very concerned of that. It actually tears my heart
out to see what has happened. If you consider what happened
photovoltaics were invented by Bell Labs in the 1930s. We are not
a leading manufacturer of photovoltaics. Wind turbines, which
were first deployed in the United States in the first energy crisis
in the mid-1970s, that had gone overseas to Denmark—to Ger-
many. Nuclear reactors which we pioneered. Now Westinghouse,
there is a major shareholder in Westinghouse that is now owned
by a company in Japan. I am very concerned. Major power elec-
tronics of the world has drifted overseas. It is in Europe and it is
in Asia. And so I see step by step us losing the technology lead.
We need to bring those high technology jobs back, manufacturing
jobs, back to the United States.
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Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. During the presidential
campaign now President Obama pledged that the United States
could actually deploy 25 percent of our electricity from renewable
resources by the year 2025, which would be a revolution in the way
in which we generate electricity in our country. Do you agree with
that assessment that we can reach that goal by the year 2025, Mr.
Secretary?

Mr. CHU. Yes, I do. I think when the American public and espe-
cially the science and technology part of the United States gets
going it can really move, and so although it might seem like an am-
bitious goal, I think with the proper incentives we can get there.

Mr. MARKEY. Could I ask you, Secretary LaHood, what role do
you think that new advanced automotive technologies can play in
revitalizing the American economy?

Mr. LAHooD. Well, we know from visiting with the automobile
manufacturers that the kind of technology that they are developing
in terms of hybrids, in terms of battery powered automobiles, and
then the standard that we have asked them to meet in terms of
CAFE standards are going to allow the American people to have
many, many choices in the future for opportunities to have auto-
mobiles that will emit far less CO,, and certainly the case is true
with hybrids and the further development of that. There are a cou-
ple of American automobile manufacturers that are developing an
all battery automobile, and obviously that is going to go a long way
to enhance our opportunities.

Mr. MARKEY. Are you an optimist, Mr. Secretary, that if we con-
tinue to invest in these new technologies as an American strategy
that we can meet this goal?

Mr. LAHooD. I think the American automobile manufacturers
have gotten the message. They need to get where the American
people are, and the American people are ready to drive automobiles
that get good gas mileage in the instance of those that use gaso-
line, but if development of hybrids and battery powered auto-
mobiles come on to the opportunities for people and are allowed to
be developed, I think the American people are ready for that.

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you. Mr. Secretary. Administrator Jackson,
you have had a chance to look at the Waxman-Markey draft. Could
you tell us in your opinion how that legislation could help to reduce
our use of oil, our dependence upon imported oil in the United
States?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, the bill as you drafted it is comprehensive
in that it has several opportunities for advancing renewable en-
ergy, energy efficiency. We just heard about the opportunity to put
forward electric cars, a low carbon fuel standard, and all of those
things along with especially the energy efficiency, which is such
low-hanging fruit right now for our country, and which could start
tomorrow in reducing our dependence, and then the longer term
options as we move towards a lower carbon future through a cap
and trade program, all of those are drivers that will push us to-
wards using foreign oil right now as it makes us vulnerable.

Mr. MARKEY. We produce 8 million barrels of oil a day in the
United States. We import 13 million barrels of oil a day. That is
our weakness. We thank each of you for your leadership in helping
us to address that question. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Markey. Mr. Upton.

Mr. UproN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would first like to ask
Secretary Chu, Secretary Chu, the loan guarantees for nuclear are
certainly, as many of us know, an essential part for building new
projects such as new nuclear reactors. We know that you have pro-
posed a revision to the DOE loan guarantee program, but as I un-
derstand it, OMB is not satisfied and has rejected the proposed
change. In spite of that, can you comment on what we need to im-
prove the program? I don’t know, is that a final resolution?

Mr. CHU. No. I believe that nuclear power has to be part of the
energy mix in this century. I stated that many times. I continue
to state that.

Mr. UpTON. That would be my follow-up question, but go ahead.

Mr. CHU. And so we are certainly moving as aggressively as we
possibly can. We are going to work out the differences with OMB
to try to get those initial loan guarantees going. We are also using
our budget of 2008—2009 and going to 2010, we are helping the get-
ting the NRC licenses, particularly the AP-1000, so its generic de-
sign can be licensed. That is being done with the aid of the Depart-
ment of Energy. We fully intend to use the resources of the Depart-
ment of Energy to further develop nuclear technology. This is one
of the areas of technology that the United States should recapture
leadership in.

Mr. UPTON. During your confirmation, I was heartened when you
said nuclear is going to be part of our energy future. It has to be,
and yet you had a statement a couple weeks later as it related to
Yucca Mountain, as you know, there is no nuclear title as part of
this bill, and I just want to know as you indicate now that nuclear
needs to be part of the equation. Would the Administration support
a nuclear title to this bill knowing that there is no greenhouse gas
emissions, and what are we going to do about Yucca? And, lastly,
would you support reversing President Carter decision on recycling,
something that our subcommittee actually visited last year as we
saw the French begin to—or they have done it for now a number
of decades, recycle the nuclear waste. It is my understanding that
both Japan and the British are doing it as well. What are your
comments in that regard?

Mr. CHU. What we are planning to do is to appoint a panel to
step back and take a fresh new look at how we are going to—a
comprehensive plan of how we are going to deal with the nuclear
waste. A lot has happened since the beginning of Yucca Mountain
some 25, 30 years ago, and so without prejudging what these blue
ribbon panels are going to find, I think it is an opportunity to actu-
ally develop a much more comprehensive forward looking plan. The
fact that we are doing this, I see, in no way conflicts with my vision
of trying to move the nuclear industry forward to restart the Amer-
ican nuclear industry. We can and will develop a comprehensive
nuclear waste plant.

Now with regard to the recycling issue, I think it has become in-
creasingly apparent even to France and Japan that the current re-
cycling technology used today, which isolates plutonium, has pro-
liferation issues, serious proliferation issues. So what I intend to do
is to start a vigorous research and development program to look for
ways to close the fuel cycle, to actually recycle, but in a way that
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is proliferation resistant, so I think it is premature to start today
because we simply don’t have those processes today but in the long
term I think that is the goal.

Mr. UpToN. Well, as we begin to embark on this legislation
would the Administration support that a nuclear title that there is
no greenhouse—a nuclear title to this bill which it does not cur-
rently have now to encourage the development and forward move-
ment of additional new reactors?

Mr. CHU. I think the Administration has supported this. We are
trying to, as I said, restart the American nuclear industry again.
It should be

Mr. UPTON. So it ought to be yes.

Mr. CHU. Yes. The answer is yes.

Mr. UpTON. We look forward to working with you. OK, good. Ad-
ministrator Jackson, last year, I believe it was last year, in testi-
mony before our committee, your predecessors indicated that the
Lieberman-Warner bill, had it passed the Senate, would really not
changed the—as long as other countries were not participating,
India and China, the largest emitters, they didn’t participate, that
the global temperature would change by a miniscule amount of less
than 1 degree. Do you concur with that same thought now what we
have a change in the Administration?

Ms. JACKSON. I certainly concur with the concept, which is that
global warming——

Mr. UPTON. It doesn’t happen without India and China?

Ms. JACKSON. The international leadership, international action
is needed to solve the entirety of the problem, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. The chair wish-
es to recognize the Chairman Emeritus of this committee, Mr. Din-
gell, under whose leadership as chairman, we passed the last revi-
sions to the Clean Air Act with a vote of 42-1. I am hopeful we
can get to 42-1 or that kind of a margin this time around but I
have my suspicions given some of the opening statements that we
may not be able to succeed as you had in the last go round on the
most important environmental legislation that we had passed. Mr.
Dingell is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, thank you for your courtesy. Thank
you for those kind comments. I intend to try to work with you to
see to it we get a good bill out of here. And I want to commend
you for the legislation that you have brought forward. Welcome to
our panel, and particularly our old friend, Ray LaHood. Welcome
back, Ray.

Mr. LAHooD. Thank you.

Mr. DINGELL. These questions for Secretary Chu. How many ap-
plications for the Section 136 advanced technology vehicles manu-
facturing incentive programs has the department received?

Mr. CHU. Actually the exact number I can’t really say.

Mr. DINGELL. Would you submit that for the record, please?

Mr. CHU. Yes.

Mr. DINGELL. The current authorization for Section 136 is 25
million. What is the total amount that has been requested?

Mr. CHU. Well in excess of that amount.

Mr. DINGELL. Would you give us the exact figure? And, Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that I be permitted to write




120

a letter to the departments asking to expand upon the questions
that I am making now and that both that letter and the response
be included in the record of the committee.

Mr. WaxXxMAN. Without objection, that will be the order.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Secretary, this goes to both you and my old
friend, Secretary LaHood. This country has had a wonderful experi-
ence. The new Chevy Volt was driven out of the factory on electric
power, and that wonderful vehicle was driven out on batteries that
were made in Korea. Now we have had a policy in this country that
has gone into effect and gone in and out like Murphy’s glass eye.
Each new administration comes in with a new package to stimulate
new technology in the auto industry. And so we have a constant
replacement of these programs and they never work because they
never get a chance to. What do you think we ought to do in this
legislation to see to it that we finally get Chevy Volts driving out
of the factory on American made batteries and to stimulate the
technology of the American industry so that it will in fact produce
cars of the kind that we want them to produce and to do so in com-
petition, not just with foreign manufacturers but with foreign gov-
ernments which are subsidizing their manufacture?

Mr. LAHooD. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to express my thanks for
the warm welcome that you have given me here today and to say
to you that——

Mr. DINGELL. You will get a warmer welcome if you give me an
answer.

Mr. LAHoOOD. I am going to let—Secretary Chu knows a lot more
about this, but I want to say this. I do believe that there are some
technology and research going on with respect to batteries that can
be used by the American automobile manufacturers.

Mr. DINGELL. Very little support from our federal government,
very little.

Mr. LAHoOD. I suspect given your interest in this there may be
a little bit more from Congress in the future.

Mr. DINGELL. And I want to get something like that in this legis-
lation. I need your guidance and that of Secretary Chu to define
what that will be.

Mr. LAHoOD. You will have our guidance.

Mr. DINGELL. All right. I will submit a letter on this but I want
you alerted to the fact something has got to be done on this. Now
to Administrator Jackson. EPA is moving forward with an
endangerment finding for greenhouse gases. When the Congress
wrote the Clean Air Act, which our chairman so kindly referred to,
our assessment at that time was that CO, was not a pollutant. In
any event, you are now in this wonderful situation where you are
going to have to regulate under the Clean Air Act unless this com-
mittee does something. Our chairman very happily has recognized
this need and in his bill and Mr. Markey’s bill there is a provision
which will get us down to the point where the federal government
is going to regulate those under the new legislation. I commend
them for that. But just how many regulations and regulators will
there be if we regulate under the Clean Air Act? My off the cuff
figuring tells me it would be something on the order of 106. Am
I incorrect in that judgment?
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Ms. JACKSON. I don’t know how you came up with the number
of 106 there but——

Mr. DINGELL. Would you give us an answer on that particular
point, please?

Ms. JACKSON. Is the question whether there would be regulation
under the Clean Air Act if this

Mr. DINGELL. Well, you are going to have to regulate everything
in sight for CO; production and I am asking you how many or I
am asking you to deny that we would have the situation where we
would have as many as 106 regulations, perhaps more, on CO>
emissions because you would have to do it under the state imple-
mentation plans. You would have to do it under all kinds of other
regulatory powers and the states and the federal government, and
you would have, as I have defined it, a glorious mess. Do you deny
that we would have a glorious mess if you had to do it under exist-
ing law?

Mr. WaxXMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired but we would
like to have you answer the question.

Ms. JACKSON. Thank you.

Mr. DINGELL. I look forward to your answers, gentlemen and
lady.

Ms. JACKSON. Thank you. First, let me state that I believe new
legislation is the best way as the President has said, and I cer-
tainly agree, to address the problem of global warming and green-
house gas emissions in our country. I believe that the
endangerment finding, the proposal that is out, certainly addresses
that which the Supreme Court compels us to do, which is to speak
as the Clean Air Act says EPA must now as to whether greenhouse
gases endanger public health and welfare, and that draft is out for
comment. It certainly means that it is the first step in a potential
regulation of greenhouse gases via the Clean Air Act.

And if your point, sir, is that it is more efficient to do it via a
bill, via new legislation like this discussion draft envisions, then I
couldn’t agree more.

Mr. WAXMAN. Secretary Chu, do you want to add something to
that?

Mr. LAHOOD. Yes. To answer Chairman Emeritus Dingell’s ques-
tion, the American Recovery Act is investing $2 billion in advanced
manufacturing. Also, we are investing a significant amount of
money in R&D to develop next generation of advanced batteries.

Mr. WAxMAN. Thank you. Mr. Stearns.

Mr. STEARNS. The first question I have is this is directed at the
Secretary of Energy. During your confirmation hearing, you testi-
fied that DOE has a legal obligation to safely dispose of nuclear
waste. You said I am supportive of the fact that the nuclear indus-
try is and should have to be part of our energy mix in this century.
Doesn’t it concern you then that nuclear energy does not even seem
to be a part of this bill, and I think this is a follow-up to Mr.
Upton’s question.

Mr. CHU. Well, not specifically a part of this bill. If you look at
the sum package of all the bills like the America Recovery Act, nu-
clear energy is supported in those other bills.

Mr. STEARNS. But don’t you think there should be a separate
title in this bill for nuclear energy, just yes or no?




122

Mr. CHU. Pardon? What was the question?

Mr. STEARNS. Do you think there should be a separate title in
this bill for nuclear energy, just yes or no?

Mr. CHU. We are looking forward to working with the committee
on——

Mr. STEARNS. Just yes or no. Do you think it should be? Can I
have your yes or no answer?

Mr. CHU. A separate title on nuclear energy?

Mr. STEARNS. Yes. Yes or no.

Mr. CHU. I think nuclear energy can be mentioned in this bill but
again it is working with this committee and the Administration in
developing that.

Mr. STEARNS. Is that a no then, you don’t think nuclear en-
ergy——

Mr. CHU. No, that was we will look forward to working with the
committee and making sure that nuclear energy is part of our en-
ergy mix.

Mr. STEARNS. Last September you made the statement that
somehow we have to figure out how to boost the price of gasoline
to the levels in Europe, which at the time exceeded $8 a gallon. As
Secretary of Energy will you speak for or against any measures
that would raise the price of gasoline?

Mr. CHU. As Secretary of Energy, I think especially now in to-
day’s economic climate it would be completely unwise to want to in-
crease the price of gasoline and so we are looking forward to reduc-
ing the price of transportation in the American family, and this is
done by encouraging fuel efficient cars. This is done by developing
alternative forms of fuel like biofuels that can lead to a separate
source, an independent source, of transportation fuel.

Mr. STEARNS. But you can’t honestly believe that you want the
Ame‘;‘ican people to pay for gasoline at the prices, the level in Eu-
rope?

Mr. CHU. No, we don’t.

Mr. STEARNS. But your statement somehow we have to figure out
how to boost the price of gasoline to the levels in Europe, doesn’t
that sound a little bit silly in retrospect for you to say that?

Mr. CHU. Yes.

Mr. STEARNS. OK. You have also stated that the American elec-
tricity prices are anonymously low and that coal is our worst night-
mare largely due to its contribution to global warming. As Sec-
retary of Energy, will you support coal-fired electric generation in
order to provide affordable electricity for the American people?

Mr. CHU. I believe the full statement when I made that state-
ment is that coal as it is used today in China and India especially
where there is no trapping of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, mer-
cury particular matter, and no capture of carbon dioxide, and when
China was building coal plants, close to one a week, without the
sequestering of any of these pollutants, is a nightmare. So I think
going forward, I have also said that the world is not going to turn
its back on coal, and the United States again should take a leader-
ship position, as we have done in scrubbing the sulfur dioxide, the
nitrogen oxide, the lead particular matter, and working toward

Mr. STEARNS. Does that mean you would support more coal burn-
ing operations generation?
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Mr. CHU. I certainly will be looking forward to supporting coal
burning operations as we work towards clean coal, absolutely.

Mr. STEARNS. Because President Obama in the campaign indi-
cated if we can go to the moon, we certainly can burn coal cleanly,
and he sort of indicated that he would support coal operation if the
coal was burned cleanly. The EPA analysis contains a rather ag-
gressive assumption about carbon capture and sequestration tech-
nology coming to market. Does the Department of Energy have any
analysis that shows that CCS being available by let us say 2015?

Mr. CHU. Well, if you look at where we are today in terms of the
capture technology and sequestration technology, we are begin-
ning—not only the United States, but Europe and Asia are begin-
ning to look aggressively at piloting and bringing to commercial
scale these projects. So it takes several years to build them. It
takes several more years to have the lessons learned so that power
companies can invest with confidence that this is not only tech-
nically feasible but it is economically feasible. And so at a min-
imum, I see 6, 8 years, for example, as a time when very serious
deployment begins, but we are working as fast as we can to begin
the testing both at pilot scale and at commercial scale.

Mr. WaXMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Rush.

Mr. RusH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this hearing, and I cer-
tainly want to add my kudos and commendations to my friend from
Illinois, Secretary LaHood. It is good to see you again, Mr. Sec-
retary, and welcome to all of our witnesses today. Mr. Chairman,
I just want to make sure that the record is real clear here that it
is my contention and others contention that this bill is silent on
nuclear simply because of the fact that nuclear energy doesn’t gen-
erate any carbon emissions so the bill is silent on this, and I think
that the future of the nuclear energy field is going to be quite good
and quite positive and the nuclear energy field is subject under this
bill. I want you to know that my state has enormous investments
in nuclear facilities and we look forward to this bill and to the new
era because we look forward to being able to generate jobs and ad-
ditional revenues from nuclear energy.

So, Mr. Chairman, the comments of those on the other side kind
of remind me of the phrase this dog just don’t hunt no more be-
cause they are operating under kinds of premises here. So for the
record, I want to clear that up. I do have a number of questions,
and I am going to try to ask each and every one of you, if you will,
to try to take a shot at these questions. I am going to ask them
all together, if I might, because if time permits I got another area
of questioning that I would like to engage on. Currently, the phrase
green jobs and green job training and certification means different
things for different jurisdictions, and each state or locality may de-
fine training and certification differently. In your opinion, should
the federal government set standards for training and certification
and should that be done through legislative language or through
the EPA’s administration of the program?

The next question, how do we ensure that local communities with
large percentages of population without college or advanced de-
grees be recruited and trained in green job technologies in order to
be a part of the job creation and economic boom that this new en-
ergy sector is create? And, lastly, how do we ensure that minority
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and women-owned businesses are able to gain equal access to fed-
eral funding in order to take advantage of the entrepreneurship
and innovative business opportunities that this new energy section
will enable? Should the rules of the road be written through legis-
lative action or through the administration and implementation
within the agencies how do we track this funding and ensure that
the people we are trying to reach are indeed recipients of this fund?
Each one of you can take a crack at it.

Mr. LAHooOD. Mr. Chairman, let me just see if I can answer the
question on green jobs because an economic recovery plan the De-
partment of Labor is receiving a lot of money to really implement
the kind of opportunities for training for green jobs and if Sec-
retary Solis were here, she could really get into depth on this, but
at our cabinet meeting that we had just this week with the Presi-
dent, she talked about the opportunities that are going to be cre-
ated through her department with the money that comes from the
Economic Recovery Plan for training for people in the whole area
of green jobs.

Mr. CHU. Let me also add that Secretary Solis and I had visited
a community college recently where this community college was
providing the proper training for these new green jobs. I think you
raise a very important part. There are certainly many examples
across the country where proper training programs have been de-
veloped. Right now because of the urgency of what we are trying
to do in terms of getting the economic recovery money out there
and in practice, we first want to just make sure that best practices
are shared in states.

Mr. RUsH. Administrator Jackson, would you speak specifically
to the issue of certification and training?

Ms. JACKSON. Certainly, Mr. Rush. Let me first say that environ-
mental justice in the future is going to also mean that this green
economy is green for all as others have said to coin a phrase as oth-
ers have coined. So I think that what you are asking is whether
or not there needs to be assurances that all are actually able and
ready to partake as we create and embark on putting America
right in the bulls eye of the green energy economy, and certainly
it should be. Again, I would defer to my colleague, Secretary Solis,
as to how to do that. I am an environmental specialist myself.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much. The gentleman’s time has
expired. We would like to at this time recognize Mr. Whitfield.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I cer-
tainly want to thank the witnesses for being here today, and it is
great to have Secretary LaHood here with us who many of us had
an opportunity to be in Congress with in 1994. But I think it is im-
perative that as we discuss this issue of energy policy that we not
go into this with rose-colored glasses, and that we just get it all out
on the table and then the Congress will make its decision and the
American people will be very much aware of the pluses and the
minuses about all of this. Now the economists a couple weeks ago
or last week had an article entitled Saving the Planet and Creating
Jobs May Be Incompatible, and in that article they specifically re-
ferred to President Obama when he was in Europe. He gave a
speech, and he said think of what is happening in countries like
Spain where they are making real investments in renewable en-
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ergy. They are surging ahead of us poised to take the lead in these
new industries.

This isn’t because they are smarter than us or work harder than
us but because they are making investments with government
funds in renewable energy, and these investments are paying off
with good high wage jobs. And then we hear a lot about green jobs
and we want green jobs. We need green jobs, particularly at this
time in our nation’s history with our economic problems. And we
have heard a lot of models being used about the jobs that are going
to be created, and we hear models used about how cap and trade
and renewable can improve the health care of the American people
and can reduce dramatic weather changes and so forth.

And we know that with all models there are all sorts of problems
with models depending on the information that is going in. But I
wanted to ask you all, you, Mr. Chu, particularly, and Ms. Jackson
if you had read Gabriel Alvarez’s study. He is at King Juan Carlos
University in Madrid. And he used empirical data based on the
government subsidizing renewable energy in Spain, and he came
up with the conclusion exactly how much every job cost, and I
know that President Obama in this renewable energy package is
using Spain as one of the models. But for every job created in the
renewable energy sector, so-called green job, they lost 2.2 jobs. And
this is a 50-page empirical study that he conducted. And have ei-
ther one of you seen his study?

Ms. JACKSON. No, sir, I am not familiar with the study.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Were you aware of the study? Had you even
heard about in?

Ms. JACKSON. Generally, I know that there are many studies out.
That particular study, I have not reviewed.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, you have heard time and time again that
people are concerned about loss of jobs. I mean the issue on cap
and trade, of course, is that, yes, China, they are not using scrub-
bers. They are not using carbon capture and sequestration. They
are bringing on one new coal power plant every 2 weeks. How do
we deal with that, Mr. Secretary, if we unilaterally move to take
steps and China and India and other countries are not, how do we
deal with that?

Mr. CHU. Well, this is an issue where I believe the United States
should take a leadership role. The President has emphatically stat-
ed that, and I actually believe that other developing countries like
China, Mexico has already stated that they want as a goal to re-
duce their carbon even though they are a developing country that
they would like to reduce their carbon emission by 50 percent by
2050, and I think if China—if the United States does take the lead
China will follow.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, I hope that as you work with the com-
mittee that you all will keep these jobs as a priority because if we
are losing 2.2 jobs in existing industries as they did in Spain and
they only picked up one job in green, the economy, then that is a
losing proposition. And I would also just point out a study that
Johns Hopkins did, for example, that said if you replace three-
fourths, for example, of U.S. coal based energy with higher priced
energy because we are doing to increase the price of energy with
cap and trade and other things it would lead to 150,000 premature
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deaths annually in the U.S. alone. Now that was a study at Johns
Hopkins. Have you all seen that study because we hear a lot of
benefits, you know, from moving in the direction we are moving but
this shows the negative aspect of it. Have you seen that study?

Ms. JACKSON. No, Mr. Whitfield, but I would be happy to review
it.

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK. Well, my time is expired. Thank you.

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. The chair would
request of the gentleman that he submit that study because I think
the committee would like to look at it carefully. Ms. DeGette.

Ms. DEGETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to follow
up, first of all, on some questions that were being asked that Mr.
Rush was asking about the effect of this legislation on low income
individuals. And I am wondering, Administrator Jackson, if you
could tell us in EPA’s analysis how the discussion draft might af-
fect the economy and individual households, in particular low in-
come households.

Ms. JACKSON. Certainly. The overall message from EPA’s mod-
eling, and again it was based on assumptions from the drafters
that I can discuss in a second was that the impact is quite modest
on the economy in general and that the impact on the average
household annualized over a year, an annualized impact for a year
is around $98 to $140.

Ms. DEGETTE. And why is that? Why is that impact relatively
modest because to many outside observers they think that this is
going to present a huge cost burden to American families.

Ms. JACKSON. Well, one of the opportunities and one of the
things that I know this committee has before it to discuss is what
happens with the money generated from the allowances, The value
in the cap and trade system is in this currency called allowances.
And one of the assumptions we made in the modeling was that
about 40 percent of that money would go back to the American peo-
ple to households in the form of rebates.

Ms. DEGETTE. So even though the discussion draft is silent as to
where the allowances would go if the committee made the deter-
mination to put at least 40 percent back to American families then
that‘) would help reduce the impact on individual households, cor-
rect?

Ms. JACKSON. Certainly that is the driver.

Ms. DEGETTE. Another question that I have, and this is really for
Secretary Chu but also either of the other witnesses could answer.
I am wondering what your thoughts are about how realistic the
discussion draft’s reduction targets are both near term and long
term.

Mr. CHu. I think they are aggressive but I think we can meet
them. If you look back in history of how we have actually met cer-
tain things, the Clean Air Act, clean water, how we dealt with the
ozone layer, invariably what happens especially that aggressive but
obtainable target of 2050 that you reduce carbon by 83 percent, I
think it is science and technology that is going to lead the way to
give us those solutions. In the near term, efficiency will give us
most of the gains immediately and it will also save us money.

Ms. DEGETTE. Let me ask you this question. Much has been
made by some of my colleagues on the other side of the aisle of the
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fact that India and China in particular but also other developing
countries don’t seem to have much of a interest in controlling glob-
al climate change right now. Is that a reason for us to not move
ahead with our aggressive goals in the U.S., Mr. Secretary?

Mr. CHU. The view of China has changed dramatically in the last
several years. I had the opportunity about a year and a half ago
to speak with Premier Wen Jiabao for about an hour on this issue.
They are taking it very seriously because they see the impacts of
climate change in their own country, and so they are very:

Ms. DEGETTE. Well, let me stop you. What about India?

Mr. CHU. India is less far along in this realization.

Ms. DEGETTE. So to answer my question then in particular with
India but to a lesser degree with China and maybe other devel-
oping countries, is there lack of prioritization of this issue reason
for us not to move forward?

Mr. CHU. No. We have to move forward. Right now the United
States and China represent 50 percent of the carbon emissions of
the world, and as we go forward we have to take those leadership
positions.

Ms. DEGETTE. Now if, say, we don’t get China participating fully
although we hope we will, if we don’t get India and the other devel-
oping countries participating, what is that going to do towards the
bill’s reduction targets. In other words, are the draft legislation’s
targets tied to reductions in these third world countries or can we
maintain some reductions in and of ourselves?

Mr. CHU. No. I think what the bill is saying is that we will go
forward and we will start to reduce, aggressively start to reduce
the carbon emissions in the United States. But in a cap and trade
scheme, it also provides for offsets. Some of those offsets, much of
those offsets, will be in the United States to the parts of our coun-
try, but some of that could also be used to help bring in developing
countries.

Ms. DEGETTE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mf; WaAXMAN. Thank you, Ms. DeGette. Representative Bono
Mack.

Ms. BoNO MACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I thank our
distinguished panel of experts for their time today, and I just want
to start by saying my congressional district is probably one of the
most beautiful congressional districts with all due respect to all of
my colleagues, and I am extremely proud of the work we have done
on renewables. We have invested, we believe, if you start at one
end of my congressional district you will see windmills that we are
very famous for. You can go to the other end and see a lot of geo-
thermal capacity and certainly a lot of hope in between for solar
projects. But, conversely, my congressional district is also one of
the top 5 hardest hit in the housing crisis. So this legislation is
keenly important to me and to my district. As a Californian, I be-
lieve in innovation and I believe there is a lot in this bill that can
go a long way towards energy independence. I believe there is a lot
in this bill that will promote the technologies that we all believe
in

But again I have very, very big concerns about the cost and what
this will do to my constituents. California’s rates are on average
about 65 percent higher than the rest of the nation for electricity,
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and this truly can be a matter of life and death for my constitu-
ents. In the summertime we see the deaths occur for people who
are afraid to turn on their air conditioning. Years past, we saw a
flawed deregulation bill in California that created vast, unattended
consequences where we saw rolling blackouts, and we saw what
flawed policy, whether it be out of Sacramento or Washington even-
tually, can do to harm people.

So my concerns in this bill I believe has been well known and
my colleague, Mr. Upton, has asked each of you answer the ques-
tions in writing about what will this do for the cost of energy on
our consumers, and I look forward to seeing those answers from all
of the panelists. I would like to know from Administrator Jackson
the EU, California’s AB-32, the Western Climate Initiative, and
Northeast RGGI system all handle transportation fields outside of
the cap and trade program and in the case of California in par-
ticular works with fuels through a low carbon fuel standard. We
have portions of both approaches in this draft legislation. Is it your
opinion that putting fuels under the cap and trade is the right ap-
proach or can we separate fuels out with a low carbon standard?

Ms. JACKSON. My opinion is that it is extraordinarily important
that we deal with transportation fuels and that we do it in a way
where we see meaningful reductions in the carbon foot print of
those fuels like a renewable fuel standard, like the low carbon fuel
standard which are in this bill. I do believe that there are alternate
approaches, and I think the committee will have the opportunity to
discuss that and find the most effective way of dealing with it. And
I think anything EPA can do to assist you in those discussions we
are happy to.

Ms. Bono MAcK. Well, you can start by answering a question,
should it or should it not be under an economy wide cap and trade
system?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, I think that it can be addressed either way
and I don’t think there is a right or a wrong. I think that it should
be evaluated and discussed in terms of what gets the best result.

Ms. BoNO MACK. Secretary LaHood, I am a firm believer that the
new clean diesel needs to be a little bit more thoroughly discussed
in Washington that there is great promise in clean diesel but I
might be entirely misguided. I would love to know your thoughts
on clean diesel, and if there is a role whether it be under low car-
?on fuel standard or just increased CAFE where clean diesel might
it in.

Mr. LAHOOD. First of all, I will agree with you that you have one
of the most beautiful districts in the country, and some of the most
beautiful golf courses too, by the way. But I am not prepared to
talk about the diesel standard. I don’t know whether Secretary Chu
or Administrator Jackson can do that but I would be happy to get
back to you after I look into it. That is not something that I have
expertise in. I don’t know if either one of these two folks want to
say something about it not.

Mr. CHU. Yes. I think the Department of Energy is certainly
funding programs that develop clean diesels. As you know, there
has been a change in the technology in diesels and moderate size
diesel engines can now satisfy the very stringent California EPA
rules on particular matter on NOx that we didn’t think was pos-



129

sible 5 or 10 years ago. I should also say that I am very proud of
the fact that the Department of Energy funded a program that
works with Sandia Labs with Cummings that makes large diesel
engines to actually use high performance computing to design a
cleaner diesel and it actually reduced the design time by 15 per-
cent. The engine was designed in software and built and said it
satisfies our design goal and they went into production. So clean
diesel is something that we will be investing in.

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Ms. BoNO MACK. Thank you.

Mr. WAXMAN. Representative Green.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Like our colleagues, 1
would like to welcome our new secretaries, and particularly our
former colleague, Ray LaHood. Ms. Jackson, the EPA produced a
preliminary analysis of the economic impact of the discussion draft
that was publicized yesterday and the analysis did not measure the
overlapping impacts of a carbon cap, the renewable electricity
standard, the efficiency standards, the new plant regulations, and
low carbon gasoline program. From what I understand, it was a
preliminary draft and when can we expect the analysis measure
that includes all parts of the bill taken together?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, I think that we will be happy to provide ad-
ditional modeling analysis once the bill is ready, once you have an
actual bill. It was a discussion draft. It was incomplete. EPA was
asked by the drafters to model a narrow portion of it, and as I men-
tioned we had to make quite a few assumptions to do that, but
EPA stands ready to provide additional modeling analysis at the
request of the committee.

Mr. GREEN. I appreciate it. In fact, since we are going to mark
up in our subcommittee next week, I don’t know if we can get those
specifics to you because some of those decisions are being made
now but I appreciate the update on the analysis. The discussion
draft both regulates refining through a carbon cap and imposes a
new gasoline standards for carbon essentially regulating these
fuels twice. Last year, when the Senate considered a climate bill
their estimates of gasoline price increases as high as 129 percent,
and of course last year’s price of gasoline was $4 so 129 percent
was very substantial compared to what gasoline may be today.

My question for both EPA and DOE, would EPA and DOE per-
form an analysis of the case prices and supply that considers the
impact of the implementation of the second stage of the renewable
fuels program, the new low carbon program, and the carbon cap be-
fore we mark up the legislation. Is that possible that would look
at both of those, the new low carbon program and the carbon cap
before we get to a markup on the legislation?

Ms. JACKSON. Are you asking about the low carbon program in
this bill, sir?

Mr. GREEN. In this bill, the low carbon program in this bill, along
with the other requirements that we are going to have on refining
capacity and ultimately the price of fuel. Does EPA and DOE have
the capability to do that?

Ms. JACKSON. I know that EPA’s capabilities are focused around
the impact of the cap and trade on emissions and then allowance
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prices, but I am certainly happy to work with the Department of
Energy to make sure we get you whatever we can.

Mr. GREEN. Secretary Chu, is that possible?

Mr. CHU. Pardon? Is what possible?

Mr. GREEN. Since we had some estimates in the Senate last year
on the climate change bill as high as 129 percent gasoline cost in-
creases, does DOE perform an analysis of the gasoline price and
supply that considers the impact of the implementation of the sec-
ond stage renewable fuels program, the new low carbon program,
and the carbon cap before we have an opportunity to mark up the
legislation?

Mr. CHU. Yes. We will get the EIA and we will get you that in-
formation.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you. I guess this one is for Dr. Chu, Secretary
Chu. In testimony you talk about the Administration believes the
renewable electricity standard could help create a stable invest-
ment environment for America’s innovators to do what they do
best, create new jobs and entire industries. And I know coming
from the State of Texas, we don’t have a percentage. I know the
bill calls for 25 percent renewable electricity standard. The House
in 2007 passed a 15 percent renewable electricity standard that in-
cluded electricity efficiencies. Why is the difference to have a na-
tional standard as compared to what a lot of states are doing?
Some particularly in the south have hard kilowatt hours that they
say this is what we are going to use from renewable electricity.
And Texas is a good example because of growth in wind power. But
why do we need a national standard to allow the states who are
already doing it?

Mr. CHuU. Well, surprisingly when I—or maybe not surprisingly,
but when I meet with industry representatives many of the indus-
tries’ representatives who are in these renewable energies want a
national standard. It creates a uniform basis with that plus trading
and the option for states to do this will create a market so that
people who want to develop these new industries and further ad-
vance and deploy them will say that we have a market that we can
make these hundreds of millions of dollars in investment across the
country.

Mr. GREEN. My colleague, Congresswoman DeGette, from Colo-
rado pointed out some of the concerns I think some of us may have
about international agreements because I represent an area that is
refining capacity and the refining that we do in Houston, Texas
could easily be transferred to China or India or Libya or Saudi Ara-
bia who would love to enhance their product. Instead of being crude
oil suppliers, they would love to be refined product suppliers. Our
concern is that the United States needs to be a leader, but we also
need to recognize that some of the requirements we do similar to
what our trade legislation has in the past that even if a country
has very strong environmental laws they are typically not enforced.

Don’t you think particularly dealing with climate change and car-
bon because if a ton of carbon goes up in Houston, Texas and a ton
of carbon goes up in China, it is basically the same on the world-
wide impact unlike some of our other pollutants. Do you feel like
this legislation, at least the draft that we have now, is strong
enough in dealing with not only the United States leading but also
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bringing the developing world along in trying to make sure that we
don’t have that dislocation of some of our basic industries?

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired, but we would
like to ask the witnesses to answer.

Mr. CHU. Very briefly, I think this is the reason why this bill is
advocating cap and trade, the cap and trade allowances begin in
developing countries. I think the Administration wants to work
very much with this committee on deciding how to dispose of the
allocations. We already talked about the sensitivity, the most vul-
nerable parts of our society, and also there is a sensitivity with re-
gard to the heavily energy intensive industries, so this is some-
thing the Administration will work with the committee in dealing
with these issues.

Mr. WAxMAN. Thank you, Mr. Green. Mr. Walden.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I want
to thank our panelists for being here today. The first question I
have given the complexity of this legislation, I just want to make
sure each of you has actually read the draft bill in its entirety. Can
you give me a yes or no, have you read it in its entirety?

Mr. LAHooOD. I haven’t had time to read all 600 pages.

Mr. WALDEN. 648, but that is

Mr. LaAHooOD. I have not had time to read all 648 pages.

Mr. CHU. Neither have 1.

Mr. WALDEN. Ms. Jackson.

Ms. JACKSON. Nor have I. My staff have certainly read through
it.

Mr. WALDEN. OK. Well, then I want to draw your attention to
a couple of issues. First of all, I come from a district that is very
rural, 70,000 square miles, home to 11 national forests where we
have all kinds of catastrophic fires and enormous overgrowth of
wood fiber. Is there a scientific reason, Dr. Chu, for excluding
woody biomass off federal land under the definition on page 8 of
bion})ass, and why would the Administration support that exclu-
sion?

Mr. CHU. Well, the Administration will be working with the draft
of this bill.

Mr. WALDEN. Do you support this draft? Do you support the defi-
nition of biomass as found on page 8?

Mr. CHU. I would certainly look forward to working with you in
terms of looking at how biomass is defined.

Mr. WALDEN. OK. Well, biomass is defined right now on page 8
as you couldn’t take any of this off federal land. Federal land is
completely excluded. I would love to know the scientific reason for
doing that. Second, there are all these other definitions that pri-
vate timber growers in my part of the world tell me would basically
make it impossible for them to participate in woody biomass devel-
opment. Whether that is a chip plant, whether that is a pellet
plant, whether that is—all this stuff is being invested in right now.
Our department of environmental quality in Oregon says basically
there is virtually no emissions from heating sources that come that
are heated with the wood pellets. This is a disc. They want to make
these in my district using woody biomass off private and federal
ground, put it in a mix with coal burning power plant reduce car-
bon emissions and improve efficiencies, and yet under this legisla-
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tion you couldn’t do that. It wouldn’t count. Let me move on to
hydro. Is hydro renewable or not?

Mr. CHU. Hydro power is renewable.

Mr. WALDEN. Can you give me the scientific reason for why
hydro power prior to 2001 is not renewable in this legislation?

Mr. CHuU. I think whether it is included in this legislation or not
just like the definition of biomass is not a scientific question.

Mr. WALDEN. OK. I agree. So there is no scientific reason. It is
a political reason.

Mr. CHU. I think the issue here with hydro power one wants to
encourage new forms of renewable——

Mr. WALDEN. OK. Let me go to that. Page 11, new forms. It says
the hydroelectric project installed on the dam is operated so that
the water surface elevation at any given location and time that
would have occurred in the absence of the hydroelectric project is
maintained subject to license, et cetera, et cetera. Now my under-
standing, we have a lot of wind energy in my district. All this en-
ergy is with the hydro system being able to store water when the
wind is blowing and be able to balance out the load. This is Bonne-
ville Power. Apologies to my colleagues here. This is wind energy
1,000 megawatts that dropped to 0. This is the hydro system. Now
is there any way that new hydro could be used to balance out wind
energy if the pool level cannot be modified?

Mr. CHU. Actually, I think that the—especially in Oregon and
with Bonneville Power Administration, this is something I heartily
not only support but am encouraging them to look at pump storage
as a method of storing wind energy.

Mr. WALDEN. Right. And I don’t have any problem with that. I
think it is great but you are going to store that behind some dam,
right?

Mr. CHuU. That is correct.

Mr. WALDEN. You are going to affect the level somewhere, aren’t
you, if you have hydro, if you had a hydro facility? Could we meet
this definition that says at no time and in no location behind a fa-
cility that the water level could change because you added hydro?
How would you read that?

Mr. CHU. Well, I must confess I am not familiar with this par-
ticular part of the——

Mr. WALDEN. Page 11. And with all due respect, I am going to
move on because I only have 40 seconds. Back to Ms. Jackson. In
your EPA evaluation of the cost of this legislation, you only in-
cluded, if I heard you correctly, the cap and trade provisions, cor-
rect, in your analysis?

Ms. JACKSON. Correct. EPA was asked to model the impact of the
cap and trade.

Mr. WALDEN. OK. So in your model since I have not had a
chance to read through it, what percentage do you allocate to auc-
tion, what percent were allocated credits, and what cost per ton of
carbon did you factor in your model?

Ms. JACKSON. The allowance price that came out of EPA’s anal-
ysis in 2012 is $12 to $15 a ton, $17 to $22 a ton in 2020. And I
forgot the other part of your question.

Mr. WALDEN. Percent of auction and percent of allocation.
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Ms. JACKSON. The model did not, I believe, I can double check
this for you, but I don’t believe that question needed to be an-
swered in order for the modeling to occur. I will double check.

Mr. WALDEN. Because that hasn’t been answered in the draft
text either.

Mr. WaxMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the witnesses.

Mr. WAxXMAN. Ms. Capps.

Ms. Capps. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to just take a sec-
ond to continue for my friend, Mr. Walden, from Oregon. I grew up
in the shadows of Grand Coulee Dam and we do have a lot of hydro
energy in this country, and I know this discussion is what we
should be doing this as a draft bill. My thought would be that if
we counted everything we already have it would less incentivize us
to go forward, and this legislation, I would hope, from my reading
of it is something that we want to push us forward, and then at
some point we will have a debate about what counts from what we
already have just for starters.

As the 39th Earth Day was celebrated on Sunday in my district,
there was a lot of enthusiasm and anticipation that this year could
mark a big turning point, that we are finally addressing in a very
significant way some longstanding energy issues and the challenge
now of global warming. A question quickly for each of the 3 of you.
Secretary Chu, one of the important features of the discussion draft
is that it is a very comprehensive approach to our energy problems
and one title devoted to clean energy, deployment which will help
us win the race against China and other countries to establish
leadership in clean energy technology. Title 2 on energy efficiency,
a huge title also, and Title 3 that sets up a system to reduce global
warming pollution and hold energy companies accountable. And, fi-
nally, a title seeking to protect consumers as well as our industries
as we transition to this new energy policy huge shift in the 21st
century.

A lot of people have been arguing that this is taking on so very
much, that this comprehensive approach is way too much, that we
should parse these out. Can you give us a brief but compelling rea-
son why it is important to address these in a comprehensive way?

Mr. CHu. I think it is because again going back to what the
President has said. We have been doing this piecemeal for decades,
and, quite frankly, because there are going to be trade offs here,
there, and everywhere, so I commend this committee and the chair-
man on actually moving forward with a comprehensive bill. This is
what the country needs.

Ms. Capps. Thank you very much. Administrator Jackson, the re-
cent endangerment finding is showing that greenhouse gases in-
deed do threaten the public’s health and welfare. And, you know,
despite our very best efforts in this bill and other legislation as
well, the climate is changing, has caused effects and will despite
these efforts continue to do so, and that is why—I am a public
health nurse by background, and I am committed along with you
and others to ensuring that this legislation helps the American
public and also helps developing countries adapt to the public
health impact of climate change. I actually have some legislation
to introduce separately on this topic. What are some significant
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and targeted investments such as monitoring, planning, education,
and so forth that would ensure that we promote and protect public
health in a changing climate?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, one of the easiest investments that can be
made is communities or governments investing in heating centers
or places that protect people from extremes of climate. If we are
looking at warming in areas, we have seen the impact, literally
deaths, that happen in heat waves, and one of the ways that can
easily be addressed is by making climate centers or comfort cen-
ters. You see that especially in urban areas. And on top of that, I
think you mentioned education. First, public health professionals
are on the front line of this so I thank you for your work, and edu-
cating people about how to deal with changes in the climate and
how to, if they have health effects that are going to be exacerbated
by that how to be aware and alert, not unlike we do with ozone
alert days making them understand what is coming so that they
take care of themselves is probably one of the first ways to keep
you from having to take care of them first.

Ms. Capps. Thank you. Thank you so much, and there is more
to come, I know. But, finally, Secretary LaHood, our former col-
league, the average person in the United States now spends about
20 percent of their income per month on transportation largely on
maintaining and driving personal vehicles. What are some specific
ways this legislation will help invest in people’s ability to take
more affordable low carbon and transportation opportunities?

Mr. LAHooD. We think that there are opportunities to develop a
concept called livable communities where you provide opportunities
for people to get out of their automobiles, they want to walk to
work, ride their bike to work, take a light rail to work, take a bus
to work, and the model for this really is Portland, Oregon. They
have done a marvelous job in really creating an opportunity for
people to get out of their car and have opportunities. And we are
working with the Secretary of HUD in developing a program that
I hope can be included in the authorization bill of transportation
and also a program under HUD to really move forward with livable
communities and create some models around the country and some
pilots around the country to form different alternatives to people
just using their automobiles.

Obviously, the announcement the President made on high speed
rail, the work we are doing with transit districts under the Eco-
nomic Stimulus Bill for more buses, cleaner buses, and the oppor-
tunities for light rail, we think this is our opportunity in transpor-
tation and HUD to work with this committee to create opportuni-
ties for people to use alternatives other than automobiles.

Ms. CaAPPS. Thank you very much.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Ms. Capps. Your time has expired. Mr.
Terry.

Mr. TERrRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. LaHood, my first
question is for you, and this is a parochial question more than any-
thing that has to do with cap and trade. But in the stimulus bill
to our metropolitan area transit company buses, all we get is buses.
We don’t get rail in our area. We are only a metropolitan area of
700,000 so we don’t qualify. Our bus company is trading out their
older diesel for just a newer brand diesel, not a cleaner energy, not
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natural gas. Is that the intention of the stimulus dollars is just to
let them trade out different one piece of diesel equipment for an-
other piece of diesel bus?

Mr. LAHOOD. The transit portion of the Economic Recovery Plan
is our ability to work with transit districts around the country that
want to buy new vehicles, build facilities whether they be bus fa-
cilities or bus shelters or facilities where——

Mr. TERRY. So the energy efficiency aspect isn’t a criteria?

Mr. LAHoOD. I visited a bus company in St. Cloud, Minnesota,
and the orders for these buses are way, way up. If they are build-
ing:

Mr. TERRY. But I just want to know if energy efficiency or clean
energy is part of the criteria. I thought this was a softball question.
I didn’t know it was difficult.

Mr. LAHOOD. Our people in the Federal Transit Administration
are encouraging transit districts to buy fuel efficient buses for their
transit districts.

Mr. TERRY. OK. I appreciate that. Dr. Chu, real quick, this isn’t
even a question, just my rhetoric, but you said in your opening
statement that you know coal is going to continue to be an energy
source but we hear statements about cap and trade being used as
a tool to force out coal as a fuel and even President Obama said
when he was campaigning that under my plan of cap and trade
system the electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket so if some-
body wants to build a coal plant they can. It is just that it will
bankrupt them because they are going to be charged a huge sum
for all of the greenhouse gas that is being emitted. So you can see
when the President makes statements like that that there is some
cynicism when we hear about, well, coal is still going to be a fuel.

Now, Administrator Jackson, does setting the rate at $11 or $12
per ton of CO2 meet the Administration’s goal of bankrupting coal
fired plants? Does that meet their goal?

Ms. JACKSON. The Administration has no goal that is nefarious
for coal. The President is on TV in ads. I see him talking about
clean coal and how clean coal is crucial not only for the environ-
ment but to create jobs and make coal which is right now 50 per-
cent

Mr. TERRY. I am going to interrupt because I only have a minute,
45. Methane is a greenhouse gas that is in here, and it is reported
that methane is going to be calculated at a time of 25 times the
potency of CO,. Can you point me to a scientific study that says
methane is 25 times more potent than CO, as a greenhouse gas?

Ms. JACKSON. I would be happy to give you scientific backup for
that statement.

Mr. TERRY. I would appreciate that. Last, in regard to methane,
what industry do we have in the United States that has to worry
about methane emissions?

Ms. JACKSON. Well, methane is natural gas, CH4, so the natural
gas industry obviously if any leaks in many states addressing leak-
age from natural gas pipelines is one vey quick and important way.
The other are landfills, landfills gases in our country. As food
waste decays, as organic waste decays it makes methane. And pre-
viously that has been vented——
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Mr. TERRY. What is the largest emitter of methane gas in the
United States?

Ms. JACKSON. It may well be livestock.

Mr. TERRY. Welcome to Nebraska, the cattle state. OK. Is it then
the EPA’s plan to start regulating the methane from cattle emis-
sions?

Ms. JACKSON. EPA has no plans to regulate cattle emissions.

Mr. TERRY. But there is nothing in this bill that exempts cattle?

Ms. JACKSON. This bill takes regulation of greenhouse gases for
sources into this bill away from the Clean Air Act, and it is the
Clean Air Act threat where people have spun these ridiculous no-
tions of EPA taxing cows or regulating——

Mr. TERRY. Well, that has been stated by publicly elected officials
from Congress so it is not spun stories. But the point is about if
nothing is in this bill that exempts the cattle industry, won’t cattle
have to be regulated?

Ms. JACKSON. I do believe there is an exemption but I will check
on that. Obviously, this discussion draft it meant to make sure
those interests are protected.

Mr. WAXMAN. Just on that point for the gentleman’s information
only very large sources are covered by this and there is a specific
exemption for what would be considered cattle. We now go to Ms.
Harman.

Ms. HARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I recall in the last cen-
tury when Ray LaHood and I had offices next to each other in the
back of the back of the Cannon Office Building. Mine at least was
contiguous space. His was divided by some kind of a construction
barrier. My guess is that his digs have improved. I would like to
welcome this panel and say how impressed I am by your creden-
tials and experience on this issue. You can play a big role in guid-
ing us, helping us, and helping the Administration to fashion the
right legislation, the right comprehensive legislation on climate
change. I want to hold up my regular prop which is the U.S. CAP
blue print for legislative action. U.S. CAP is testifying in the next
panel, but I want to say how impressed I am that a diverse group
of industry and environmental representatives has developed a con-
sensus on basic principles, and then how impressed I am that this
committee has used this as the basis for the bill.

I just want to ask you briefly to comment on whether you agree
that U.S. CAP has played an important role here and whether you
agree that these consensus principles which are not partisan are a
very useful starting point. Let us start with Ray LaHood.

Mr. LAHOOD. I am going to defer to these other two folks but I
know from discussing this with staff that they have played a very
valuable role.

Ms. HARMAN. Thank you. Dr. Chu.

Mr. CHU. My understanding is that document says—I haven’t
read it in detail, but my understanding is that document says that
14 to 20 percent reduction in carbon emission by 2020 is economi-
cally possible to the United States, so that statement alone coming
from industry is a very powerful statement.

Ms. HARMAN. Secretary Jackson.

Ms. JACKSON. I certainly agree with my colleagues.
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Ms. HARMAN. Thank you. Now, Dr. Chu, welcome to a fellow Cal-
ifornian. Your experience in California is very valuable to those of
us from California, but I think also to this effort since California,
as everyone here knows, has been the leading state in terms of
strict environmental regulation. There was a New Yorker article in
December entitled Note to Detroit, Consider the Refrigerator. And
this is a story by you, little profile, little picture of you here, and
the experience of California which set out to regulate the efficiency
of refrigerators. Of course, the industry objected but then, guess
what, engineers rather than lobbyists figured out whether compli-
ance was possible and now lo and behold the size of the average
American refrigerator has increased by more than 10 percent while
the price in inflation adjusted dollars has been cut in half.

Meanwhile, energy use has dropped by two-thirds. I tell this
story, Dr. Chu, because you had a role in this. You talked about
it. In this bill in the efficiency sections we have some new bipar-
tisan standards on regulating the efficiency of outdoor lighting, and
we also have a cash for clunkers provision which would encourage
folks to trade in old clunker refrigerators and appliances, trade
them in, get ride of them, not plug them in in the basement, in ex-
change for efficient appliances. And I just welcome your thoughts
and thoughts by anyone else on the panel about these provisions
and the experience that California has had regulating the efficiency
of appliances.

Mr. CHU. Well, the refrigerator story is one of several stories but
in fact the efficiency has gone up so that the present day refrig-
erators are using one-quarter of the energy they used in 1975. In
fact, it was the anticipation of regulations, the regulations didn’t
start for several years, but as soon as the manufacturers realized
that they couldn’t go to either party that both parties in California
strongly supported these regulations the efficiency immediately
started improving. The reason the price went down inflation ad-
justed by a factor of 2 was because the better insulation and the
smaller compressor of the refrigerator led to a reduction in the
price.

Now I cannot emphasize how important this was. If you look at
the energy saved today, we have roughly 150 million refrigerators,
the energy we are saving today relative to the 1974 standards are
actually more energy saved than all of the wind and solar energy
we are now producing in the United States, just refrigerators alone.
And so we can do similar dramatic improvements in building effi-
ciencies, transportation. Building efficiencies can be even a bigger
success story than refrigerators.

Ms. HARMAN. Any other comments?

Mr. CHU. Well, I can go on and on.

Ms. HARMAN. No. I was asking the others, Secretary Jackson.

Ms. JACKSON. Well, he is certainly the expert, but I think that
story is repeated over and over again that often times the move-
ment toward regulation and the call for national standards unlocks
innovation. I am an engineer, you know unlocks engineers to move
to where the market is going to be and unlocks the private sector
investment to do it. We have seen it with cars. We have seen it
with the phase out of gases that affect the ozone layer. Every time
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we have a challenge once we make up our mind we are going to
do it innovation kicks in and makes it a lot cheaper and quicker.

Ms. HARMAN. Thank you so much. My time has expired. I just
add that we are now seeing it with indoor lighting which this com-
mittee regulated a couple years ago and California is moving on to
clunker television sets. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Ms. Harman. Mr. Rogers.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, one of the
things Ms. Harman and I are working together on an incentive pro-
gram to get us there, and when you look at the places where we
provided incentives the market kicks in faster, cheaper, better. And
I get a little worried that this is a huge government mandated pro-
gram that is very complicated. Who is involved in the trading? Who
actually determines at the end of the day what the value of CO>
or methane is? How do you quantify it? So a lot of the jobs we are
talking about are going to be folks who aren’t really producing any-
thing but they are going to be living on the backs of those who are
producing something because the government mandated a system
that really hasn’t been flushed out all that well.

And I would hope that we would stop and pause for a minute
and try to find ways to incentivize people. I had a bill in 2006, an
energy star system for servers, computer servers, because the larg-
est growing energy use in the United States at that time were serv-
er parts. And lo and behold built on an incentive system, it has
radically changed the way—now they advertise on those servers
which are the most efficient servers, and it changed the way. If you
talk to the people in the industry, they say it absolutely changed
the way we buy, produce, sell servers. Fantastic. We didn’t man-
date anything. And it concerns me for a couple of reasons.

And I wanted to talk to the Secretary for a minute. I come from
Michigan. Nobody is hurt more in this economy than we are, and
to say that this Administration has done more for the car compa-
nies than anyone else is a bit shocking to us who live there. And
I will give a couple examples. They went in and the guy who cut
the work force from General Motors in half got concessions from
the union, produced the Car of the Year last year, the CTS Cad-
illac, oh, by the way, produced the Car of the Year, the Malibu,
both of which are built in my district, by the way, this year. The
government came in and said you got to go, you are fired, oh, and
take the board with you and you have 30 days for a viability plan.
That is pretty hard to recover from when you are going through all
of those tough times.

And, oh, by the way, they have more cars that get over 30 miles
to the gallon than any other car company period in the world. The
government didn’t do that. They did that. The Chevy Volt, which
Mr. Dingell so aptly talked about will revolutionize the way we
think about commuting and how we power our cars. It is the first
time it is an electric driven engine that is charged by gasoline
versus the other way around, which really radically departs even
from hybrid technology, very exciting. Billions and billions of dol-
lars of research, decades, they were ahead of the curve. And what
do we do? We come to this committee and kick them around. They
finally the attention of the American people. Really?
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In 2007 they mandated $80 billion in cost on these car compa-
nies. Gasoline went to $4.50 and they are struggling to make it and
we are losing jobs as fast as we can count them. So be careful when
you tell us that. The proposal for cap and tax will raise the energy
rates for producing everything in the United States of America.
Secretary Chu, you mentioned that, gee, if we raise the rates of
gasoline it is going to hurt average Americans. Absolutely right. If
we dramatically raise the rates of electricity, we will not be com-
petitive when it comes to building anything in the United States.
It is an attack on the middle class.

It is an absolute slap in the face to everybody that got up and
built good cars or they built houses or they got in their car and
drove somewhere to build something of use in the United States.
And guess what India said this week? They are not going to play
along. Go ahead, United States, make yourself uncompetitive be-
cause we have got lots of mouths to feed and we would love to be
the new center of the middle class in the next several hundred
years. I am just shocked that you would say that about a company
who has done so much to survive and will lead the way in 2011
when that Chevy Volt rolls off the line. Also, in the new proposal
there is an inventory tax increase. And if you produce anything in
a just in time manufacturing system, you are going to be hurt by
this inventory tax increase so manufacturers are going to take it
on both ends of this.

That is very frustrating to those of us who represent lots of peo-
ple who believe that the middle class is important. I had questions
but the fact that you stand before us and tell us that you have done
more for the automobile companies than any other administration,
as you can tell put a burr under my saddle. We certainly don’t
think so, and we would hope that you would look at every job lost.
You talk about green jobs created. You forgot to tell us how many
manufacturing jobs go overseas, and we know there is a bunch of
them. So, Mr. Chairman, I would argue we better go slow and we
better worry about the middle class in this country that is quickly
evaporating because of all of the weight and burden we are putting
on their ability to produce anything in the United States.

Mr. MARKEY [presiding]. The gentleman’s time has expired but,
Secretary LaHood, if you would like to make a comment, we would
allow you to do so. Thank you. The chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington State, Mr. Inslee.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. I am from Washington. I just want to
tell you I got some constituents who are so happy you 3 are here
today. They have been waiting for you to get to Washington, D.C.
The obvious one is Dennis Hayes, one of the two co-founders of
Earth Day, but the non-obvious ones are the people at the Sapphire
Energy Company, which are developing algae based biofuels which
have 0 net CO, emissions, the people at Infinia in Washington that
have developed a sterling engine based solar power system, the
people at AltaRock in North Seattle which are developing one of
the world’s leading engineer geothermal systems, the people at
McKinstry that is the world leading energy efficiency contractor
really probably in the world, the Better Place people that are devel-
oping an electrical infrastructure for electric cars, the Ramgen com-
pany in Bellevue Washington, which has developed a way to se-
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quester CO2 so we maybe can use coal cleanly and create hundreds
of jobs in this country. These people are thrilled that you are here
to promote these job creation exercises.

Now we have heard on many occasions people have said that
President Obama said that this was going to be bad for the econ-
omy some time. I have heard him say repeatedly that in fact this
bill is going to grow jobs and ultimately be good for the economy.
I think this bill has been quite well balanced because it speaks to
multiple technologies and multiple ways to create jobs. It hasn’t
just picked favorites. Is that a fair assessment of this? I will just
ask Dr. Chu that.

Mr. CHU. Yes, it is a fair assessment. I would also want to em-
phasize that it is looking towards the future. To use a sports anal-
ogy, when Wayne Gretzky was asked how come he was such a mor-
tal hockey player he said because I skated to where the puck will
be, and I think this bill actually brings that—it positions America
to go to the future and for the jobs of the future.

Mr. INSLEE. I want to ask you about the low carbon fuel stand-
ard. I think an important portion of this bill that will promote the
development of low carbon emitting fuels. We have tried to address
this so that it is consistent with the other parts of the bill or other
regulatory systems. For instance, it does not kick in effectively
until the renewable fuel standard essentially expires so we have
tried to tailor it in a careful fashion. It also really drives on the
European experience that a cap and trade bill while very important
is not the only game in town, and I think their experience is you
have to take multiple approaches to this big challenge, not just a
cap and trade system. I just wonder if you have any comments, ei-
ther Dr. Chu or Secretary Jackson, in that regard.

Ms. JACKSON. I absolutely agree that the design of the discussion
draft is such that it phases the low carbon fuel standard in after
the renewable fuel standards that are authorized also by a law of
Congress are done. And I could not agree more that experience has
shown that a cap and trade program while an extremely powerful
tool to harness the kind of private capital that you just referenced
in your opening remarks and certainly that is the key. The key is
to make those who are investing in green energy future able to do
it in a way that they know with certainty that this country is turn-
ing its gaze towards that. It makes the private sector full partners
in the game, and I think it is part of why U.S. CAP—it is not just
the big companies of U.S. CAP who have done extraordinary think-
ing on this in partnership with NGOs, but also the smaller folks.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. I will take that as an answer. I do want
to ask one more question. The longer I look at this, it becomes ap-
parent that our ability to really maximize these clean resources of
solar and wind and hydrokinetic and the like depends on the devel-
opment of a grid system fit for this century which we do not have
today. I think one of the great quotes I have heard is that the bad
news is that Thomas Edison would recognize our grid system. This
is not really a salutary remark. One of the things I hope we can
work on in the development of this bill is a way to increase the
ability to cite increased transmission systems so that we can access
the solar in the southwest and the wind in the Midwest and the
off shore wind and the hydrokinetic to move it where we need it,
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but we have some proposals to try to have back stop authority for
the federal government to assist the siting of transmission in the
event that we can’t do it through sort of the typical channels.
Would you encourage us in that regard? Any comments you have,
I would appreciate it. Dr. Chu, perhaps you want to

Mr. CHU. I would encourage you to try to develop this. I think
you are quite right. As we go forward and develop renewable en-
ergy that we have to concurrently develop a new transmission sys-
tem that can handle that. The fact that wind and solar are variable
means that you have to have a much more robust system that is
able to port energy very rapidly from different parts of the country,
so increased siting authority is one element. It can’t be the only
element because after all just with increased siting authority alone,
I think there has to be other elements that would help encourage
the states and local areas to allow that, but is a very important
part of our way into the future.

Mr. INSLEE. We hope you will continue to encourage us all.
Thanks very much.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Inslee. Ms. Blackburn.

Ms. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you all for
your patience this morning. Ms. Jackson, I wanted to talk with you
a little bit about your pronouncement of regulating CO, under the
Clean Air Act and that you could do that or the agency could do
that with or without Congress and our consent, and I would like
to know what your time table is. How do you see the agency mov-
ing forward on that regulation?

Ms. JACKSON. I would certainly like to just clarify that. It is not
with or without Congress’ consent. It is actually the Clean Air Act,
the law passed by Congress and signed by the President, that com-
pels us to and the Supreme Court’s interpretation of the Clean Air
Act that compelled EPA to make a finding, and it is a proposed
finding. As far as time table, that time table starts with the pro-
posal and a 60-day public comment. If it is finalized, and pre-
suming it is finalized regulatory action would proceed after that.
The history of the Clean Air Act, which is a good guide, is that pro-
posed regulations under that Act take months to propose and, you
know, after that the process——

Ms. BLACKBURN. OK. Let me ask you this then. With whatever
emission standard that you use in that as you go through that pe-
riod, will sectors of the economy such as Mr. Terry was talking
about farming, and we all have great concerns about farming.
Right now, building construction, we have tremendous concerns
about that. Are they going to be forced to meet that standard?
What do you see coming out at us through that?

Ms. JACKSON. If there is regulation under the Clean Air Act in
the future, if that happens, EPA would move as it does on other
regulations to look at the largest sources first, and in our economy
the largest sources of greenhouse gases are mobile sources, auto-
mobiles, and trucks, and then the large stationary sources, espe-
cially the power generation sector, so I think we could expect that
if there were regulations that would be where EPA’s first regu-
latory actions would be. And, again, I don’t believe we would ever
get to the small sources. I think those discussions are really being




142

made to scare people with a very unlikely future instead of focus-
ing on the big issue which is cars and power generation.

Ms. BLACKBURN. So you see it affecting cars. Would you apply
